Agenda

@ Metro

600 NE Grand Ave.

Portland, OR 97232-2736

Meeting: Transportation Policy Alternatives Committee (TPAC) and Metro Technical
Advisory Committee (MTAC) Workshop
Date: Wednesday, May 2, 2018
Time: 10 am. - 12 p.m.
Place: Metro Regional Center, Council Chamber
10:00 am 1. Call To Order And Introductions Tom Kloster, Chair
10:05 am 2, Public Communications on Agenda Items
10:10 am 3. Facility Plan for I-5 Boone Bridge in Wilsonville Talia Jacobson, ODOT
Purpose: To provide TPAC/MTAC with an overview of the Jon Makler, ODOT
congestion study and the draft [-5 Wilsonville Facility Plan. Nancy Kraushaar,
City of Wilsonville
10:55 am 4. 2018 Regional Transportation Plan Kim Ellis, Metro
Purpose: Review the draft table of contents and recap next steps
for integrating April 4 workshop feedback.
11:15 am 5. Draft Regional Transportation Plan Implementation Chapter Kim Ellis, Metro

Purpose: Provide feedback on the proposed implementation
chapter reorganization and content.

12:00 pm 6. Adjourn Tom Kloster, Metro
Upcoming TPAC/MTAC Workshop Meetings: * Material will be emailed with meeting notice
e  Wednesday, June 6,2018 # Material will be distributed at the meeting.

TPAC/MTAC Workshop, 10 a.m. - noon
e  Wednesday, July 11, 2018
TPAC/MTAC Workshop, 9:30 a.m. - noon

For agenda and schedule information, call 503-797-
1766. 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 503-813-7514. 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 béo v su Metro khong ky thi ctia

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

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

MosigomneHHAa Metro npo 3ab6opoHy AnCcKpUMiHaLii

Metro 3 noBaroto CTaBUTLCA A0 IPOMAAAHCHKUX NPaB. [aa oTpumaHHA iHpopmauii
npo nporpamy Metro i3 3axucTy rpomagAHCbKMUX Npas abo dopmu ckapru Nnpo
AVCKPUMIHaLo BiaBigaiiTe canT www.oregonmetro.gov/civilrights. a6o fKw,o Bam

noTpibeH nepeknagay Ha 3bopax, ANA 3a40BOIEHHA BALLOro 3anuTy 3aTenedoHyiite
3a Homepom 503-797-1890 3 8.00 po 17.00 y poboui AHi 3a n'ATb poboumx AHIB A0
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Ogeysiiska takooris la’aanta ee Metro

Metro waxay ixtiraamtaa xuquugda madaniga. Si aad u heshid macluumaad ku
saabsan barnaamijka xuquugda 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 gaybqaadatid kullan dadweyne, wac 503-797-1890 (8
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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.Notificacién de
no discriminacién de Metro.

Notificacion de no discriminacién de Metro

Metro respeta los derechos civiles. Para obtener informacién sobre el programa de
derechos civiles de Metro o para obtener un formulario de reclamo por
discriminacidn, 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.

YsefjoMneHne o HeaonylweHnn ANCKpuMnHaymm ot Metro

Metro yBarkaeT rpaxgaHckue npasa. Y3Hatb o nporpamme Metro no cobntogeHnto
rPaXKAAHCKMX MpaB U NoAy4nTb GOpPMY XKanobbl 0 AUCKPUMMHALMM MOMKHO Ha Be6-
caifte www.oregonmetro.gov/civilrights. Eciv Bam HysKeH nepeBoAumK Ha

obLecTBeHHOM cobpaHum, OCTaBbTE CBOM 3aNpoc, NO3BOHMB No Homepy 503-797-
1890 B paboune gHu ¢ 8:00 go 17:00 1 3a NATb pabounx AHel [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 inainte 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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@ Metro

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

2018 TPAC/MTAC Workshop Work Program
Asof4/25/18
NOTE: Items in italics are tentative

May 2,2018
Comments from the Chair:

Agenda Items:

e 2018 Regional Transportation Plan (Ellis; 20 min)
Draft RTP Implementation Chapter (Ellis; 45 min)
Facility Plan for I-5 Boone Bridge in Wilsonville
(Talia Jacobson/Jon Makler, ODOT/ Nancy
Kraushaar, City of Wilsonville; 45 min)

June 6, 2018
Comments from the Chair:
[ ]

Agenda Items:

Draft RTP Performance Results (Round 2) (Ellis, 60
min.)

Introduce MAP-21 Performance Monitoring, Target
Setting and Reporting (Ellis, Collins; 45 min)
Sherwood Urban Growth Management Proposal
Decision (Julia Hajduk/Carrie Brennecke, City of
Sherwood; 15 min)

July 11,2018
Comments from the Chair:
[ ]

Agenda Items:

e 2018 Growth Management Decision: Overview
of Draft 2018 Urban Growth Report (Frkonja;
45 min)

2018 Growth Management Decision: Urban
Reserves Alternatives Analysis (Reid/O’Brien;
30 min)

August1,2018
Comments from the Chair:
[ ]

Agenda Items:

RTP Livable Streets Update (McTighe; 45 min)
Transportation Resiliency and Regional
Transportation Emergency Routes (Ellis; 45 min)

September 5,2018
Comments from the Chair:
[ ]

Agenda Items:

October 3,2018

Comments from the Chair:
[ ]

Agenda Items:




2018 TPAC/MTAC Workshop Work Program
Asof4/25/18
NOTE: Items in italics are tentative

November 7,2018
Comments from the Chair:
[ ]

Agenda Items:

December 5,2018
Comments from the Chair:
[ ]

Agenda Items:

January 9, 2019
Comments from the Chair:
[ ]

Agenda Items:

February 6, 2019
Comments from the Chair:
[ ]

Agenda Items:

March 6,2019

Agenda Items:

Comments from the Chair:

April 3,2019
Comments from the Chair:
[ ]

Agenda Items:

May 1, 2019
Comments from the Chair:
[ ]

Agenda Items:

June 5, 2019
Comments from the Chair:
[ ]

Agenda Items:

Parking Lot

e HB2017 Electric Vehicle Rebate
e Portland Area Value Pricing
o DEQ-PSU Diesel Monitoring Project

For agenda and schedule information, call Marie Miller at 503-797-1766. E-mail: marie.miller@oregonmetro.gov
To check on closure or cancellations during inclement weather please call 503-797-1700.



Meeting minutes

@ Metro

600 NE Grand Ave.
Portland, OR 97232-2736

Meeting: Transportation Policy Alternatives Committee (TPAC) and
Metro Technical Advisory Committee (MTAC) Workshop
Date/time: Wednesday, April 4, 2018 | 9:30 a.m. - noon
Place: Metro Regional Center, Council chamber
Attending Affiliate
Tom Kloster, Chair Metro
Katherine Kelly City of Gresham
Brendon Haggerty Multnomah Co. Health Department
Glenn Koehrsen TPAC Community Member

Mary Kyle McCurdy

Tom Bouillion
Gerry Mildner
Ramsay Weit
Carol Chesarek
Jae Douglas

Bob Kellett
Emily Lai

Tom Armstrong
Karen Perl Fox
Chris Deffebach
Jon Makler
Kelly Betteridge
Mark Lear
Jennifer Hughes
Bob Sallinger
Kari Schlosshauer
Anna Slatinsky
Kay Durtschi
Karen Buehrig
Todd Juhasz
Charlie Tso
Michael Weston
Lidwien Rahman
Steve Williams
Jennifer Donnelly
Denny Egner
Jerry Andersen
Don Odermott
Nicole Hendrix
Dwight Brashear
Jason Kelly

Metro Staff

Kim Ellis, Principal Transportation Planner
Lake McTighe, Senior Transportation Planner

1000 Friends of Oregon

Port of Portland

Portland State University

AHS, Housing Affordability
Multnomah County

Multnomah County Public Health
Portland Bureau of Transportation
TPAC Community Member

City of Portland

City of Tualatin

Washington County

Oregon Department of Transportation
TriMet

City of Portland, Bureau of Transportation
Clackamas County

Audubon Society

Safe Routes to Schools National Partnership
City of Beaverton

Multnomah County Citizen

Clackamas County

City of Beaverton

City of Wilsonville

City of King City

Oregon Department of Transportation
Clackamas County

DLCD

Clackamas County, City of Milwaukie
Clackamas County

Washington County, City of Hillsboro
SMART

SMART/City of Wilsonville

Oregon Department of Transportation

Dan Kaempff, Principal Transportation Planner
Jamie Snook, Principal Transportation Planner
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Tim Collins, Senior Transportation Planner Grace Cho, Associate Transportation Planner
John Mermin, Senior Transportation Planner  Eliot Rose, Emerging Technology Strategist
Caleb Winter, Principal Transportation Planner Cindy Pederson, Modeling & Research Manager
Andre Lightsey-Walker, Intern Marie Miller TPAC Recorder

Call to Order and Introductions

Chair Tom Kloster called the workshop meeting to order at 9:30 a.m., and welcomed everyone. Metro
was marking the 50" year anniversary of the assassination of Martin Luther King. As part of this
remembrance, a video was shown.

Comments From the Chair and Committee Members - None

Public Communications on Agenda Items — None

RTP Policy Chapter Changes: Goals and Objectives and System Policies (small group review/discussion
format)

Kim Ellis provided an overview draft 2018 RTP goals, objectives and policies proposed as a starting point
for review and discussion. In May 2017, Metro Council approved an updated vision statement and
directed staff to review the adopted 2014 RTP policy chapter to identify and recommend refinements
for consideration by the Metro Council and regional policy advisory committees in 2018. Staff
completed a comprehensive review of the 2014 RTP policy chapter (including RTP goals and objectives)
to identify gaps in policy, existing policies that would benefit from further clarification, and
opportunities to further integrate adopted Climate Smart Strategy policies as well as policies for equity,
safety, and congestion.

Policy review proposals for discussion include:

1. Divide the existing 91-page policy changer into two chapters

2. Reflect the vision statement approved by MPAC, JPACT and the Metro Council

3. Update the RTP goals and objectives to make language more accessible; minimize jargon, focus
more on people and outcomes, reflect values and priority outcomes identified through the
process, reduce redundancy, and make objectives more specific and measurable

4. Add new policy sections and related polices for safety, equity, Climate Smart Strategy and
emerging technologies

5. Update the existing modal policies and system maps, particularly the throughways/arterials,
transit and freight policies and system maps for each network

For the remainder of the workshop, small groups discussed draft goals, objectives and policies to
identify what might be missing, need for clarity and recommended changes.

A summary of the discussion and feedback provided follows. Staff will prepare a revised draft of the
goals, objectives and policies for further review and discussion by TPAC, MTAC, the Metro Council and
regional policy committees in May.

PART 1: Small Group Discussion on Draft Goals and Objectives

General notes:

e |mportant to see the word “congestion” in the goals. Want to see it mentioned as much as possible
throughout goals.

e Add the word “safety” throughout all of the policies where possible
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e Congestion in Washington County (top issue) — there is acknowledgement, but do not see it clearly
in the documents

e Not clear who is supposed to do these things (Metro) becomes responsibility of local governments
once in local TSPs and RTFP (add to introduction)

e Combine health and safety or cross-reference

e Add word reliable throughout where possible

e Reinforce connections among goals throughout

e Add historically marginalized communities throughout

e Consistent use of language - pick one term define and use consistently

A summary of the comments provided for each goal area follows.
Goal 1: Vibrant Communities

Table 1

e How come we only care about where people live and not where they work?

e Are we only investing in regional centers or in access to them?

e Questioning whether parking management should be moved to TSMO — parking also impacts quality
of life, placemaking.

e Affordable housing language looks improved. Think about other services besides transit. OK with it
focusing on regulated affordable housing.

e |s regulated housing too narrow in focus? Seems like we should have both at one point.

e We've been struggling so hard to get housing in the transportation plan that it seems like a win.

e General concern with language — Metro losing focus on land use and transportation with emphasis on
housing.

e Concern about always twinning frequent transit w/ affordable housing. Are we winning if we gentrify
every neighborhood with frequent transit and add some regulated affordable housing?

e Would also add access to parks and nature (instead of recreation) in lead statement

Table 4

e Objectives 1.2 and 1.3 refer to “frequent transit service”. Significant areas in region are served by zero
transit service. Acknowledge the need to increase coverage as well as frequency.

e Consider adding an objective to increase access to all elements of the (newly updated) regional transit
vision

e Referring to frequent service is important.

e Objective 1.3 — do we really need to say “regulated” before “affordable housing units”

e Objective 1.3 — say “increase transit service close to affordable housing” (since this is a transportation
plan). Currently it says to increase affordable housing close to transit. We want to convey that the
types of places that need transit, should be served by it.

Goal 2: Shared Prosperity

Table 1

e Concerned about how we measure this goal. Businesses fail for so many reasons.

e Wonder if something fits here on the emerging technology front.

e Seems like the guts of this have been stricken. (general agreement) Is it better to focus on measurable
stuff like passenger connectivity than “everyone can go everywhere all the time.”

e Missing access to education.

o “Efficient” access comes up a lot. 2.2. is the only objective where we are trying to “improve” anything.
Are there any other opportunities to “improve” things in the goals and objectives?

e The old 2.2, 2.3. and 2.4 seemed more measurable (general agreement) than the new objectives.
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e 2.1: how is the system connected? Seems like there’s a relationship w/ technology work.

Table 2

e Objective 2.4 move to equity?

e Objective 2.3 relationship to equity — 24 hour service or better, seems weak — be more specific and tie
it to the problem

e Be specific - reliable, frequent, direct

e Redundant options (TNC, bus, MAX, last mile)

o “Efficient” does not capture need for around the clock transit to reach all jobs

e User responsive connections, frequency

e Access to jobs for all with focus on historically marginalized communities

e Access to all jobs, not just family wage jobs

e Crosswalk between equity — reinforce throughout

e Redundant system of throughways, etc.

e Freight is about connecting regardless of jurisdiction

Table 4

e Objective 2.3: “Access to jobs and talent”. “Talent” doesn’t fit in with the supporting text in the rest of
the objective.

e Objective 2.3 is more of an umbrella. Not as much nexus with transportation services as the other
objectives.

e Objective 2.4 —is it getting at lowering costs of transportation? Aren’t we trying to lower overall
combined cost, not just the transportation cost?

Goal 3: Transportation Choices

Table 1

e “Active” might be better than “healthy” to support options.

e Why aren’t we talking about VMT here? (it moved to 8.3) It’s so much more than climate; seems like
climate should focus on fuel consumption. Seems like it should still be in this section; this is how we
address VMT.

O Potential for VMT to increase w/ emerging technologies.

e Goal should start with “all people.”

Table 3
e See issues for the aging population get better acknowledged in this section
0 Want to have acknowledgement that transportation needs change as we get older
0 Desire to see new objective which is adequate in recognizing older adults — ensure
adequate choices
e Only covers the classic transit, walk, bike. This section should include emerging technologies and
community-oriented flexible solutions
0 Desire for deviated routes, on-demand transit, and other flexible options
0 Some general agreement to add in an objective which adds in the other non-traditional
options (vanpool, paratransit, etc.)
e Concern that there isn’t language in this goal about prioritization of space and time
0 Specifically allocation of resource, such as right-of-way
0 Time, space, and price prioritization of alternative modes in the goal and objectives
e Desire to see an objective about pricing and would like to see it linked to modal choices
0 Be specific that the alternatives are present at the same time that pricing gets
implemented
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= There is general agreement across the entire table about this

Table 4

e Objective 3.1 travel choices seems similar to objective 3.4 — access to travel options. Consolidate into
a single objective (Or change language to differentiate them more).

e Objective 3.1 may be rehashing of the overall goal.

Goal 4: Reliability and Efficiency

Table 1

e “because the transportation system is managed and optimized” doesn’t seem like it belongs in the
goal—it’s about how we do that. Could be removed (general agreement).

¢ Need to highlight the importance of addressing bottlenecks.

e Not just about managing and optimizing, it’s about design.

Table 2

e Add — addressing congestion at hotspots as separate objective

¢ Define reasonable

e Define concept of major travel corridors

e Redundancy —travel corridors, there are multiple ways

e Say mobility corridors instead of major travel corridors in Objective 4.6

e Parking management is missing — there needs to be an objective to cover and crosswalk to emerging
technology policies — add back in somewhere

e There is overlap in objectives between demand management and travel information (Objective 4.2)

e Traveler information provided by marketplace, does it need to be in the RTP?

e Objective 4.6 add mobility corridors and “consistent with the purpose of each facility” (reference to
speed and safety, lower speeds on arterials)

Table 3
e Missing parking management; either demand management covers this, but it needs to be called out
e The goal is currently written as management, but there should be acknowledgement that adding
capacity should be included in this goal section. Particularly as it gets tied to things like value pricing.
Absent in the goals, then capacity/expansion considerations get lost
0 Can possibly get wrapped into Objective 4.6 — can get at it via reliability
= Foothold is already here
O Have Objective 4.6 recognize current/existing congested corridors and future/emerging
congested corridors
= But others have said that currently as written Objective 4.6 already covers this
comment
0 Transit rep has concerns about language “related to maintaining travel times on all
modes”
= Should be specific and different for the mode by the corridor
= Desire to see “right tool, right job”
e ODOT would not like to see adding capacity as part of this goal or in general in the goals; would not
want to have “more roadways” in this goal
e Objective language on the lines of “reasonable and reliable travel;” use the right tool for the right job
e Disagreement about adding a goal or objective which would focus on capacity and expansion
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Table 4

Objective 4.6 regional mobility - by including all modes in there, it raises a flag. What does it look like

to maintain reasonable and reliable travel times for someone walking? Could this objective be more

focused vehicular and freight mobility?

o Likes objective as it is. Since it gets at the value of mobility itself. A lot of things need to work for this
to happen. If this is achieved, then we’ve achieved a lot of other things

e Prioritize methods of travel that move more people, e.g. put SOVs at bottom of priority list compared
to high capacity transit

e The public and elected have expressed a desire for vehicular reliability more so than de-prioritizing
vehicular travel.

o The focus of this goal has broadened from TSMO to reliability and efficiency. (not a bad thing).

e In some parts of region cars will be de-emphasized, and In others not so much (at least for the near
future)

e Consider addressing objective 4.6 in the overall goal language.

Goal 5: Safety and Security

Table 1

e Hard to figure out what we’re doing about security.

o Need to address hazardous materials passing through communities (general agreement)

e Strong support for 5.1.

e The goal should include mention of Vision Zero if it’s not too jargony. It’s a big goal statement.

e In 5.1, do we need to focus on “fatal and severe” injuries? Are we trying to avoid moderate crashes as
well?

e There’s some sense of trade-off that we’d accept more fender benders in exchange for fewer severe
crashes.

e Does ADA belong here? Is transportation security also access?

Table 2

e Objective 10. 2 fits better under Goal 5.

e Security not just in the sense of crashes, but personal security (harassment, racial profiling, armed
transit police)— make much more clear and bold.

e Objective 5.2 is not strong enough on security and safety for the public.

e Transit is the safest mode — but there are things we can do to make it feel safer; Access to, safety once
you are on it (highlight in the context section and existing conditions)

Table 3
e Need some language on ADA
e Add in resilience into this goal
0 Seems like moving this to Goal 10 doesn’t make the same amount of sense about a
matter of fiscal stewardship

Table 4

e Mention transit infrastructure, since it’s related to safety (e.g. buses in good repair). It’s currently
mentioned under objective 10.1 infrastructure condition. Should it be mentioned here as well? Danger
of mentioning everything everywhere...(leads to a really long policy chapter)

e Seems like a short goal, without many objectives currently.

Goal 6: Healthy Environment
Table 1
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e Address integration of green infrastructure (general agreement). Bob can provide language, should
include urban heat islands.

e Stormwater management is very important in developing transportation projects.

¢ In the goal, we should talk about “enhancing” as well as preserving and protecting. (general
agreement)

o Add “wildlife corridors” back into 6.1.

e Objective 6.3 seems too broad to be measurable.

Table 2
e Crosswalk to equity and technology
e Historically marginalized communities

Table 3
e Seems like Climate accountability is redundant with goal 11
0 Or better distinguish between climate accountability and goal 11
0 Orinclude an accountability objective across all goals
0 Or make a footnote for the purposes of explaining that reporting back and
monitoring/accountability is a legislative mandate
e Should there be discussions of resilience and adaptation
e There also should be some “upfront language”

Table 4
e This goal is very disconnected from transportation. Add language that ties the environment to
transportation.

Goal 7: Healthy People

Table 1

e Add “secure” into first sentence in goals (safe, secure)

e Why are Objectives 7.2 and 7.3 separate? Seems like they could be merged. Understand the
importance of air pollution given Metro’s work and state law though.

e What about residential proximity to pollutant sources?

e What about brownfields? More of a land use factor.

e We're planning a lot of new housing near roadways. Do we need to be sensitive to that or address it?
E.g., Mitigate impacts of transportation-related pollution on existing and planned residential
communities.

Table 2

e Add something about air monitoring.

e Objective 7.3 is missing a word or two after the word ‘including’. Currently says ‘including and air toxic
emissions’.

Goal 8: Climate Protection

Table 1

e Mostly seems too redundant. Doesn’t seem like we need a separate policy for these. Seems like they
show up elsewhere.

e Clean vehicles could live under #6.

e What about urban heat islands? We also discussed addressing that under #6.

e We just adopted a Climate Smart Strategy. Concerned about removing that as a goal when we just
elevated it.
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e Lots of discussion about elevating importance of Climate Smart vs. streamlining the RTP.
e Supporting state efforts (8.4) is important to acknowledge.

Table 3
o Desire to see language that places prioritization within this goal: space, time, price
e |s the correct term barrier free or proving opportunities?
O Reduce barriers and increase opportunities
0 Suggestion to the objective 9.2 be renamed transportation access
e Clarity in reducing inequities

Table 4

e Objective 11.8 has been folded into Objective 8.1, but something seems to have been lost. It
previously included “invest strategically in streets and highways...” which should be retained as its
own objective.

Goal 9: Equitable Transportation

Table 1

e We've lost something by removing Objective 8.3 — tying transportation investments to other goals,
especially housing.

e Objective 9.2 raises question re: ADA rule. We're trying to do that in all communities. Understand the
focus on HMCs here, but can we talk about ADA needs under safety?

Table 2
e Objectives 1.3 and 9.2 focus on investment is lost, Metro using investment power is lost
e Please define historically marginalized communities (in glossary)

Table 4

¢ Need to define equity somewhere in the document.

e As we focus on race, think about how these objectives might be applied in areas that don’t have high
concentrations of people of color. e.g. How do they address equity (using Metro’s race-focused equity
lens) in Clackamas county where there are less people of color.

Goal 10: Fiscal Stewardship

Goal 11: Transparency and Accountability
Table 1
e Something about engaging existing communities through liaisons—as a strategy.

PART 2: Small Group Discussion on Draft Policies
General comments
e Seems like there’s still too much overlap between goals and policies. Some of these seem like
policies
e How would we find something about congestion pricing?
e |Isit possible to crosswalk goals and objectives?
e  “Policy” sets direction —it’s not an action.
e Consider what might be actions vs. policies.
e Should send the whole draft to communications staff to review.
e Question of where impacts on natural areas come up.
e Add the word “safety” throughout all of the policies where possible
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e Add historically marginalized communities throughout
e Bike parking part of parking management
e desire to see language that includes “right tool for the right job” Used a bike-ped example for
shorter trips
e Need to create new transportation options for senior citizens
e Acknowledgement of trips which extend outside of the region. Want it explicit versus implied.
e Broadly, want to see housing explicitly discussed in the policies; place policies which identify
where housing should go
e  Where does the issue of lack of industrial lands get recognized in the RTP
0 The issue is that a lot of industrial lands are way off the freeway
0 Isthere a way to have a policy to have better connections of industrial land to the
freeway land
=  Could be more explicit in freight network policies
= |sit atransportation policy or a land use policy?
Urban reserves — what is the policy around transportation infrastructure

Transportation Safety Policies

Table 1

e Focusing on eliminating deaths and high-injury crashes — seems like that’s a goal rather than a policy.

e Not seeing anything on education and enforcement. Error is a cause of a lot of safety issues.

e People are not familiar with the “safe system” approach (#6). If that’s supposed to mean something to
people it’s not clear what it is.

o Safety report identifies 4 major factors in the region. Seems like that should be at the policy level.

e You can make enforcement equitable. We have to figure out how to do it, but it doesn’t mean it’s not
enforcement.

e Talk about speed cameras on each corridor.

Table 2

e #3 add word investments that benefit vulnerable users (make about investments)

e Make #4 about management

e #4 — security is a broader concept — make more clear

e Monitoring of data, make sure on-going (need to budget) before and after, program evaluation
e Safe System make sure to clearly define in the section

¢ Increase safety and security policies needs to capture the personal safety and security of people
e Access management strategy — include in the policy description

e #4 add “with a focus on reducing vehicle speeds”

e #5 do not like replicating, maybe acerbating

Table 3

e Want a sensible speed policy added into the language

e New policy — make safety a key consideration when defining system adequacy or deficiency when
planning for transportation impact analysis

Table 4
e #5 —is good (safety as key consideration in all projects). However they were told in call for projects,
that only projects on high crash corridors were “safety” projects.

Transportation Equity Policies
Table 1
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o #1 seems like it’s a little redundant with #2.

e #1 seems like “use this lens for everyone.” #2 seems like “close the gap.” Both are pretty verbose.

e These could generally be streamlined (general agreement).

o #1 “embed equity” doesn’t seem as useful as #3-8, which are more specific.

e Do the subsequent policies cover everything in #1? Can we remove that?

e #2 and #5 seem redundant. Can we just combine and say “focus and prioritize” in #5? (consensus =
yes)

e What is an “effort?” (#2)

e #8 is good (general agreement). Might move that up to #1.

e Generally seems to cover

e Don’t like use of “ensure” (#8) — you can’t guarantee it will happen. Use another verb?

Table 2

e There is overlap between #2 and #5, because efforts are not defined, can they be combined

e #2 is more about outcomes and investments

e # 8, focus on communities on color, but we need to add in other areas — be clear on “focus on race
explicitly, not exclusively” (don’t leave out income, age disabilities)

e How something is designed makes a difference based on race, income

Table 4

e Some policies have a direction to prioritize certain things.

e How to prioritize amongst all the different priorities within each set of policies.

e What does it actually mean to prioritize “projects within people of color” ? It shouldn’t mean not
doing anything else.

e Review the equity policies to see if some can be collapsed. Do each of the equity policies actually say
something different?

e Consider collapsing #2 and #5; collapse #3 and #4(or clarify if they are meant to be discrete)

o #8 —the word “ensure” seems problematic as no one has figured out how to do it. Particularly if
you’re only focused on transportation element of displacement. No one thing, alone, has the power to
“ensure” perhaps “strive for”, “consider” - learn from SW Corridor process approach to displacement.
Look for something between consider and ensure — “e.g. minimize, attempt”

e Try re-drafting without the “ensure” word. Consider deleing the first few words and beginning
statement with “anticipate minimize the effects of...”

Climate Smart Strategy Policies

Table 1

e These are actions, not policies.

¢ |In the implementation section, we should talk about how we’re performing with the Climate Smart
Goals.

e Climate Smart was an overlay on the previous RTP. Seems like that gets lost, and it’s a little confusing.

e Are these taken verbatim from Climate Smart? They aren’t always specific to transportation.

e But if it’s adopted policy, it's adopted policy.

Table 2

e 9 add “that support climate goals and objectives”

e #7 age of no parking lots, should we be striving towards that — crosswalk to technology policy (build it
and they won’t come) will not need parking garages

e Parking today has effect on climate, make a change now and make an impact — do not need to wait
and see if technology will fix it
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e #7 should be stronger — use parking as a strong tool
e Clear nexus between good transit and parking
e #8 add something around enhance and support electric vehicles

Arterial and Throughway Network Policies

Table 1

e We should use “arterials and throughways” throughout if that’s the name of this strategy.

e Feel like there’s a less blunt way to say “planned for up to six lanes”

e #4 and #1 could be moved up to goals and objectives.

e #2 seems more like an action. What does it mean that it’s “adopted RTP policy?” It means it’s in 2014.

o Like #10.

¢ Nice to see congestion pricing addressed in #11. Could be broadened. Why only when a lane is being
added?

e #12 is confusing. A lot of people don’t realize that the OTP says you should do it. Still can simplify the
language — “Consider all alternatives before adding a lane” — and clarify that the alternatives include
pricing.

e Should refer to the transportation planning rule re: only adding pricing to new capacity when we
discuss congestion. We want to acknowledge that that’s federal and state policy.

Table 2

e Arterial network — confusing what is meant by arterial

e #3 “maintain accessibility” does not apply to throughways, either take out accessibility or separate out
throughways, clarify that accessibility is about access to destination while using access management

e #2 add specific language on the function of throughways from OR Highway Plan “plus aux lanes” not
and to maintain reliability to regional centers and employment areas and for freight movement”
(ODOT staff to suggest language)

e Word highway is confusing — what is that? there is no highway in the functional classification

e Hwy 30 is a “highway” not an arterial, trying to get Cornelius pass designated as a “highway”

e Get rid of Principal Arterial and just use Throughway

e #4 add targeted aux lane language

e #4 change support to “include, integrated” support is mealy mouthed

e #5 and #7 there is redundancy, combine while hitting all points

e #10 add in access management

e #8 Green Street Infrastructure design (what does it mean?) — in the context section mention different

e #11 congestion pricing — add “in combination with increased transit” (ODOT)

e #11 where is the policy to generate additional revenue for multi-modal transportation improvements
(ODOT)

e #12 urban to urban travel through urban reserves, some policy that recognizes this and provides
guidance on how to do this (action to work with DLCD to amend the TPR to deal with this issue)

Table 3

e Policies 5 and 7 are redundant; can be collapsed

¢ Desire to see access management policy in RTP

e Policy 4 and 5 —talk about access to transit; but once on transit, getting priority to move on the
system; so desire to see the policy language modified to address transit priority on the roadway
network — ODOT agrees

e Policy 2 — change “and” to “plus” related to auxiliary lanes

0 Confusion if this is saying our standard is 6 lanes (with aux lanes? Or not aux lanes?)
e Policy 2 comes off as an action. Change language to “shall”
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e Policy 10 — change from vehicle to person throughput; highest and best use
0 Add in access management into part of policy 10 which can make up for access
management policy
e Add a policy in this section to lower speeds; in a context sensitive way; some facilities should have
sensible speed limits; maybe driven by reliability; right tool, right job — ODOT suggested
0 Speed limits tied to safety outcomes goals
0 Mobility policy should be slow and steady

Table 4

e Be sure to include strong language on street connectivity

e Some of these are too prescriptive, e. g. #2 “up to six lanes” and #4 “up to 4 travel lanes”

e These policies seems disconnected to the goals & objectives, since we don’t’ talk about arterial and
throughways (or congestion) much within Goals & Objectives.

e #9 - It seems weird to reference an “interim” policy

e General comment on arterial and throughway policies: Is there any priority to the order of them?
Structuring them / grouping them in some way could help. A lot of ideas in here cross over into other
sections

Transit Network Policies

Table 1

e #1 and #7 could be combined.

e Where is the transit vision statement?

e Should there be mention of youth transit fare?

¢ Did Transit Work Group discuss relative merits of coverage vs. frequency?
e Can make natural resource goals more positive.

Table 2

e Transit, not just frequency, but more transit designed to get people where they need to go, with
parking maximums/no parking

¢ Need to spell out where transit needs to go

e Understand where people need to go on a daily basis — need more N-S transit

e Use same language for community places

e Crosswalk with emerging technologies, transit demand is regulated by technology, influence how
system responds to demand

e #5 weave in recognition of bike transit paired trips (Hillsboro, public health) transit vehicle bike
capacity

e #1 transit service designed to meet the changing needs of the traveling public to make competitive
and usable modal choice - specify that without good coverage people will not be able to take transit

e In #2, add the word ‘reliability’ after the word security

Table 3
e Policy 3 — augment by saying “more reliable and frequent;” also places additional

0 Somehow bake in “reduce transit travel time”

= Get to TSP and transit priority to make transit a more effective mode for other
options

e Add in language to make transit the most enjoyable
e Also have language which includes “nimble” to recognize less traditional solutions

O The current policy language isn’t explicit in supporting less traditional/nimble solutions
e Alternative feeder system isn’t being acknowledged in the policies

TPAC and MTAC Workshop Meeting Minutes from April 4, 2018 Page 12



e Optimizing the transit service to the right situation
e Needs to have a bedrock principle which serves the 2040 growth concept/centers
e Transit should represent a viable alternative to support the implementation of congestion pricing —
ultimately, how these things work together should support the right tool to the right job
e Want to see a transit policy which talks about jobs and employees/transit and workforce
access/commuter programs
0 Also recognize that employer provided transit
e Desire to see transit provided and served in industrial areas language in the policies; also acknowledge
flexible transit service
e Policy 5 or 6 —add in “to support jobs access/workforce”
e Policy 6 — End the policy at “new mobility services.” The rest of the policy sentence doesn’t make
sense
0 Some disagreement on this. Others feel like you need to have the second half of the
policy. Different word than “focusing”

Table 4

e Same conversation as with goals - #3 “frequent”, nothing included about expanding transit access to
areas that don’t have it. Clarify the 2" part of #3 — adding in “increasing reach of transit”

e #6 Tie into emerging technologies — adding more coverage (using technology)

e Use technology to make transit more efficient. In addition use those technologies whom conventional
transit not an option. 2 different ideas. Don’t need to be linked.

e Make this policy clearer. Filled with buzz wards.

e Try for clarity. Strive for utopia (technology gets you to the fast transit service), minimize dystopia.

Freight Network Policies

Table 1

e #3is an action

o #2 seems like a goal.

e #3 seems odd: why do we educate on freight and not other topics?

e Generally, they need some work.

¢ Not all about freight — congestion has other causes. Tired of hearing that we need special lanes for
trucks.

Table 3
e Policy 5 —add in language about protecting access to freight lands
0 Want language to get to comprehensive pricing to preserve facilities to access industrial
e Integrate access needs as the front part of the policy (adding planning part to the front)
e Freeways for long trips
e Desire to see language that says “protect and create industrial lands”
0 Dormant potential for industrial lands, but lack of connection to I-84
e There are concerns about industrial land conversions, so the issue of preserving facilities to access
industrial lands could be problematic. Example is highway 26 industrial lands

Table 4

e #3 “educate public and decision-makers” why is this only in the freight section. If other modes don’t
need it, it might not be needed in freight policies. Does it rise up to this level? There was a concern in
freight work group that decision-makers don’t get it.

e Add connection to technology in freight policies.
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Bike Network Policies

Table 2

o Like separating

e Do not like deletion of the specific distance (ODOT, Hillsboro) it is the counterpoint to throughways
being long distance

o Bike parking

e #3 green ribbon — specificity that this is separated, high quality safe

Table 3
e Seems to confuse and conflict with pedestrian network; bring back the mileage into the language -
differentiate.

Table 4
e “most convenient choice”. Walking policy says the same “most convenient” —technically both cannot
be “most” convenient.

Pedestrian Network Policies

Transportation System Management and Operations Policies
Table 2

e #2 Add access management before other tools

e #7 Add bike parking

Table 3
e Need for regional fiber optic backbone; prioritization; and policy to help acknowledge and get this
implemented
0 This infrastructure is paramount to the success of implementing other transportation
solutions and priority
= This could be an action and not a policy, but needs a clear nexus

Emerging Technologies Policies

Table 2

e Support the roll out of 5g technology while balancing aesthetic and public space, support stealth
technology

e Support deployment of interstate hotspots on transit (encourages use of transit and technology)

e Technology security (hacking, hijacking)

Table 4

e Policy #2 is pretty general — maybe add language to call out integrating emerging technologies with
transit

e Consider adding more language to goals/objectives regarding emerging technologies

Adjourn

There being no further business, workshop meeting was adjourned by Chair Kloster at 12:00 p.m.
Meeting minutes submitted by,

Marie Miller

TPAC Recorder
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OUTLINE OF THE 2018 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN
TABLE OF CONTENTS

Foreword
This section provides short introduction to the Regional Transportation Plan from Council
President Hughes on behalf of the Metro Council.

Executive Summary
This section provides an overview of the plan, how it was developed, key trends and challenges
it will address and the outcomes it will deliver. The executive summary will also be produced as
a standalone document.

Chapter 1. Toward A Connected Region
This chapter introduces the greater Portland region and Metro’s role in transportation
planning. The chapter discusses the role of the plan in implementing the 2040 Growth Concept
and addressing state and federal requirements, and its relationship to other plans and
strategies. This chapter summarizes the public process that shaped development of the plan.

Chapter 2. Our Shared Vision for Transportation
This chapter presents the plan’s aspirational vision for the region’s transportation system. The
vision is further described through goals, objectives and performance targets that reflect the
values and desired outcomes expressed by the public, policymakers and community and
business leaders engaged in development of the plan. This outcomes-based policy framework
guides future planning and investment decisions as well as monitoring plan implementation.

Chapter 3. Transportation System Policies to Achieve Our Vision
This chapter defines a broad range of policies for safety, equity, climate, design and emerging
technology as well as the modal networks of the regional transportation system — motor-
vehicle, transit, freight, bike and pedestrian. Each policy describes a preferred direction or
course of action to achieve desired outcomes. The policies, if implemented, will help the region
make progress toward the plan’s vision, goals and objectives for the regional transportation
system. Together the policies will guide the development and implementation of the regional
transportation system, informing transportation planning and investment decisions made by
the Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation (JPACT) and the Metro Council.

Chapter 4. Snapshot of Our Growing and Changing Region
This chapter provides a snapshot of current regional growth trends and existing conditions and
outlines key transportation challenges the plan will address. The chapter also highlights
oportunities for building a regional transportation system that reflects our values and vision for
the future.

Chapter 5. Our Transportation Funding Outlook
This chapter provides an overview of local, state and federal funding expected to be available
to pay for needed investments.

Chapter 6. Regional Programs and Projects to Achieve Our Vision
This chapter describes how the region plans to invest in the transportation system across all
modes, with expected funding, to provide a safe, reliable, healthy and affordable
transportation system with travel options.

Chapter 7. Measuring Outcomes
This chapter reports on the expected system performance of the region’s investment priorities
and documents whether the region achieves regional performance targets in 2040.
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Chapter 8. Moving Forward Together
This chapter discusses ongoing regional programs and future local and regional planning,
programming and monitoring efforts aimed at coordinating transportation planning at all levels
of government to implement the RTP. The chapter identifies local and regional planning efforts
needed to address unresolved transportation needs and issues identified through the 2018 RTP
update. The chapter describes major project development activities planned or underway in
the region. The chapter discusses how the plan can be amended between scheduled updates.
The chapter discusses the role of the State Transportation Improvement Program and
Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP) and Regional Flexible Funds
Allocation process in implementing the RTP. The chapter identifies data and research activities
needed to support on-going regional performance-based transportation planning, analysis,
monitoring and reporting.

Acronyms

Glossary
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April 4, 2018
2018 Regional Transportation Plan

Goals, Objectives and Policies Discussion
MTAC/TPAC Workshop Summary

Through the 2018 Regional Transportation Plan update, the Metro Council is
working with leaders and communities throughout the region to plan the
transportation system of the future by updating the region's shared
transportation vision and investment strategy for the next 25 years.

On April 4, Metro staff convened a joint workshop of the Metro Technical
Advisory Committee (MTAC) and Transportation Policy Alternatives Committee
(TPAC). Staff from city, county, regional and state agencies and community
organizations participated in the workshop. Participants reviewed and provided
feedback on to discuss draft goals, objectives and policies for the 2018 Regional
Transportation Plan.

A summary of the discussion and feedback provided follows. A list of
participants is provided at the end. Staff will prepare a revised draft of the goals,
objectives and policies for further review and discussion by TPAC, MTAC, the
Metro Council and regional policy committees in May.

PART 1: Small Group Discussion on Draft Goals and
Objectives

Participants were asked to identify goal(s) and/or objective(s) for the table to
discuss, considering the following questions:

1. Isthere anything missing?

2. Isthere anything that is not clear/does not make sense?

3. Isthere anything that you would change?

General notes:

* Important to see the word “congestion” in the goals. Want to see it
mentioned as much as possible throughout goals.

* Add the word “safety” throughout all of the policies where possible

* Congestion in Washington County (top issue) - there is acknowledgement,
but do not see it clearly in the documents

* Not clear who is supposed to do these things (Metro) becomes responsibility
of local governments once in local TSPs and RTFP (add to introduction)

* Combine health and safety or cross-reference

* Add word reliable throughout where possible

* Reinforce connections among goals throughout

* Add historically marginalized communities throughout

* Consistent use of language - pick one term define and use consistently

A summary of the comments provided for each goal area follows.
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Goal 1: Vibrant Communities

Table 1

* How come we only care about where people live and not where they work?

* Are we only investing in regional centers or in access to them?

* Questioning whether parking management should be moved to TSMO -
parking also impacts quality of life, placemaking.

* Affordable housing language looks improved. Think about other services
besides transit. OK with it focusing on regulated affordable housing.

* Is regulated housing too narrow in focus? Seems like we should have both at
one point.

* We've been struggling so hard to get housing in the transportation plan that it
seems like a win.

* General concern with language — Metro losing focus on land use and
transportation with emphasis on housing.

* Concern about always twinning frequent transit w/ affordable housing. Are we
winning if we gentrify every neighborhood with frequent transit and add some
regulated affordable housing?

* Would also add access to parks and nature (instead of recreation) in lead
statement

Table 2
* Not discussed.

Table 3
* Not discussed.

Table 4

* Objectives 1.2 and 1.3 refer to “frequent transit service”. Significant areas in
region are served by zero transit service. Acknowledge the need to increase
coverage as well as frequency.

* Consider adding an objective to increase access to all elements of the (newly
updated) regional transit vision

* Referring to frequent service is important.

* Objective 1.3 — do we really need to say “regulated” before “affordable housing
units”

* Objective 1.3 - say “ increase transit service close to affordable housing” (since
this is a transportation plan). Currently it says to increase affordable housing
close to transit. We want to convey that the types of places that need transit,
should be served by it.
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Goal 2: Shared Prosperity

Table 1

* Concerned about how we measure this goal. Businesses fail for so many
reasons.

* Wonder if something fits here on the emerging technology front.

* Seems like the guts of this have been stricken. (general agreement) Is it better
to focus on measurable stuff like passenger connectivity than “everyone can go
everywhere all the time.”

* Missing access to education.

* “Efficient” access comes up a lot. 2.2. is the only objective where we are trying
to “improve” anything. Are there any other opportunities to “improve” things
in the goals and objectives?

* The old 2.2, 2.3. and 2.4 seemed more measurable (general agreement) than
the new objectives.

* 2.1: how is the system connected? Seems like there’s a relationship w/
technology work.

Table 2

* Objective 2.4 move to equity?

* Objective 2.3 relationship to equity - 24 hour service or better, seems weak -
be more specific and tie it to the problem

* Be specific - reliable, frequent, direct

* Redundant options (TNC, bus, MAX, last mile)

* “Efficient” does not capture need for around the clock transit to reach all jobs

* User responsive connections, frequency

* Access to jobs for all with focus on historically marginalized communities

* Access to all jobs, not just family wage jobs

* Crosswalk between equity - reinforce throughout

* Redundant system of throughways, etc.

* Freight is about connecting regardless of jurisdiction

Table 3
* Not discussed.

Table 4

* Objective 2.3: “Access to jobs and talent”. “Talent” doesn’t fit in with the
supporting text in the rest of the objective.

* Objective 2.3 is more of an umbrella. Not as much nexus with transportation
services as the other objectives.

* Objective 2.4 - is it getting at lowering costs of transportation? Aren’t we
trying to lower overall combined cost, not just the transportation cost?
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Goal 3: Transportation Choices

Table 1

* “Active” might be better than “healthy” to support options.

* Why aren’t we talking about VMT here? (it moved to 8.3) It’s so much more
than climate; seems like climate should focus on fuel consumption. Seems like
it should still be in this section; this is how we address VMT.

o Potential for VMT to increase w/ emerging technologies.

* Goal should start with “all people.”

Table 2
* Not discussed.

Table 3
* See issues for the aging population get better acknowledged in this section
o Want to have acknowledgement that transportation needs change
as we get older
o Desire to see new objective which is adequate in recognizing older
adults - ensure adequate choices
* Only covers the classic transit, walk, bike. This section should include emerging
technologies and community-oriented flexible solutions
o Desire for deviated routes, on-demand transit, and other flexible
options
o Some general agreement to add in an objective which adds in the
other non-traditional options (vanpool, paratransit, etc.)
* Concern that there isn’t language in this goal about prioritization of space and
time
o Specifically allocation of resource, such as right-of-way
o Time, space, and price prioritization of alternative modes in the
goal and objectives
* Desire to see an objective about pricing and would like to see it linked to modal
choices
o Be specific that the alternatives are present at the same time that
pricing gets implemented
» There is general agreement across the entire table about
this

Table 4

* Objective 3.1 travel choices seems similar to objective 3.4 - access to travel
options. Consolidate into a single objective (Or change language to differentiate
them more).

* Objective 3.1 may be rehashing of the overall goal.
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Goal 4: Reliability and Efficiency

Table 1

* “because the transportation system is managed and optimized” doesn’t seem
like it belongs in the goal—it’s about how we do that. Could be removed
(general agreement).

* Need to highlight the importance of addressing bottlenecks.

* Not just about managing and optimizing, it’s about design.

Table 2

* Add - addressing congestion at hotspots as separate objective

* Define reasonable

* Define concept of major travel corridors

* Redundancy - travel corridors, there are multiple ways

* Say mobility corridors instead of major travel corridors in Objective 4.6

* Parking management is missing - there needs to be an objective to cover and
crosswalk to emerging technology policies - add back in somewhere

* There is overlap in objectives between demand management and travel
information (Objective 4.2)

* Traveler information provided by marketplace, does it need to be in the RTP?

* Objective 4.6 add mobility corridors and “consistent with the purpose of each
facility” (reference to speed and safety, lower speeds on arterials)

Table 3
* Missing parking management; either demand management covers this, but it
needs to be called out
* The goal is currently written as management, but there should be
acknowledgement that adding capacity should be included in this goal section.
Particularly as it gets tied to things like value pricing. Absent in the goals, then
capacity/expansion considerations get lost
o Can possibly get wrapped into Objective 4.6 - can get at it via
reliability
* Foothold is already here
o Have Objective 4.6 recognize current/existing congested corridors
and future/emerging congested corridors
» But others have said that currently as written Objective 4.6
already covers this comment
o Transit rep has concerns about language “related to maintaining
travel times on all modes”
= Should be specific and different for the mode by the
corridor
» Desire to see “right tool, right job”
* ODOT would not like to see adding capacity as part of this goal or in general in
the goals; would not want to have “more roadways” in this goal

@ MetrO Page 5 of 22



MTAC/TPAC Workshop Summary April 4, 2018
2018 RTP Goals, Objectives and Policies Discussion

* Objective language on the lines of “reasonable and reliable travel;” use the
right tool for the right job

* Disagreement about adding a goal or objective which would focus on capacity
and expansion

Table 4

* Objective 4.6 regional mobility - by including all modes in there, it raises a flag.
What does it look like to maintain reasonable and reliable travel times for
someone walking? Could this objective be more focused vehicular and freight
mobility?

* Likes objective as it is. Since it gets at the value of mobility itself. A lot of things
need to work for this to happen. If this is achieved, then we’ve achieved a lot of
other things

* Prioritize methods of travel that move more people, e.g. put SOVs at bottom of
priority list compared to high capacity transit

* The public and elected have expressed a desire for vehicular reliability more so
than de-prioritizing vehicular travel.

* The focus of this goal has broadened from TSMO to reliability and efficiency.
(not a bad thing).

* In some parts of region cars will be de-emphasized, and In others not so much
(at least for the near future)

* Consider addressing objective 4.6 in the overall goal language.

Goal 5: Safety and Security

Table 1

* Hard to figure out what we're doing about security.

* Need to address hazardous materials passing through communities (general
agreement)

* Strong support for 5.1.

* The goal should include mention of Vision Zero if it'’s not too jargony. It’s a big
goal statement.

* In 5.1, do we need to focus on “fatal and severe” injuries? Are we trying to
avoid moderate crashes as well?

* There’s some sense of trade-off that we’d accept more fender benders in
exchange for fewer severe crashes.

* Does ADA belong here? Is transportation security also access?

Table 2

* Objective 10. 2 fits better under Goal 5.

* Security not just in the sense of crashes, but personal security (harassment,
racial profiling, armed transit police)- make much more clear and bold.

* Objective 5.2 is not strong enough on security and safety for the public.
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* Transit is the safest mode - but there are things we can do to make it feel safer;
Access to, safety once you are on it (highlight in the context section and
existing conditions)

Table 3
* Need some language on ADA
* Add in resilience into this goal
o Seems like moving this to Goal 10 doesn’t make the same amount
of sense about a matter of fiscal stewardship

Table 4

* Mention transit infrastructure, since it’s related to safety (e.g. buses in good
repair). It’s currently mentioned under objective 10.1 infrastructure condition.
Should it be mentioned here as well? Danger of mentioning everything
everywhere...(leads to a really long policy chapter)

* Seems like a short goal, without many objectives currently.

Goal 6: Healthy Environment

Table 1

* Address integration of green infrastructure (general agreement). Bob can
provide language, should include urban heat islands.

* Stormwater management is very important in developing transportation
projects.

* In the goal, we should talk about “enhancing” as well as preserving and
protecting. (general agreement)

* Add “wildlife corridors” back into 6.1.

* Objective 6.3 seems too broad to be measurable.

Table 2
* Crosswalk to equity and technology
* Historically marginalized communities

Table 3

* Seems like Climate accountability is redundant with goal 11
o Or better distinguish between climate accountability and goal 11
o Orinclude an accountability objective across all goals
o Or make a footnote for the purposes of explaining that reporting

back and monitoring/accountability is a legislative mandate
* Should there be discussions of resilience and adaptation
* There also should be some “upfront language”

Table 4
* This goal is very disconnected from transportation. Add language that ties the
environment to transportation.
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Goal 7: Healthy People

Table 1

* Add “secure” into first sentence in goals (safe, secure)

* Why are Objectives 7.2 and 7.3 separate? Seems like they could be merged.
Understand the importance of air pollution given Metro’s work and state law
though.

* What about residential proximity to pollutant sources?

* What about brownfields? More of a land use factor.

* We're planning a lot of new housing near roadways. Do we need to be sensitive
to that or address it? E.g., Mitigate impacts of transportation-related pollution
on existing and planned residential communities.

Table 2

* Add something about air monitoring.

* Objective 7.3 is missing a word or two after the word ‘including’. Currently
says ‘including and air toxic emissions’.

Table 3
* Not discussed.

Table 4
* Not discussed.

Goal 8: Climate Protection

Table 1

* Mostly seems too redundant. Doesn’t seem like we need a separate policy for
these. Seems like they show up elsewhere.

* Clean vehicles could live under #6.

* What about urban heat islands? We also discussed addressing that under #6.

* We just adopted a Climate Smart Strategy. Concerned about removing that as a
goal when we just elevated it.

* Lots of discussion about elevating importance of Climate Smart vs.
streamlining the RTP.

* Supporting state efforts (8.4) is important to acknowledge.

Table 2
* Not discussed.

Table 3

* Desire to see language that places prioritization within this goal: space, time,
price

* s the correct term barrier free or proving opportunities?
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o Reduce barriers and increase opportunities
o Suggestion to the objective 9.2 be renamed transportation access
* Clarity in reducing inequities

Table 4

* Objective 11.8 has been folded into Objective 8.1, but something seems to have
been lost. It previously included “invest strategically in streets and
highways...” which should be retained as its own objective.

Goal 9: Equitable Transportation

Table 1

* We've lost something by removing Objective 8.3 - tying transportation
investments to other goals, especially housing.

* Objective 9.2 raises question re: ADA rule. We're trying to do that in all
communities. Understand the focus on HMCs here, but can we talk about ADA
needs under safety?

Table 2

* Objectives 1.3 and 9.2 focus on investment is lost, Metro using investment
power is lost

* Please define historically marginalized communities (in glossary)

Table 3
* Not discussed.

Table 4

* Need to define equity somewhere in the document.

* As we focus on race, think about how these objectives might be applied in
areas that don’t have high concentrations of people of color. e.g. How do they
address equity (using Metro’s race-focused equity lens) in Clackamas county
where there are less people of color.

Goal 10: Fiscal Stewardship

Table 1
* Not discussed.

Table 2
* Missing —add back in language on prioritizing investments that hit multiple
goals and objectives.

Table 3
* Add a performance based planning objective under this goal.

Page 9 of 22



MTAC/TPAC Workshop Summary April 4, 2018

2018 RTP Goals, Objectives and Policies Discussion

Table 4
* Not discussed.

Goal 11: Transparency and Accountability

Table 1
* Something about engaging existing communities through liaisons—as a
strategy.

Table 2
* Not discussed.

Table 3
* Not discussed.

Table 4
* Not discussed.

PART 2: Small Group Discussion on Draft Policies
Participants were asked to identify policies for the table to discuss, considering
the following questions:

1. Isthere anything missing?

2. Isthere anything that is not clear/does not make sense?

3. Isthere anything that you would change?

General comments

* Seems like there’s still too much overlap between goals and policies.
Some of these seem like policies

* How would we find something about congestion pricing?

* Isitpossible to crosswalk goals and objectives?

* “Policy” sets direction - it’s not an action.

* Consider what might be actions vs. policies.

* Should send the whole draft to communications staff to review.

* Question of where impacts on natural areas come up.

* Add the word “safety” throughout all of the policies where possible

* Add historically marginalized communities throughout

* Bike parking part of parking management

* desire to see language that includes “right tool for the right job” Used a
bike-ped example for shorter trips

* Need to create new transportation options for senior citizens

* Acknowledgement of trips which extend outside of the region. Want it
explicit versus implied.
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* Broadly, want to see housing explicitly discussed in the policies; place
policies which identify where housing should go
*  Where does the issue of lack of industrial lands get recognized in the RTP
o Theissue is that a lot of industrial lands are way off the freeway
o Isthere a way to have a policy to have better connections of
industrial land to the freeway land
» Could be more explicit in freight network policies
» [sitatransportation policy or a land use policy?
* Urban reserves - what is the policy around transportation infrastructure

Transportation Safety Policies

Table 1

* Focusing on eliminating deaths and high-injury crashes - seems like that’s a
goal rather than a policy.

* Not seeing anything on education and enforcement. Error is a cause of a lot of
safety issues.

* People are not familiar with the “safe system” approach (#6). If that’s
supposed to mean something to people it’s not clear what it is.

* Safety report identifies 4 major factors in the region. Seems like that should be
at the policy level.

* You can make enforcement equitable. We have to figure out how to do it, but it
doesn’t mean it’s not enforcement.

* Talk about speed cameras on each corridor.

Table 2

* #3 add word investments that benefit vulnerable users (make about
investments)

* Make #4 about management

* #4 - security is a broader concept - make more clear

* Monitoring of data, make sure on-going (need to budget) before and after,
program evaluation

* Safe System make sure to clearly define in the section

* Increase safety and security policies needs to capture the personal safety and
security of people

* Access management strategy — include in the policy description

* #4 add “with a focus on reducing vehicle speeds”

* #5 do not like replicating, maybe acerbating

Table 3

* Want a sensible speed policy added into the language

* New policy - make safety a key consideration when defining system adequacy
or deficiency when planning for transportation impact analysis
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Table 4

* #5 - is good (safety as key consideration in all projects). However they were
told in call for projects, that only projects on high crash corridors were “safety”
projects.

Transportation Equity Policies

Table 1

* #1 seems like it’s a little redundant with #2.

* #1 seems like “use this lens for everyone.” #2 seems like “close the gap.” Both
are pretty verbose.

* These could generally be streamlined (general agreement).

* #1 “embed equity” doesn’t seem as useful as #3-8, which are more specific.

* Do the subsequent policies cover everything in #1? Can we remove that?

* #2 and #5 seem redundant. Can we just combine and say “focus and prioritize”
in #5? (consensus = yes)

* What is an “effort?” (#2)

* #8 is good (general agreement). Might move that up to #1.

* Generally seems to cover

* Don’t like use of “ensure” (#8) - you can’t guarantee it will happen. Use
another verb?

Table 2

* There is overlap between #2 and #5, because efforts are not defined, can they
be combined

* #2 is more about outcomes and investments

e # 8, focus on communities on color, but we need to add in other areas - be
clear on “focus on race explicitly, not exclusively” (don’t leave out income, age
disabilities)

* How something is designed makes a difference based on race, income

Table 3
* Not discussed.

Table 4

* Some policies have a direction to prioritize certain things.

* How to prioritize amongst all the different priorities within each set of policies.

* What does it actually mean to prioritize “projects within people of color” ? It
shouldn’t mean not doing anything else.

* Review the equity policies to see if some can be collapsed. Do each of the
equity policies actually say something different?

* Consider collapsing #2 and #5; collapse #3 and #4(or clarify if they are meant
to be discrete)
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* #8 - the word “ensure” seems problematic as no one has figured out how to do
it. Particularly if you're only focused on transportation element of
displacement. No one thing, alone, has the power to “ensure” perhaps “strive
for”, “consider” - learn from SW Corridor process approach to displacement.
Look for something between consider and ensure - “e.g. minimize, attempt”

* Try re-drafting without the “ensure” word. Consider deleing the first few

words and beginning statement with “anticipate minimize the effects of...”
Climate Smart Strategy Policies

Table 1

* These are actions, not policies.

* In the implementation section, we should talk about how we’re performing
with the Climate Smart Goals.

* Climate Smart was an overlay on the previous RTP. Seems like that gets lost,
and it’s a little confusing.

* Are these taken verbatim from Climate Smart? They aren’t always specific to
transportation.

* But if it's adopted policy, it's adopted policy.

Table 2

* 9 add “that support climate goals and objectives”

* #7 age of no parking lots, should we be striving towards that - crosswalk to
technology policy (build it and they won’t come) will not need parking garages

* Parking today has effect on climate, make a change now and make an impact -
do not need to wait and see if technology will fix it

* #7 should be stronger - use parking as a strong tool

* Clear nexus between good transit and parking

* #8 add something around enhance and support electric vehicles

Table 3
* Not discussed.

Table 4
* Not discussed.

Arterial and Throughway Network Policies

Table 1

* We should use “arterials and throughways” throughout if that’s the name of
this strategy.

* Feel like there’s a less blunt way to say “planned for up to six lanes”

* #4 and #1 could be moved up to goals and objectives.
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* #2 seems more like an action. What does it mean that it’s “adopted RTP
policy?” It means it’s in 2014.

* Like #10.

* Nice to see congestion pricing addressed in #11. Could be broadened. Why
only when a lane is being added?

* #12 is confusing. A lot of people don’t realize that the OTP says you should do
it. Still can simplify the language - “Consider all alternatives before adding a
lane” - and clarify that the alternatives include pricing.

* Should refer to the transportation planning rule re: only adding pricing to new
capacity when we discuss congestion. We want to acknowledge that that’s
federal and state policy.

Table 2

* Arterial network - confusing what is meant by arterial

* #3 “maintain accessibility” does not apply to throughways, either take out
accessibility or separate out throughways, clarify that accessibility is about
access to destination while using access management

* #2 add specific language on the function of throughways from OR Highway
Plan “plus aux lanes” not and to maintain reliability to regional centers and
employment areas and for freight movement” (ODOT staff to suggest language)

* Word highway is confusing - what is that? there is no highway in the functional
classification

* Hwy 30 is a “highway” not an arterial, trying to get Cornelius pass designated
as a “highway”

* Getrid of Principal Arterial and just use Throughway

* #4 add targeted aux lane language

* #4 change support to “include, integrated” support is mealy mouthed

* #5 and #7 there is redundancy, combine while hitting all points

* #10 add in access management

* #8 Green Street Infrastructure design (what does it mean?) - in the context
section mention different

* #11 congestion pricing - add “in combination with increased transit” (ODOT)

* #11 where is the policy to generate additional revenue for multi-modal
transportation improvements (ODOT)

* #12 urban to urban travel through urban reserves, some policy that recognizes
this and provides guidance on how to do this (action to work with DLCD to
amend the TPR to deal with this issue)

Table 3

* Policies 5 and 7 are redundant; can be collapsed

* Desire to see access management policy in RTP

* Policy 4 and 5 - talk about access to transit; but once on transit, getting
priority to move on the system; so desire to see the policy language modified to
address transit priority on the roadway network - ODOT agrees
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* Policy 2 - change “and” to “plus” related to auxiliary lanes
o Confusion if this is saying our standard is 6 lanes (with aux lanes?
Or not aux lanes?)
* Policy 2 comes off as an action. Change language to “shall”
* Policy 10 - change from vehicle to person throughput; highest and best use
o Add in access management into part of policy 10 which can make
up for access management policy
* Add a policy in this section to lower speeds; in a context sensitive way; some
facilities should have sensible speed limits; maybe driven by reliability; right
tool, right job - ODOT suggested
o Speed limits tied to safety outcomes goals
o Mobility policy should be slow and steady

Table 4

* Be sure to include strong language on street connectivity

* Some of these are too prescriptive, e. g. #2 “up to six lanes” and #4 “up to 4
travel lanes”

* These policies seems disconnected to the goals & objectives, since we don’t’
talk about arterial and throughways (or congestion) much within Goals &
Objectives.

* #9 - It seems weird to reference an “interim” policy

* General comment on arterial and throughway policies: Is there any priority to
the order of them? Structuring them / grouping them in some way could help.
Alot of ideas in here cross over into other sections

Transit Network Policies

Table 1

* #1 and #7 could be combined.

* Where is the transit vision statement?

* Should there be mention of youth transit fare?

* Did Transit Work Group discuss relative merits of coverage vs. frequency?
* Can make natural resource goals more positive.

Table 2

* Transit, not just frequency, but more transit designed to get people where they
need to go, with parking maximums/no parking

* Need to spell out where transit needs to go

* Understand where people need to go on a daily basis - need more N-S transit

* Use same language for community places

* Crosswalk with emerging technologies, transit demand is regulated by
technology, influence how system responds to demand

* #5 weave in recognition of bike transit paired trips (Hillsboro, public health)
transit vehicle bike capacity
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* #1 transit service designed to meet the changing needs of the traveling public
to make competitive and usable modal choice - specify that without good
coverage people will not be able to take transit

* In #2, add the word ‘reliability’ after the word security

Table 3
* Policy 3 - augment by saying “more reliable and frequent;” also places
additional
o Somehow bake in “reduce transit travel time”
» Getto TSP and transit priority to make transit a more
effective mode for other options
* Add in language to make transit the most enjoyable
* Also have language which includes “nimble” to recognize less traditional
solutions
o The current policy language isn’t explicit in supporting less
traditional /nimble solutions
* Alternative feeder system isn’t being acknowledged in the policies
* Optimizing the transit service to the right situation
* Needs to have a bedrock principle which serves the 2040 growth
concept/centers
* Transit should represent a viable alternative to support the implementation of
congestion pricing — ultimately, how these things work together should
support the right tool to the right job
* Want to see a transit policy which talks about jobs and employees/transit and
workforce access/commuter programs
o Also recognize that employer provided transit
* Desire to see transit provided and served in industrial areas language in the
policies; also acknowledge flexible transit service
* Policy 5 or 6 - add in “to support jobs access/workforce”
* Policy 6 - End the policy at “new mobility services.” The rest of the policy
sentence doesn’t make sense
o Some disagreement on this. Others feel like you need to have the
second half of the policy. Different word than “focusing”

Table 4

* Same conversation as with goals - #3 “frequent”, nothing included about
expanding transit access to areas that don’t have it. Clarify the 2nd part of #3 -
adding in “increasing reach of transit”

* #6 Tie into emerging technologies - adding more coverage (using technology)

* Use technology to make transit more efficient. In addition use those
technologies whom conventional transit not an option. 2 different ideas. Don’t
need to be linked.

* Make this policy clearer. Filled with buzz wards.

* Try for clarity. Strive for utopia (technology gets you to the fast transit
service), minimize dystopia.
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Freight Network Policies

Table 1

* #3 is an action

* #2 seems like a goal.

* #3 seems odd: why do we educate on freight and not other topics?

* Generally, they need some work.

* Not all about freight - congestion has other causes. Tired of hearing that we
need special lanes for trucks.

Table 2
* Not discussed.

Table 3
* Policy 5 - add in language about protecting access to freight lands
o Want language to get to comprehensive pricing to preserve
facilities to access industrial
* Integrate access needs as the front part of the policy (adding planning part to
the front)
* Freeways for long trips
* Desire to see language that says “protect and create industrial lands”
o Dormant potential for industrial lands, but lack of connection to I-
84
e There are concerns about industrial land conversions, so the issue of
preserving facilities to access industrial lands could be problematic. Example is
highway 26 industrial lands

Table 4

* #3 “educate public and decision-makers” why is this only in the freight section.
If other modes don’t need it, it might not be needed in freight policies. Does it
rise up to this level? There was a concern in freight work group that decision-
makers don’t get it.

* Add connection to technology in freight policies.

Bike Network Policies

Table 1
* Not discussed.

Table 2

* Like separating

* Do not like deletion of the specific distance (ODOT, Hillsboro) it is the
counterpoint to throughways being long distance

* Bike parking
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* #3 green ribbon - specificity that this is separated, high quality safe

Table 3
* Seems to confuse and conflict with pedestrian network; bring back the mileage
into the language - differentiate.

Table 4
* “most convenient choice”. Walking policy says the same “most convenient” -
technically both cannot be “most” convenient.

Pedestrian Network Policies

Table 1
* Not discussed.

Table 2
* Not discussed.

Table 3
* Seems to confuse and conflict with bike network; bring back the mileage into
the language - differentiate.

Table 4
* Not discussed.

Transportation System Management and Operations Policies

Table 1
* Not discussed.

Table 2
* #2 Add access management before other tools
* #7 Add bike parking

Table 3
* Need for regional fiber optic backbone; prioritization; and policy to help
acknowledge and get this implemented
o This infrastructure is paramount to the success of implementing
other transportation solutions and priority
» This could be an action and not a policy, but needs a clear
nexus

Table 4
* Not discussed.
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Emerging Technologies Policies

Table 1
* Not discussed.

Table 2

* Support the roll out of 5g technology while balancing aesthetic and public
space, support stealth technology

* Support deployment of interstate hotspots on transit (encourages use of
transit and technology)

* Technology security (hacking, hijacking)

Table 3
* Not discussed.

Table 4

* Policy #2 is pretty general - maybe add language to call out integrating
emerging technologies with transit

* Consider adding more language to goals/objectives regarding emerging
technologies
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List of participants

Table 1

Chris Deffebach, Washington County

Jennifer Donnelly, DLCD

Brendon Haggerty, Multnomah County Health Department

Karen Fox, City of Tualatin

Jason Kelly, ODOT

Katherine Kelly, City of Gresham
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Eliot Rose, recorder
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Date: April 25,2018

To: Transportation Policy Alternatives Committee (TPAC), Metro Technical Advisory
Committee (MTAC) and interested parties

From: Kim Ellis, RTP Project Manager
Subject:  Draft Outline for 2018 RTP Implementation Chapter

PURPOSE

Provide an annotated outline of the 2018 RTP Implementation Chapter for review and
discussion at the May 2 joint TPAC/MTAC workshop. Note: Staff will provide a more detailed
summary of proposed changes to the implementation chapter at the workshop.

ACTION REQUESTED
Initial feedback on the annotated outline and proposed changes is requested. Additional
feedback is requested by Wednesday, May 9.

BACKGROUND

Through the 2018 Regional Transportation Plan update, the Metro Council is working with
leaders and communities throughout the region to plan the transportation system of the future
by updating the region's shared transportation vision and investment strategy for the next 25
years.

As part the 2018 RTP update, staff completed a comprehensive review of Chapter 5
(Implementation) of the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan to identify changes needed to
reflect:

e policy direction and other actions adopted by JPACT and the Metro Council since July

2014;

e new or revised information adopted by local agencies since July 2014;

e federal performance-based planning requirements enacted since July 2014; and

e state planning requirements and rulemaking enacted since July 2014.

Based on the review, staff recommends reorganizing and updating the implementation chapter
to sharpen its focus and better communicate the cooperative, and ongoing transportation
planning and decision-making process used in the region.

An overview of the proposed chapter sections follows.

Proposed 2018 RTP Implementation Chapter

Section 1. Introduction

Section 2. Updates and Amendments to the Regional Transportation Plan
Section 3. Planning and Programs

Section 4. Projects

Section 5. Data and Research

Section 6. Conclusion


https://www.oregonmetro.gov/sites/default/files/2018/03/28/Chapter-5-Implementation.pdf
https://www.oregonmetro.gov/sites/default/files/2018/03/28/Chapter-5-Implementation.pdf

OUTLINE FOR DRAFT 2018 RTP IMPLEMENTATION CHAPTER 4/25/18

An annotated outline of the proposed 2018 RTP Implementation Chapter is attached for
reference. Staff will provide a more detailed summary of proposed changes to the
implementation chapter at the workshop.

The 2014 RTP implementation Chapter can be downloaded here. Limited printed copies will be
available at the workshop.

NEXT STEPS

Staff are preparing a draft implementation chapter for further review and discussion by MTAC,
TPAC, the Metro Council and regional policy committees in May and June in advance of the
public comment period.

Feedback received at the workshop will inform development of the draft chapter.

Attachments
e Draft Annotated Outline for 2018 RTP Implementation Chapter (4/25/18)


https://www.oregonmetro.gov/sites/default/files/2018/03/28/Chapter-5-Implementation.pdf

DISCUSSION DRAFT - 4/25/18
Draft Annotated Outline for 2018 RTP Implementation Chapter

As part the 2018 RTP update, staff completed a comprehensive review of Chapter 5
(Implementation) of the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan to identify changes needed to

reflect:

policy direction and other actions adopted by JPACT and the Metro Council since
July 2014;

new or revised information adopted by local agencies since July 2014;

federal performance-based planning requirements enacted since July 2014; and
state planning requirements and rulemaking enacted since July 2014.

Based on the review, staff recommends reorganizing and updating the implementation
chapter to sharpen its focus and better communicate the cooperative, and ongoing
transportation planning and decision-making process used in the region.

An overview of the proposed chapter sections follows.

1. Introduction
This section summarizes the purpose and content of the chapter.

2. Updates and Amendments to the Regional Transportation Plan
This section summarizes federal and state requirements for preparing and updating the
Regional Transportation Plan and the process for making revisions to the plan between
scheduled updates.

Federal Requirements
This section summarizes federal requirements the RTP must address.

State Requirements
This section summarizes state requirements the RTP must address.

Update Process
This section summarizes the process for updating the plan through scheduled plan
updates and making revisions to the plan between scheduled updates.

* Major revisions (amendments)
This section summarizes what types of changes constitute a major amendment of
the RTP and expectations for formally requesting an amendment, demonstrating
consistency and public engagement prior to consideration of approval by JPACT
and the Metro Council.

* Minor revisions (administrative modifications)
This section summarizes what types changes are administrative in nature and
expectations for formally requesting an administrative modification and
information needed to demonstrate consistency with the RTP.

Ongoing Monitoring and Reporting

This section summarizes the region’s approach to monitoring and reporting on the
progress implementing the RTP, regional Congestion Management Process, federal
transportation performance-based planning and programming, Climate Smart
Strategy, and State Implementation Plan.




REVIEW DRAFT -4/25/18

Draft Annotated Outline of 2018 RTP Implementation Chapter

3.

Planning and Programs
This section summarizes local, regional and state planning and programs that advance
implementation of the plan.

Local Implementation
This section summarizes local efforts that implement the RTP, including
transportation system planning, subarea studies, and concept planning.

Transit Service Planning

This section summarizes annual transit service planning conducted by TriMet and
SMART (South Metro Area Regional Transit) in coordination with Metro, cities,
counties and other transit providers to implement the RTP and Regional Transit
Strategy.

Regional Programs

This section summarizes ongoing regional program activities focused on implementing
the RTP, including federally funded regional programs such as the Regional Travel
Options program, Transportation System Management and Operations program, and
Transit Oriented Development program.

Regional Planning
This section summarizes regional planning efforts recommended to address
unresolved issues identified through the 2018 RTP update.

Corridor Refinement Planning

This section identifies regional mobility corridors recommended for refinement
planning to comprehensively plan and develop shared investment strategies for a
regional mobility corridor to comply with the Oregon Transportation Planning Rule
(OAR Section 660-012-0025). Analysis considers planned land use, community and
regional goals as well as pedestrian, bike, nanagement and operations, arterial,
transit, freight and throughway solutions to address identified needs consistent with
the region’s congestion management process. Refinement plans result in a wide range
of strategies and projects to progress through project development and
implementation at the local, regional and/or state levels.

Investment Areas Program

This section summarizes Metro’s investment areas program which aims to
comprehensively plan and develop shared investment strategies for subareas of the
region to connect major transportation projects identified in the RTP with regional
and community goals for equitable housing, economic development, environmental
protection and access to nature to catalyze public and private sector investment.

Projects
This section summarizes major project development activities and the allocation of federal
transportation funds to implement projects in the RTP at the regional and state level.

Major Project Development
This section summarizes major project development activities underway in the region.

Page 2
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Draft Annotated Outline of 2018 RTP Implementation Chapter

* Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program
This section summarizes the relationship between the RTP and MTIP, the STIP and the
MTIP and the MTIPs role in implementing the RTP, through the allocation of federal
transportation funds by administering agencies (i.e. ODOT, TriMet, and SMART) and
Metro’s Regional Flexible Funds Allocation process.

5. Data and Research
This section summarizes data and research activities to address existing and emerging
planning and policy priorities and innovative practices in transportation planning and
analysis and ensure that the region has the resources to fulfill its transportation
performance measurement and reporting responsibilities.

* Data Collection
This section summarizes data collection and coordination to support regional
transportation planning and analysis, including regional travel model calibration and
validation, and federal congestion management process analysis and performance
based planning target setting and monitoring.

* Analysis Tool Maintenance and Enhancement
This section summarizes planned maintenance and enhancement of the regional travel
model, MetroScope and MOVES to address existing and emerging planning and policy
priorities and innovative practices in regional transportation planning and analysis.

* Analysis Tool Development
This section summarizes development of new analysis tools to address existing and
emerging planning and policy priorities and innovative practices in regional
transportation planning and analysis, including visualization tools, housing and
transportation cost tool, project-level evaluation and piloting the multi-criteria
evaluation (MCE) tool.

* Monitoring and Reporting Tools
This section summarizes information systems and data resource coordination efforts
that Metro is doing or will do to ensure that the region has the resources to fulfill its
transportation performance measurement and reporting responsibilities.

6. Conclusion
This section summarizes key takeaways from the chapter.
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INTRODUCTION

The I-5 Wilsonville Facility Plan evaluates and addresses operational problems on southbound
Interstate 5 from the Wilsonville Road on-ramp (Exit 283) to the Canby-Hubbard off-ramp (Exit
282A) (FIGURE 1). A bottleneck on I-5 southbound in the City of Wilsonville slows speeds and
reduces travel reliability for people travelling by car, by transit, or moving freight by truck.
Failure to address this bottleneck will lead to slower travel, more costly freight movement,
reduced livability, and higher safety risks for those who use I-5 and the surrounding local
transportation network.

The I-5 Wilsonville Facility Plan evaluates existing and future conditions on |-5 southbound,
and proposes a solution for the bottleneck. This is a mode-specific facility plan for motor
vehicle, freight truck, and transit users of the interstate. It implements the Oregon Highway
Plan without amending the highway’s classifications or changing the alignment of I-5.

I-5 Wilsonville Facility Plan | Public Review Draft April 2018
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POLICY CONTEXT

Background.

This segment of I-5 is the gateway between the Portland metro area and the rest of the state
(FIGURE 2) and is a key segment on the primary west coast route for regional, interstate, and
international freight movement by truck. I-5 is one of the state’s critical seismic lifeline routes,
and the Boone Bridge (which is part of the study area) will require upgrades to withstand a
major Cascadia Subduction Zone quake.

This plan represents the Oregon Department of Transportation’s latest effort to manage safety
and mobility on I-5 in the Wilsonville area, building on several recent successful projects. In
2009, ODOT and the City collaborated to plan the reconstruction of the I-5: Wilsonville Road
interchange, including infrastructure improvements and management strategies to better
serve planned growth in the area. Nine years have passed since the adoption of the
interchange area management plan. In that time ODOT completed interchange

reconstruction, and ODOT and the City implemented the bulk of the management plan’s
recommendations. More recent projects include the City’s addition of a third lane to the
Wilsonville Road southbound on-ramp and improvements at the Elligsen Road northbound on-
ramp. These projects have improved conditions on Wilsonville Road and I-5 northbound, but
most were conceived before growing traffic volumes led to the emergence of the southbound
bottleneck. If congestion at this bottleneck continues to increase, southbound I-5 will soon fail
to meet the mobility targets the state has set to define if the highway is performing
acceptably.

The function of I-5 in the study area.

The Federal Highway Administration classifies I-5 in the study area as an urban interstate on
the National Highway System, and as part of the national freight network. The Oregon
Highway Plan, which establishes the function each highway serves in the state-owned
transportation network, affirms these classifications. It also adds I-5’s function as a Tier |
seismic lifeline, a high clearance route that serves large freight vehicles, and a reduction
review route that requires a formal process before ODOT may construct projects that reduce
overhead clearance or roadway width.

Together, these classifications define I-5 as a facility of national significance that provides
connections to major cities, interregional, and interstate destinations. Its primary function is
to provide safe, reliable, higher-speed operations for longer distance travel and freight
movement, as well as emergency services. To fill this function, I-5 needs limited, well-spaced
connections to the local system, sufficient clearance for over-dimensional freight, higher travel

I-5 Wilsonville Facility Plan | Public Review Draft April 2018
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speeds, reliable travel times, and the structural stability to remain functional after a major
quake or other disaster.

Guiding statewide goals and policies.

The Oregon Highway Plan supplies the major goals and policies that will guide decisions ODOT
makes in this plan. The goals that most closely relate to the purpose of this facility plan are:

Goal 1. System Definition: To maintain and improve the safe and efficient movement of people
and freight, and contribute to the health of Oregon’s local, regional, and statewide economies
and livability of its communities.

To meet this goal, this plan will need to:

e Remain consistent with I-5’s functional classifications (Policy 1A).

Support freight movement by improving I-5’s performance and balancing the needs of

freight users with other travelers (1C).

e Maintain or improve the ability of this section of I-5 to serve as a secure lifeline route for
emergency services and recovery efforts after a disaster (1E).

e Maintain or improve I-5’s performance relative to state mobility targets (1F).

e Maintain highway performance and improve safety by protecting the existing system and

making minor improvements before considering expanding road capacity (1G).

Goal 2. System Management: To work with local jurisdictions and federal agencies to create an
increasingly seamless transportation system with respect to the development, operation, and
maintenance of the highway and road system that:

Safeguards the state highway system by maintaining functionality and integrity;
Ensures that local mobility and accessibility needs are met; and
Enhances system efficiency and safety.

To meet this goal, this plan will need to:

¢ Balance state, regional, and local needs, drawing on partnerships with the City of
Wilsonville, Clackamas County, and Washington County (2A).

e Ensure that residents, businesses, regional and local governments, state agencies, and
tribal governments have opportunities to participate in the planning process (2D).

¢ Manage and operate I-5 efficiently through the use of strategies like transportation system
management and operations, intelligent transportation systems, and transportation
demand management (2E).

e Maintain or improve safe travel in the study area, with a focus on preventing fatal and
severe crashes (2F).

I-5 Wilsonville Facility Plan | Public Review Draft April 2018



In the past two bills authorizing federal funding for ground transportation needs, Congress
emphasized the importance of bottleneck identification and addressing bottlenecks on the
multimodal transportation system. To respond to this topic of national concern, ODOT
completed a 2017 study of freight delay areas. The final report identified this segment of I-5 SB
as part of a Tier 2 Freight Delay Corridor (I-5 from the Columbia River to Interstate 205 is the
state’s only Tier 1 Corridor). The plan area’s inclusion in Tier 2 indicates it is a critical location

for investment if the state wishes to reduce the high costs of freight delay and unreliability to
Oregon’s economy.

Regional plans, policies, and regulations.

The most recent Regional Transportation Plan was adopted in 2014. It provides guidance for

managing transportation in the Portland metropolitan region to best serve planned growth. Its
goals and objectives are consistent with statewide policy. The Regional Transportation Plan
classifies I-5 as a throughway, a mobility route with little or no property access and an
emphasis with connecting major destinations across the region. Throughways are planned as
six lane facilities, with on-ramp, off-ramp, and auxiliary lanes where needed. The Regional
Transportation Plan recognizes that the Tigard to Wilsonville mobility corridor (including I-5 in
the study area) is a critical gateway for regional travel and commerce, where transportation
decisions carry statewide significance.

This facility plan seeks to move our region closer to attaining 2014 Regional Transportation
Plan performance targets, which include reducing severe and fatal crashes, and reducing
vehicle hours of delay per person and per truck trip. It responds to the Regional Transportation
Plan’s concern with how peak period congestion in this corridor impacts regional freight
reliability, mobility, and travel patterns. In addition, it follows the Regional Transportation Plan
recommendation to consider providing auxiliary lanes between Wilsonville’s on— and off-

ramps.
Local plans, policies, and regulations.

The City of Wilsonville’s Comprehensive Plan (2013) and Transportation System Plan (2016) set

the local policy context for this plan. Relevant goals and policies seek to:
e Support the state and regional policies described above;

¢ Increase safe and reliable multimodal access and circulation;

¢ Reduce reliance on single occupancy vehicles;

e Work with ODOT and regional partners to maintain I-5’s capacity using techniques
including auxiliary lanes and targeted interchange improvements; and

e Ensure that development proceeds in balance with the transportation capacity and
services needed to accommodate additional trips.

I-5 Wilsonville Facility Plan | Public Review Draft April 2018 10
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Taken together, these policies work to serve transportation needs on the local system, reduce
the burden of single occupancy vehicle travel on I-5, ensure the transportation system can
accommodate travel demands of new development, and support ODOT’s efforts to maintain I-
5’s capacity.

These two local plans create strong links between transportation planning and development.
The Comprehensive Plan directs the City to reduce or delay the level of development if the
transportation system will be inadequate to support additional trips (Policy 3.2.3). These
documents define the Regional Transportation Plan’s Financially Constrained List and the
city’s Capital Improvement Plan as the only sources of improvements that can be considered
in determining the transportation system’s planned capacity, function and level of service.

This facility plan also considers the influence that operational improvements would have on
the intersection of southbound I-5 and Wilsonville Road, a key link in the local transportation
network. The City has designated this segment of Wilsonville Road as a major arterial, freight
route and transit route.

I-5 Wilsonville Facility Plan | Public Review Draft April 2018
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EXISTING CONDITIONS, NEEDS, AND DEFICIENCIES

Description of the study area.

The facility plan encompasses 0.9 miles of the I-5 southbound mainline (milepost 283.54-
282.64), a three-lane section of the highway from the Wilsonville Road on-ramp to the Canby-
Hubbard off-ramp. The two-lane Wilsonville Road on-ramp begins at a four-way signalized
intersection on Wilsonville Road, merges into one lane at a ramp meter, and is 0.3 miles long.
There is a project underway to add a third lane to the on-ramp to provide additional vehicle
storage when the ramp meter is operating. After the ramp reaches the mainline, a 100-foot
long merge lane extends to the south of the ramp’s gore point (the triangular shape formed
where the on-ramp lane meets the mainline).

The Boone Bridge is made of two adjacent steel structures that support one bridge surface,
which forms a 0.2 mile crossing of the Willamette River. The bridge was constructed in 1953
and widened in 1967. The bridge serves as the primary link between the Portland metro area
and Marion County, as well as between Wilsonville and the communities of Aurora, Canby,
Donald, Hubbard, Molalla, and Woodburn. The nearest alternate motor vehicle crossings over
the river are Oregon 219 south of Newberg and Oregon 43 between West Linn and Oregon
City, with a minimum detour length of nearly 13 miles. It has a sufficiency rating of 80.1,
indicating it meets desirable criteria. However, its construction took place before modern
seismic standards and the bridge has been found to be seismically vulnerable (see the 2016
Oregon Bridge Conditions Report).

The Charbonneau District off-ramp exits the highway 0.7 miles south of the Wilsonville Road
on-ramp. Its single lane extends a quarter mile before coming to a stop-controlled intersection
with NE Miley Road.

The Canby-Hubbard off-ramp begins 0.2 miles south of the Charbonneau off-ramp. Also a
single lane facility, it extends a quarter of a mile south before splitting into two lanes, one of
which merges with Oregon 551 (Wilsonville-Hubbard Highway).

I-5 traffic patterns and operations.

For analysis purposes, 4-5 p.m. is the peak hour when the greatest volumes move through the
study area. On a typical day, I-5 southbound across the Boone Bridge experiences congested
conditions from 3-7 p.m.

The annual average daily southbound traffic on the Boone Bridge is 63,590 vehicles. Freight
trucks (vehicles with three or more axels and/or six or more tires) represent approximately 14
percent of daily volumes, higher than is typical for Portland metro area freeway segments.
Multiple transit agencies route buses along this segment of I-5, including Amtrak (6

I-5 Wilsonville Facility Plan | Public Review Draft April 2018
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FIGURE 4. Change in average evening peak travel speeds on southbound I-5 from
2014-2017.

southbound buses per weekday), Greyhound (4 southbound buses per weekday), POINT
Intercity Transit, (7 southbound buses per weekday), and Wilsonville SMART (14 southbound
buses per weekday, some jointly operated with Salem Cherriots). A variety of organizations
and operators also route airport and commuter shuttles through the study area.

During the evening peak hour, approximately 6,150 vehicles cross the Boone Bridge heading
south (FIGURE 3). Twenty percent of those vehicles enter at the Wilsonville Road on-ramp.
Twelve percent of all southbound vehicles crossing the bridge exit at the Charbonneau off-
ramp, 26 percent exit at Canby-Hubbard, and the remaining 52 percent continue south on I-5.

Average travel speeds slow considerably over the course of the extended peak period and do
not increase until after 6 p.m. Traffic data show the slowest speeds and greatest unreliability
are observed at I-5 southbound over Wilsonville Road, just north of the merge with the
Wilsonville Road on-ramp. Average speeds at this bottleneck location drop to a low of 30 mph
for close to an hour during the peak, and have been gradually decreasing for at least three
years (FIGURE 4).

This bottleneck is part of a freight delay area on southbound I-5 that extends from 1-205 to the
Boone Bridge. ODOT’s study of freight delay areas determined that delays in this segment
result in an annual economic cost of $746,000 per mile of I-5.

I-5 Wilsonville Facility Plan | Public Review Draft April 2018
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As FIGURE 5 shows, travel through the bottleneck area (the I-5 mainline north of the
Wilsonville Road on-ramp) is highly unreliable as well as highly congested during the evening
peak. On the most congested days each month, travel through the bottleneck area will take
three times as long as it does on the least congested days. Travelers and freight movers
making regular trips in the corridor must plan extra time for their trip to ensure they will not
be late. This unpredictability can be more frustrating and costly for users than consistent and
predictable congestion.

The bottleneck begins to form where the Wilsonville Road on-ramp merges onto the I-5
mainline. With no local access bridge and no nearby alternatives for crossing the Willamette
River, local travelers use the Wilsonville Road on-ramp to cross the river via the Boone Bridge.
Six out of 10 vehicles entering at the Wilsonville Road on-ramp use the first two exits south of
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FIGURE 5. Evening peak travel time reliability in the bottleneck area on the
southbound I-5 mainline.

The free-flow travel time is how long it takes to drive this segment when there is no
congestion. The median travel time is how long it takes to drive this segment at a particular
time on a day with average congestion. For this section of I-5, the median travel time is twice
the free-flow travel time during the peak hour (4-5 p.m.). The orange area represents the
variation in travel times that are observed in the bottleneck area (equivalent to the difference
between the second-best travel day each month and the second worst).
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the river (FIGURE 6). They are joined on these exits by 3 out of 10 vehicles that entered the
study area on I-5 while making longer-distance regional trips. Meanwhile, the other vehicles
entering at Wilsonville Road attempt to merge left to reach a less congested lane, and the
through travelers also merge left to avoid the slowest conditions. These movements lead to
much higher vehicle volumes in the right-hand lane than in the inner lanes as traffic moves
across the Boone Bridge. This imbalance in vehicle volumes across lanes contributes to slow
and unreliable travel conditions on the I-5 mainline that extend north toward the Elligsen exit.

ODOT measures highway mobility using the volume-to-capacity or v/c ratio, which assesses
theoretical demand to use the facility compared to the actual vehicle capacity (based on
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FIGURE 6. Destinations for southbound vehicles on I-5 in the study area.

Left: vehicles entering at the Wilsonville Road on-ramp. Middle: vehicles traveling into the study
area on the I-5 mainline. Right: all southbound vehicles crossing the Boone Bridge.
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number of lanes, road geometry, traffic control and T

travel speeds). Higher v/c ratios indicate greater o [
iNoUgY| Basic B
levels of congestion, The bottleneck area has a v/c Evaliatedyl 3250
C
ratio of 0.98. The statewide mobility target of 0.99 Whsornvils Rd.
daimnp D

represents the point where there is no available

capacity on the roadway.

The City of Wilsonville uses level of service, another
mobility measure that assesses operational
efficiency and delay, then assigns an “A-F” grade.
This measure shows level of service grade “E” (the
City’s benchmark for minimum acceptable
operations) through most of the study area and Exit 2628 to
confirms that the congested conditions in the study
area do not fully clear until after the Canby-
Hubbard off-ramp (FIGURE 7). Canby Hubbarg " |

C Basic

Crash history. m\
On Ramp
Analysis of the most recent available crash data \ s
Evaluated | Merge
i 1500

(2011-2015) found above-average crash rates on
the I-5 southbound mainline between the

Wilsonville Road off-ramp and on-ramp, with rear-

end and sideswipe crashes indicating that the FIGURE 7. 2017 level of service

collisions are due to speed differences by lane and grades for southbound I-5 in the

merg'lr?g attemp.ts taking place in congested study area.
conditions. Sections of the study area south of the

bottleneck location had crash rates at or below

average rates. No fatal or severe injury crashes

occurred during the five years analyzed. The study area does not contain any locations that
ODOT'’s Safety Priority Index System ranks in the top 10 percent (the locations with the most

and most severe crashes statewide).

Land use context and local traffic conditions.

Wilsonville is a regional employment destination with more than 20,000 workers and I-5
provides critical access to area employers. The majority of the city’s large employers are
industrial businesses, with commercial development as a secondary sector. The area along
Wilsonville Road to the west of I-5 is zoned commercial with surrounding industrial
development, and to the east of I-5 is zoned commercial with surrounding residential
development and public park lands (FIGURE 8). The Wilsonville Town Center sits in the
northeast quadrant of the I-5 Wilsonville Road interchange and is planned for commercial
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FIGURE 8. City of Wilsonville comprehensive plan map (2018).
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development. This zoning was established to allow businesses to take advantage of direct
freight access to and from the freeway interchanges, avoiding undesirable truck traffic in
residential neighborhoods.

The City of Wilsonville has data showing that upwards of 90 percent of Wilsonville employees
come from outside the city limits, with significant draw from the satellite communities to the
south, such as Canby, Woodburn and Salem. For these commuters, the Boone Bridge provides
the only direct crossing of the Willamette River. Since the early 2000s, the region has added
several hundred future employment acres to the Urban Growth Boundary on the north end of
the city, such as the Coffee Creek Industrial Area and Basalt Creek Employment Area.
Wilsonville has adopted the Concept Plan and Master Plan for Coffee Creek and is developing
the Concept Plan for Basalt Creek.
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FIGURE 9. Ramp meter operations and queuing observed on the Wilsonville Road

on-ramp on three consecutive days in 2018.
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I-5 bisects Wilsonville, with only three east-west crossings of the highway within city limits.
Wilsonville Road, the southernmost of these crossings, supports multimodal accessibility with
pedestrian and bicycle pathways on both sides of the street and an eight lane cross-section
underneath I-5. Despite recent improvements to the interchange area and on-ramps,
Wilsonville Road experiences peak period congestion, delays and unreliability due to high
demand at the Wilsonville Road southbound on-ramp. Conditions at the on-ramp vary greatly
from day to day. Three consecutive days of video data showed one day when the ramp meter
never activated, one day when moderate queues at the ramp meter formed on the on-ramp,
and one day when long queues spilled back from the on-ramp onto Wilsonville Road (FIGURE
9). Comparisons with traffic data confirmed that these three days reflect a typical range of
different conditions that occur at this on-ramp.

City staff and stakeholders report that during the extended evening peak when the ramp
meter is in operation, queues from cars waiting to turn onto the on-ramp can disrupt the flow
of through traffic in both directions on Wilsonville Road. These severe queues are more likely
to occur during seasonal peak travel periods in the summer months. Local travelers may take a
variety of detours to avoid this intersection, creating congestion on other local roads and
increasing demand at the city’s other two I-5 crossings and at upstream I-5 interchanges.
These delayed and unreliable conditions have led to Planning Commission and City Council
concerns regarding how the planned transportation system will perform as traffic increases on
I-5 and the Wilsonville community grows.

Seismic concerns.

I-5 is in the seismic hazard area of the Cascadia Subduction Zone, which has historically
experienced earthquakes of magnitude 9.0 or greater every 400-600 years. Many of |-5’s 348
bridges were built before modern seismic design specifications. In the event of a Cascadia
Subduction Zone earthquake, which based on the historical record is expected in the next 50
years, five I-5 bridges across the state would be expected to collapse and 19 more to suffer
heavy damage.

I-5 is a Tier 1 Seismic Lifeline route, and is one of the most critical routes for Oregon’s
emergency response and recovery efforts. In 1998, ODOT performed a Phase | retrofit to
prevent the bridge’s superstructure from falling off the piers in an earthquake. The Boone
Bridge will require a Phase Il seismic retrofit to meet modern seismic standards and remain
serviceable in the event of a severe earthquake.

Environmental resources.

The Willamette River introduces a range of environmental resources to the study area.
Impacts to these resources would need to be avoided, minimized, or mitigated should a capital
project move forward as a result of this plan. Chinook salmon and steelhead fish species rely
on the Willamette River for habit, and are subject to Endangered Species Act regulations.
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Locations along rivers and streams are typically areas where there may be a high probability
for encountering archaeological resources and where wetlands may be found. The north side
of the river in this area is part of the Willamette River Greenway and may be subject to Section
4(f) restrictions on the use of public parks and recreational lands for transportation projects.
The areas south and west of the Willamette River are adjacent to land designated as rural
reserve lands in Clackamas County; these reserves may contain farmland, forests, natural
preserves, or streamside lands beyond the Urban Growth Boundary where development is
prohibited. Noise impacts and impacts to human health must also be studied if a capital
project moves forward as a result of this plan.
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FUTURE CONDITIONS

Methodology for future forecasting.

The Metro Travel Demand Model predicts future
travel volumes and patterns based on
anticipated growth in population and jobs;
planned land use changes; and planned
transportation projects in the Portland metro
area. This model is the most-commonly used
tool for analysis of planning alternatives in this
region of Oregon. Its forecasts provide a useful
perspective on the direction future trends are
likely to take, and how different project
alternatives could affect transportation
performance. Its results are best interpreted as
showing order-of-magnitude differences
between options or scenarios, rather than exact
predictions of the future.

The Travel Demand Model’s outputs have been
analyzed in more detail using technical
procedures from the Highway Capacity Manual,
which sets out widely used and industry-
standard approaches to modeling traffic
operations at specific roadway segments or
intersections.

The project team used existing conditions data
to calibrate the model’s outputs, in order to
better reflect what current travel patterns
suggest may occur in the future.

Anticipated traffic volumes and operations in
2040.

The model predicts a 15 percent increase in
evening peak hour traffic volumes on I-5
southbound over the Boone Bridge, from 6,150
vehicles in 2017 to 7,055 in 2040 (FIGURE 10).
Modeled origin and destination patterns for the
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future are similar to those gathered via GPS data from 2017, with some minor variations.
When considered together, the two sources suggest that in the future roughly 60-70 percent
of vehicles entering on the Wilsonville on-ramp and 35 percent of vehicles coming from
farther north on the I-5 mainline will take one of the first two off-ramps south of the
Willamette River. For every 10 vehicles heading south over the Boone Bridge, one will be
expected to take the Charbonneau exit and two to three will be expected to take the Canby-
Hubbard exit.

If no improvements or operational changes are made to this study area, traffic congestion will
worsen significantly on I-5 in this segment (Table 1). From the Wilsonville on-ramp to the
Charbonneau off-ramp, the highway will fail to meet state mobility standards with v/c ratios

above 0.99. Speeds in these segments drop as low as 22 mph during the average evening peak.

These conditions will make travel through this section on I-5 significantly less reliable and
increase the hours per day that travelers would experience congested conditions. Such
degradation in performance

would be expected to lead to

more frequent rear-end and TABLE 1. Southbound I-5 levels of service
sideswipe collisions. forecast for the year 2040 during the evening
Forecasts suggest a 40 percent peak hour.

increase in the number of
vehicles seeking to enter |-5

) ) Volume/
southbound from Wilsonville Capacity
Road, some coming from
nearby locations, others from North of

1 Wilsonville Road 0.88 F

areas further east, west, or On-Ramp (Basic)
north. With increased
congestion on the I-5 mainline, o  Wilsonville Road  1.09 (Fwy) F
ODOT might need to decrease it - L St
the ramp meter rate and/or Boone Bridge
increase the hours it operates 3 (Basic) 1.06 F
to protect the freeway’s
operations. During the peak Charbonneau Off-  1.08 (Fwy)
hour, queues waiting at the 4 Ramp (Diverge) 0.42 (Ramp) F
ramp meter would fill the on-
ramp and spill back onto 5 ggr-\g)al/r;lgbbard 0.95 (Fwy) D
Wilsonville Road. Vehicles (Diverge) 0.89 (Ramp)
would wait more than 80 South of
seconds to move through the 6 Canby/Hubbard 0.67 B
intersection of I-5 southbound Off-Ramp (Basic)
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and the Wilsonville Road ramps.

Of the 1,700 drivers who would prefer to use this on-ramp during the peak hour, 30 percent
would not be able to enter if ramp meter rates remain the same. (More would not be able to
enter if ODOT needed to reduce the meter rate to protect operations on I-5 during heavy
congestion.) These travelers who could not enter the on-ramp would have to choose other
routes, shift trips to other times, choose other modes, or not make their trip. Travel along
Wilsonville Road would become more challenging in the afternoon and evening. Overall, the
local system will experience more hours of congestion on more routes as these vehicles seek

alternate ways to make their trips.
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FIGURE 11. Ramp meter operations and queuing on the Wilsonville Road
southbound on-ramp, as observed during typical evening peak hour congestion
in 2017 (left) and as projected for 2040 (right).

I-5 Wilsonville Facility Plan | Public Review Draft April 2018

24



PLAN ALTERNATIVES AND COMPARISON OF LONG-TERM OPERATIONS

Conceptual design of plan alternatives.

ODOT and the City of Wilsonville have identified three alternatives for study, each of which
adds a ramp-to-ramp lane from the Wilsonville Road on-ramp across the Boone Bridge. As
ODOT’s 2012 Highway Design Manual explains, ramp-to-ramp (or auxiliary) lanes “are
introduced adjacent to through lanes for limited distances for specific operational or capacity
reasons. They are used to provide lane balance, facilitate weaving maneuvers, and help
smooth out flow in through lanes. A typical application is to provide [a ramp-to-ramp] lane on
the mainline between closely spaced interchanges” (p. 9-18). FIGURE 12 provides an example
of a ramp-to-ramp lane on I-5 northbound in North Portland. In the study area, there are three

FIGURE 12. A ramp-
to-ramp lane on |-5

northbound

Ry

i Ramp-to-Ram ’
2 Lane 1

y between the N Rosa

Parks Way on-ramp
(304) and the N
Lombard St East off-
ramp (305A).

This ramp to ramp lane

is 0.2 miles long,

comparable to the
distance between the
Charbonneau and
Canby-Hubbard off-
ramps.
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interchanges in a one mile segment of I-5. ODOT has established spacing standards of three
miles between interchanges for interstates in urban areas.

The operational problems in the study area stem from the lack of capacity in the right-hand
lane to accommodate the volume of vehicles using the closely-spaced interchanges. Therefore,
a ramp-to-ramp lane is a targeted, lower-cost improvement that may improve traffic flow and
add safe merging and weaving space. Use of ramp-to-ramp lanes alongside through lanes is
consistent with Regional Transportation Plan policy establishing interstate cross-sections of
three travel lanes per direction, plus ramp-to-ramp lanes where needed.

In all three build alternatives, the ramp-to-ramp lane would be constructed with the Boone
Bridge seismic retrofit as one project.

Option A (FIGURE 13) adds a ramp-to-ramp lane at the Wilsonville Road on-ramp merge that

‘/J“
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FIGURE 13. The three ramp-to-ramp lane options studied.
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drops at an exit-only lane to the Charbonneau off-ramp.

Option B extends the ramp-to-ramp lane to terminate as an exit-only lane at the Canby-
Hubbard off-ramp.

Option Cis similar to Option B but expands the Canby-Hubbard off-ramp to become a two-
lane exit. Travelers may access the on-ramp either from the ramp-to-ramp lane, which
becomes an exit-only to the outer off-ramp lane, or from the right-hand through lane, which
offers an optional exit to the inner off-ramp lane.

In all of the build alternatives, the three-lane Wilsonville Road on-ramp merges into one lane
as it passes the ramp meter, before vehicles enter the ramp-to-ramp lane. This is due to safety
concerns with multi-lane merges onto the highway, which have led ODOT to stop using those
designs for new projects.

The project team used Highway Capacity Manual methodologies to compare how the three
build alternatives would operate in 2040, and contrasted their performance with the no-build
(existing) configuration of I-5.

Performance, benefits, impacts, and planning-level costs of build alternatives.

To assess how each option compared to the no-build during the evening peak hour, the
project team analyzed them using four performance measures:

e Volume-to-capacity ratios, compared to the state mobility target of v/c at or below 0.99.
o Level of service, compared to City of Wilsonville target of grade “E” or above.

o Worst observed speed for the typical day.

¢ Vehicle density, which evaluates how many vehicles are in each lane per mile.

The methodologies for predicting future safety outcomes are limited without more
engineering detail than is available at this stage of planning. However, the measures above
can provide indirect information about potential changes in crash risk, which are discussed
below.

All three options:
e Improve I-5’s performance compared to the no-build (TABLE 2).

e Reduce congestion on I-5 to below state mobility targets and achieve level of service grade
“E” or better on all segments of I-5 within the project area.

e Improve I-5 speeds during the evening peak hour so that they remain at or above 44 mph
on the typical weekday, compared to no-build speeds of below 25 mph.

¢ Provide more space between vehicles, which allows drivers more time to react to changing
conditions and reduces the risk of crashes.
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e Are expected to reduce crash rates, due to reductions in congestion and separation of
weaving and merging movements from through traffic. Preventing crashes offers the
secondary benefit of improving reliability (by reducing the frequency of incidents that
create unexpected delays).

e Present similar potential for environmental impacts. The greatest potential impacts come
from the modification to the Boone Bridge itself, because the Willamette River contains
the most significant cultural and natural resources in the project area. The ramp-to-ramp
lane is the same over the Boone Bridge structure in all three options, so the three options
would have substantially similar potential impacts to the river and its banks. The nature of
these impacts will depend on how the ramp-to-ramp lane and seismic retrofit are
designed, and will be assessed during project development. The potential for private
property impacts appears to be low, with no structures currently identified in the area
where a ramp-to-ramp lane would be built.

e Are similar in planning-level cost estimates, with less than a 10 percent cost difference
estimated between Options A and C. This is because the greatest costs of the project stem
from modifying the Boone Bridge to accommodate an additional lane, which would be the
same in all options. Costs of extending the lane beyond the structure or adding a second
lane to the Canby-Hubbard off-ramp appear relatively low, and early analysis suggests that
ODOT likely owns sufficient right-of-way to accommodate added roadway width in all
options. Current planning-level cost estimates for the ramp-to-ramp lane project (not
including the seismic work) are in the $80 million range.

TABLE 2. 2040 performance of the southbound I-5 mainline: no build scenario
compared to ramp-to-ramp lane options

Performance measures (2040 Evening Baseline |Option |Option |Option
peak hour) (No Build) |A B C
Worst volume-to-capacity ratio 1.09 0.95 0.89 0.88
Worst level of service F E E D
Lowest speed 22 45 44 52
Highest vehicle density 79 40 37 35
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Of the three build alternatives, Option C (FIGURE 14)
provides the greatest improvements to I-5’s
performance.

e It would reduce congestion well below the levels
experienced today and increase peak hour speeds
to above 50 mph throughout the project area.

e The addition of a second off-ramp lane at Canby-
Hubbard (the busier of the study area’s two exits)
creates greater separation of the traffic entering |
-5 at Wilsonville Road from the traffic already on
the mainline. Vehicles on |-5 could merge directly
into the second exit lane from the outer I-5 travel
lane, without merging into the ramp-to-ramp lane
first.

e Because of the improved traffic flow and
increased separation of merging/weaving from
through traffic, Option C would be expected to
offer the greatest reduction in crash rates for the
longest period of time.

Impacts of a ramp-to-ramp lane on Wilsonville Road
and local system operations.

Any ramp-to-ramp lane option would benefit local
system performance. The Wilsonville Road on-ramp
meter activates in response to congestion on the I-5
mainline. With all ramp-to-ramp options reducing
congestion on I-5, the ramp meter would likely be on
for fewer hours per day. This would increase the total
period of time when vehicles would be able to flow
freely onto I-5 from the Wilsonville Road on-ramp,
and reduce the amount of time when queues could
build up at the ramp meter, making it less likely they
would spill back onto the local system (FIGURE 15).

Improved operations on the mainline might also allow
the ramp meter to operate at a faster rate, in which
case any queues that formed would clear faster.
(ODOT does not determine ramp meter rates in long
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range plans. Traffic engineers assess meter rates after a project is constructed and ODOT has

collected data on how conditions on the interstate change as a result.)
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FIGURE 15. Comparison of ramp meter operations and queuing forecast for the
year 2040 on the Wilsonville Road on-ramp , if no changes were made (left) or if

a ramp-to-ramp lane were constructed (right).
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PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT PARTICIPATION

ODOT Region 1 and the City of Wilsonville partnered on the Southbound I-5 Boone Bridge
Congestion Study (September 2017 through May 2018). This facility plan is the final product of
that study. The Technical Advisory Committee for the study included ODOT, the City,
Clackamas County, Washington County, DKS Associates, and Angelo Planning Group. (Marion

County chose not to participate in the committee but received updates at project milestones.)
After reviewing the technical analysis results, the committee unanimously recommended
Option C as the preferred solution.

Public and stakeholder involvement activities began in December of 2017. Wilsonville area
outreach efforts were led by city staff and consultants and regional outreach efforts were
coordinated by ODOT. The City created a website for the congestion study, shared regular
monthly articles in the Boones Ferry Messenger, sent media releases to The Wilsonville

Spokesman Newspaper and provided information via email. The city’s Planning Commission

City of Wilsonville Mayor Tim Knapp introduces the project to community

members attending the March 14th Open House.
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received five presentations from the project team between November 2017 and April 2018,
including a work session in March and a public hearing on the draft facility plan in April. The
final local action will be taken by the City Council following a second public hearing in June
(scheduled as of the release of the public review draft), when they will determine whether to
approve the facility plan by resolution in preparation for an adoption decision by the Oregon
Transportation Commission in July (scheduled).

The project team focused outreach efforts on gathering feedback about traveler experiences
with the operational problems on I-5, presenting the ramp-to-ramp options, and asking for
input on the recommendation that Option C should be constructed as part of a seismic retrofit
project in the future. A March open house held at Wilsonville City Hall drew 30-40 attendees
who discussed the results of technical analysis with project team staff, received a presentation
of major findings, and participated in a question and answer session. The same materials were
shared in an online open house and survey hosted by the City during the second half of March.
ODOT shared the draft facility plan for a 45 day public comment period beginning in April, with
links to public review materials available on the city’s website.

In addition, the project team met with the following stakeholder groups in March and April to
share congestion study findings, answer questions, and gather input:

e Wilsonville Chamber of Commerce
e Wilsonville Rotary Club
e Charbonneau Homeowners’ Association

e Washington County Coordinating Committee —
Transportation Advisory Committee

e QOregon Freight Advisory Committee
8 8 y As of the release of this public

e Washington County Coordinating Committee review draft, public and
(scheduled) stakeholder outreach efforts

o ODOT Region 1 Mobility Advisory Committee are still ongoing. The final
(scheduled) plan will include a list of all

outreach events and a

e Clackamas County Coordinating Committee — C4 .
summary of the input

Metro Subcommittee (scheduled) ) ) )
received, including comments

e French Prairie Forum (scheduled) on the public review draft.

e Metro’s Transportation Policy Alternatives Committee
(scheduled)

Based on discussions at these meetings, the team put together a Questions and Answers
document to summarize common themes and share additional information with the public.
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Online open house results.

The online open house ran from March 14 to March 31. It included key information that was
available at the physical Open House, with questions posed regarding traveler experiences, the
working recommendations, and participant demographics. The following is a brief summary of
feedback received from approximately 280 respondents.

e Most survey respondents used I-5 to cross the Boone Bridge going south at least several
times per week (41 percent at least once per day; 22 percent several times per week).
Nearly 80 percent said they were likely to use the Wilsonville Road on-ramp on a typical
trip, and over half said they were likely to use the Charbonneau District off-ramp. 43
percent said they were likely to use the Canby-Hubbard off-ramp. (All of which is to say —
this survey appears to have reached those that use/would be affected by the proposal)

e Respondents generally experienced unpredictable travel times, frequent congestion, and
spillback. A lower percentage (though still the majority) experienced dangerous weaving
behavior.

e Given the information presented, 75% of respondents chose Option C as their preferred
build. Option B was the second most preferred, with about 10% of respondents choosing
it. About 7% of respondents checked “Other” regarding their preferred option.

e Almost all respondents said that ODOT should invest in operational improvements in this
part of I-5.

e The average level of support for the recommended alternative is 92/100.

e Asked to list primary reasons, people provided many separate comments. Congestion,
safety, and commuting times were among the most common issues.
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PLANNED IMPROVEMENTS

This facility plan recommends Option C as the best operational concept for this location for
the 20-year planning horizon. This recommendation reflects the Technical Advisory
Committee’s consensus that this option is the most cost-effective long-term solution for the
bottleneck that forms on I-5 at the Wilsonville Road on-ramp. It presents only minor
differences in costs and environmental impacts compared to Options A and B.

Option Cis consistent with the state, regional, and local policies outlined in this plan. A ramp-
to-ramp lane is a targeted, lower-cost improvement that will protect I-5’s operations for
decades to come, while maintaining the regionally-approved cross-section of six through
lanes. It improves safety and reliability for longer-distance travel, freight movement, and
emergency services. Option C responds to Regional Transportation Plan direction to address
the impacts of peak period congestion on freight reliability, mobility, and travel patterns in
this part of the I-5 corridor. It also supports desired development in the City of Wilsonville by
managing the impacts of I-5 congestion on Wilsonville Road and the local transportation
system.

Financial feasibility assessment.

Based on revenue forecasts prepared for the 2018 Regional Transportation Plan, resources
exist within ODOT’s financially-constrained budget for the 2028-2040 period to design and
construct a southbound auxiliary lane serving I-5 southbound from exits 283 to 282A. These
resources are expected to be combined with additional funding from the ODOT bridge
program to complete the seismic rehabilitation components of the Boone Bridge
improvements. Completing the operation and seismic components as one project will allow

ODOT to achieve economies of scale, reducing total costs.
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IMPLEMENTATION RECOMMENDATIONS

Adoption of this plan is the first of several steps needed to improve the operations of
southbound I-5 in the Boone Bridge area. Once this plan is adopted, ODOT will submit Option C
as a project for the 2018 Regional Transportation Plan Financially Constrained Project List, for
funding in the 2028-2040 time frame. The next step will be to secure funding for project
development, which will include analysis of engineering alternatives and their potential
environmental impacts.

ODOT'’s Bridge Section will analyze the Boone Bridge seismic needs to determine what
improvements would ensure the structure remains standing if a major quake occurs. Once
those engineering recommendations are available, the operational and seismic work will be
combined into one project.

ODOT will continue to collaborate with project partners to fund construction of this project,
and to identify other ways to increase safety, efficiency and reliability in the I-5 corridor.
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APPENDICES WILL BE INCLUDED IN FINAL DRAFT.

I-5 Wilsonville Facility Plan | Public Review Draft April 2018 36



Materials following this page were distributed at the meeting.



Draft-5/2/18

DRAFT TABLE OF CONTENTS

Foreword
Executive Summary
Chapter 1: Toward a Connected Region

11
1.2
13
1.4
15
1.6

Geographic Setting

Metro’s role in transportation planning
History of the Regional Transportation Plan
Relationship to Other Plans and Strategies
Process and Engagement Overview
Document Organization

Chapter 2: Our Shared Vision for Transportation

2.1
2.2
2.3
2.4
2.5
2.6

Chapter 3. Transportation System Policies to Achieve Our Vision

3.1
3.2
3.4

Introduction

Outcomes-Focused Performance Based Planning
Shared Vision

Goals and Objectives

Performance Targets

Conclusion

Introduction
Regional Transportation System Definition
Regional Network Visions, Concepts and Policies

3.6 Conclusion

Chapter 4: A Snapshot of Our Growing and Changing Region

4.1 Introduction

4.2 Who We Are

4.3 How We Get Around

4.4 How We Move Goods

4.5 How W Keep Our Environment Healthy
4.6 How the System Is Working

4.7 Challenges and Opportunities Ahead

Chapter 5: Our Transportation Funding Outlook

51
5.2
53

5.4 Conclusion: Moving Forward to Fund the Region’s Priorities

Chapter 6: Regional Programs and Projects to Achieve Our Vision

6.1

Introduction
Current Sources of Revenue
Our Current Budget for Investments

Introduction

6.2 What Are the Region’s Investment Priorities
6.3 Conclusion



Draft-5/2/18

Chapter 7: Measuring Outcomes
7.1 Introduction
7.2 Performance-Based Planning and Responding to New Federal Performance
Requirements
7.3 Transportation Equity Findings
7.4 System Performance Findings
7.5 Conclusion

Chapter 8: Moving Forward Together
8.1 Introduction
This section summarizes the purpose and content of the chapter.

8.2 Updates and Amendments to the Regional Transportation Plan

This section summarizes federal and state requirements for preparing and updating the
Regional Transportation Plan and the process for making revisions to the plan between
scheduled updates.

8.2.1 Federal requirements
8.2.2 State requirements

8.2.3 Update Process
* Schedule plan updates and making revisions between scheduled updates
o Major revisions (amendments)
o Minor revisions (administrative modifications)
o Determination of consistency and fiscal constraint
* Role of regional functional plans (Regional Transportation Functional Plan and
Urban Growth Management Functional Plan)
8.2.4 Ongoing Monitoring and Reporting
* Climate Smart Strategy Monitoring and Reporting
*  MAP-21/FAST Act Reporting
* TPR and ORS required monitoring and reporting
* State Implementation Plan (SIP) monitoring
8.3 Planning and Programs
This section summarizes local, regional and state planning and programs that advance
implementation of the plan.

8.3.1 Local Implementation
* Transportation System Plan updates
¢ Safety Action Plans
* Modal and topical plans
* Concept planning for
* Land Use and Comprehensive Plan updates

8.3.2 Transit Service Planning
* Summary of annual transit service planning conducted by TriMet and SMART
(South Metro Area Regional Transit) in coordination with Metro, cities, counties
and other transit providers to implement the RTP, Regional Transit Strategy and
Coordinated Transportation Plan for Seniors and People with Disabilities.
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8.3.3 Regional Programs and Investment Areas
* Summary of ongoing regional programs that provide a combination of grants,
technical assistance and planning support that implement the RTP, including
freight, active transportation, motor vehicle, transit, safety, Safe Routes to School,
transit-oriented development, travel options, Innovation, shared mobility,
emerging technology, and Investment areas.

8.3.4 Region-wide Planning
Summary of region-wide planning work anticipated in the next 5 years:
* Regional Mobility Policy Update
* Regional Congestion Pricing Technical Analysis
* Jurisdictional Transfer Strategy for State Arterials (Regional and District Highways)
* Transportation System Management and Operations Strategy Update
* Enhanced Transit Corridors Implementation
* Emergency Transportation Routes Project

Other longer-term region-wide planning work carried forward from 2014 RTP:
* Regional Bridges Funding Strategy
* Parking Management Policy Refinement

8.3.5 Multimodal Corridor Refinement Planning

1. Mobility Corridor #2, Portland Central City to Tigard, which includes I-5 south and
Southwest Corridor Plan area’

2. Mobility Corridor #3, Tigard to Wilsonville, which includes I-5 south

3. Mobility Corridor #4, Portland Central City Loop, which includes 1-405 loop?

4. Mobility Corridors #7, 8 and 9, Clark County to I-5 via Gateway, Oregon City and
Tualatin, which includes 1-205 corridor

5. Mobility Corridor #14 and 15, Beaverton to Forest Grove, which includes Tualatin
Valley Highway

6. Mobility Corridors #13, 14 and 16, Hillsboro to Portland, which includes US 26 and
US 30 (new)

7. Mobility Corridors #23 and 24, Clackamas to Fairview/Wood Village/Troutdale,
which includes OR 212 and Sunrise Corridor (new)

Note: Others may be identified based on Round 2 system evaluation.

8.4 Projects
This section summarizes major project development activities and the allocation of federal
transportation funds to implement projects in the RTP at the regional and state level.

! Confirm whether and of this should be moved to project development section with LPA adoption.

2 Confirm whether an LPA has been or will be adopted and whether it should be updated to reflect I-5/Rose
Quarter related project recommendations and/or moved to project development section.
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8.4.1 Major Project Development

1. |-5/Columbia River Crossing Project
Sunrise Corridor Project3
Division Transit Project
Southwest Corridor Transit Project
MAX Red Line Improvements Project
I-5/Rose Quarter Project
OR 217
[-205 South Corridor Project
[-205/Abernethy Bridge Project

LNV WN

8.4.2 Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program
* Role of Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program and State
Transportation Improvement Program in implementing the RTP
o Allocation of federal funds by administering agencies (ODOT, SMART,
TriMet)
o Metro’s Regional Flexible Funds Allocation Cycles
* Determination of consistency and fiscal constraint

8.5 Data and Tools

This section summarizes data and tools to address existing and emerging planning and
policy priorities and innovative practices in transportation planning and analysis and
ensure that the region has the resources to fulfill its transportation performance
measurement and reporting responsibilities.

8.5.1 Data Collection and Coordination
1. Growth Data
2. Travel Activity Data
3. Transportation Safety Data
4. Multi-modal Network Data
8.5.2 Analysis Tool Maintenance and Enhancement
1. Growth Forecast Products
2. Growth Forecast Tools
3. Travel Model Tools
8.5.3 Analysis Tool Development
1. Regional Activity-based Travel Model
2. Regional Freight Model
3. Multi-Criterion Evaluation (MCE) Toolkit
4. Housing and Transportation Cost Expenditure Tool
5. Safety Analysis tools
6. Economic Value Atlas
7. Mobility Atlas
8. State of the Centers Context Tool
9. Project Evaluation Criteria
4 Monitoring and Reporting Tools
1. Monitoring Data and Information Systems
2. Congestion Management Program Data Collection and Monitoring

8.5.

3 Confirm whether major project development work is under way or planned in the future.
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8.6 Conclusion
This section summarizes key takeaways from the chapter.
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CHAPTER 5
IMPLEMENTATION:

HOW DO WE IMPLEMENT OUR STRATEGY?
5.1 FRAMEWORK FOR CHANGE: SETTING A NEW COURSE FOR TRANSPORTATION

Over the past year, Metro worked with state and local government partners as well as residents,
community groups, and businesses to develop the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan. The result of
that work is a plan that responds to transportation needs and demands based on our shared
community values and the outcomes we are trying to achieve as a region. The policies, projects and
strategies in this plan also address federal, state and regional

. . ]
planning requirements.

The plan sets a new course for future transportation decisions and
implementation of the 2040 Growth Concept. The plan takes into
account the changing circumstances and challenges we face and

¢

addresses them directly, adopting new approaches that M‘
.

distinguish this plan from past RTPs. Central to this plan are
innovative approaches such as strong links between community The RTP is moving away from a

aspirations and transportation investments and multi-pronged single measure of success to an
regional mobility corridor strategies to maximize operations on
existing highways, roads and transit networks and strategically
expand the transit and roadway system.

outcomes based planning
framework.

This RTP is moving away from a single measure of success and has adopted an outcomes-based
planning framework with an emphasis on desired outcomes and measurable performance. Policies
have shifted from primarily using roadway level-of-service to a broader system completion policy
to define system needs.

Through its policies, projects and strategies, the 2014 RTP aims to attract jobs and housing to
downtowns, main streets and employment areas. It seeks to increase the use of public transit,
improve the safety, convenience and appeal of bicycling and walking, and reduce miles traveled and
emissions by cars and trucks in the metropolitan region. It also seeks to increase the safety,
reliability and efficiency of the roadway and transit systems for all users. When we measure our
performance, we find we have some successes, but overall the RTP falls short of meeting all of the
performance targets set forth in Chapter 2.

To continue making progress toward the goals and vision of the plan, the region must take
additional steps. The plan will be implemented through a variety of strategies and actions at the
local, regional, state and federal levels. The various jurisdictions in the region are expected to
pursue policies, projects and strategies that contribute to specific elements of the vision.

Implementation of this plan will require a cooperative effort by all jurisdictions responsible for
transportation planning in the region, and will involve:
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5.2

Adoption of regional policies and strategies in local plans.

A concerted regional effort to secure needed funding to build planned transportation
facilities needed to serve a growing region.

Focusing strategic investments and system management policies that leverage 2040 Growth
Concept implementation and preserve the function of the region’s mobility corridors.

Periodic updates of the plan to respond to development trends and the associated changes
in travel demand.

Incorporating land use and transportation needs and solutions identified in each mobility
corridor strategy in local plans.

Ongoing monitoring for consistency of changes to local transportation system plans (TSPs)
and local Comprehensive Plans and land use designations with the RTP and other agency
plans, including the Oregon Department of Transportation's Oregon Highway Plan and four-
year State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP), the Oregon Department of Land
Conservation and Development’s Transportation Planning Rule (TPR), and TriMet's Transit
Implementation Plan (TIP).

Implementation of the Community Building Strategy

In an effort to better understand how and where local communities intend to grow and how the
region can support them, Metro asked local cities and counties to summarize their aspirations for
how their communities will develop and function over the next few decades. The aspirations reflect
the communities’ priorities for redevelopment, the values that guide their decisions and the
challenges and barriers they anticipate to achieving these aspirations. The activity spectrum
illustrated below provided a tool for local governments to consider the type and level of activity
they would like for regional and town centers, station communities, corridors and main streets in
their community.

ACTIVITY SPECTRUM

B |}
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The community building strategy described in Chapter 2 recognizes the important role of
transportation in placemaking to achieve the 2040 Growth Concept vision. The concept calls for
cultivating great communities by investing in the community assets essential to making
downtowns, main streets and employment areas better places to live and work. Typically, these are
investments that help revitalize centers and main streets or provide critical access to industrial
lands and freight intermodal facilities.

The activity spectrum provides a tool to identify community building investments needed to serve
centers and main streets, the RTP emphasizes streetscape retrofits, building new street
connections, transit, completing missing sidewalks, bicycle and trail connections in downtowns,
centers and along main streets to leverage higher density mixed-use development and transit
investments such as frequent bus, street car or high capacity transit.

In industrial and employment areas, the RTP emphasizes providing critical freight access to the
interstate highway system and protecting interchange capacity to help the region’s businesses and
industry in these areas remain competitive. This means strategically adding road capacity to
arterials and building new street connections in these areas, in addition to providing access to
support commercial delivery activities and upgrading main line and rail yard infrastructure.

Achieving all of these aspirations requires different types and amounts of investments by local
governments, Metro and the private sector in order to achieve on-the-ground results. More work is
being done to better understand what is needed to fulfill these aspirations. Metro summarized the
needs identified by local governments for 16 different types of investments in five community
design types described in the 2040 Growth Concept: central city (Downtown Portland), corridors,
employment areas (including industrial areas), town centers and regional centers in an Investment
Matrix. Many of these community building investments will be defined through local transportation
system plans and other local plans, connecting back to community aspirations for these areas. The
Investment Matrix will inform local and regional policy and investment decisions and longer-term
efforts to refine tools that assist with the achievement of these aspirations.

5.3 Implementation of the Mobility Corridor Strategy

The RTP Appendix details the needs and strategies for all 24 of the regional mobility corridors. The
idea of a mobility corridor strategy emerged to better ground the outcome-based policy framework
of the RTP and to demonstrate compliance with state TPR requirements. The strategies are scoping
tools to document land use and transportation needs, functions for all modes, and potential
solutions for each mobility corridor. Mobility corridors that have uncertainty surrounding
transportation needs, modes, function and potential solutions require a corridor refinement plan.

Figure 5.1 shows the framework for how the mobility corridor strategy will be incorporated into
the RTP or developed through a corridor refinement plan.
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Figure 5.1 — How A Mobility Corridor Strategy Is Developed and Implemented
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5.3.1 Corridor Refinement Planning

The State of Oregon Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) section 660-012-0020 requires that
transportation system plans (TSPs) establish a coordinated network of planned transportation
facilities adequate to serve regional transportation needs. The RTP is the region’s TSP. Section 660-
012-0025 of the TPR allows a Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) to defer decisions
regarding function, general location and mode as long as it can be demonstrated that the
refinement effort will be completed in the near future.

If a TPR determination cannot be made based on the information available, a mobility corridor
would need a corridor refinement plan as defined by the TPR. A corridor refinement plan includes
the following steps:

° MOU or IGA for refinement plan scope of work

° Analysis that considers land use, local aspirations, pedestrian, bike, management and
operations, freight, highway, road and transit solutions

. Evaluate performance

. Develop alternative mobility standards, if necessary

. Determine mix and phasing of projects and/or land use changes needed to address function
and needs

. Local and/or regional plan updates and MOU or IGA to implement refinement plan

recommendations at state, regional and local levels
. HCT system expansion targets policy MOU, if applicable.

This process represents a change in how mobility corridors are planned for and analyzed to more
comprehensively consider land use, management, walking and biking solutions in addition to
traditional transit and highway-focused analyses. The refinement plan will result in a wide range of
strategies and projects to progress through project development and implementation at the local,
regional and/or state levels.

Individual project and program solutions identified in the RTP may move forward to project
development at the discretion of the facility owner/operator. The MOU or IGA from a corridor
refinement plan is intended to provide more accountability and to formalize agreements across
implementing jurisdictions on moving forward to implement the corridor refinement plan
recommendations. This is particularly important in corridors with multiple jurisdictions.

Mobility Corridors Recommended for Future Corridor Refinement Plans

The main objective of the RTP mobility corridor work program was to gather information to help
define the need, mode, function, performance standards, and general location of facilities within
each mobility corridor consistent with the TPR. The needs assessment was developed based on the
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RTP policy framework and was used to guide the identification of projects and programs during the
RTP system development phase.

Under the mobility corridor concept framework, when determinations of needs, modes, functions,
and scope and general location of solutions cannot be made, the mobility corridor needs a
refinement plan. Corridor refinement plans are intended to be multi-modal evaluations of possible
transportation solutions, including land use solutions.

Using the results of the mobility corridor work program, the RTP has identified a list of mobility
corridors that do not meet the outcomes performance standards of the RTP and do not fully answer
questions of mode, function and general location. These corridors need refinement planning and
are listed in Table 5.1. In addition, most potential HCT Corridors identified in the Regional HCT
Plan are likely to require Corridor Refinement Plans to resolve issues of changes in transit function
and any associated changes in vehicular or freight rail function and performance standards of
existing transportation facilities.

Table 5.1
Mobility Corridors Recommended for Future Corridor Refinement Plans

Mobility Corridors #2 and #3 - Portland Central City to Wilsonville and Sherwood, which includes I-5 South?
Mobility Corridor #4 - Portland Central City Loop, which includes 1-5/1-405 Loop

Mobility Corridors #7, #8 & #9 - Clark County to -5 via Gateway, Oregon City and Tualatin, which includes 1-205
Mobility Corridor #24 - Beaverton to Forest Grove, which includes Tualatin Valley Highway

5.3.1.1 Portland Central City to Tigard (Mobility Corridor #2)

This corridor provides access to the Central City and to neighborhoods and commercial areas in the
inner southwest quadrant of the region. Barbur Boulevard is identified as a multi-modal facility
with potential light rail or Rapid Bus, as well as serving a regional role for motor vehicle, bicycle
and pedestrian systems. -5 in this corridor is a Main Roadway route for freight and a Principal
Arterial for motor vehicles extending southward beyond the region.

Segments of both Barbur Boulevard and I-5 in this corridor experience significant congestion and
poor service levels, especially from the Terwilliger interchange northward. However, high capacity
transit service along Barbur Boulevard and other expanded bus services are expected to experience
promising ridership levels. Significant localized congestion occurs along the intersecting street
segments of Bertha, Terwilliger and Capitol Highway/Taylors Ferry roads. Broad street cross-
sections, angled intersections and limited signalized crossing opportunities along Barbur Boulevard
create traffic safety hazards and inhibit walking to local destinations and access to transit services.

A corridor refinement plan was proposed in the last RTP to address the following in coordination
with corridor refinement planning for Mobility Corridor #3 and project development activities for
Mobility Corridor 20:

* In coordination with project development activities for Mobility Corridor #20.
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. Regional and local transit services and facilities needed to serve the Barbur corridor within
the RTP planning horizon.

. Possible new locations or relocations for I-5 on-ramps and off-ramps and street connections
across the freeway right-of-way.

. Opportunities for new or improved local street connections to Barbur Boulevard.

. Added capacity on parallel arterials, and arterial street connectivity, consistent with the
regional street design concept and regional street system design concept.

° Facilities to improve bicycle and pedestrian safety along Barbur Boulevard and access to
transit services and local destinations.

. Provide additional overcrossings in West Portland town center to improve local circulation
and interchange access management

. Traffic management and intelligent transportation system improvements along I-5, Barbur
Boulevard and other parallel arterials within the corridor.

. Potential mainline freeway improvements, including possible southbound truck climbing
lanes.
. Identify and implement safety and modernization improvements to [-5 defined by the

Portland Central City to Tigard Corridor Refinement Plan.
Southwest Corridor Plan

To address the potential for High Capacity Transit and other needs in this mobility corridor and the
[-5/Highway 99W corridor between Tigard and Tualatin/Sherwood, Metro, in collaboration with
local partners, ODOT and TriMet, developed the Southwest Corridor Plan. The Southwest Corridor
Plan is a comprehensive approach to achieving community visions through integrated land use and
transportation planning. The plan incorporates existing local land use visions, such as the Barbur
Concept Plan, the Tigard High Capacity Transit Land Use Plan, Linking Tualatin and the Sherwood
Town Center Plan.

During the summer of 2012 local partners in the Southwest Corridor Plan developed a wide range
of alternatives that included improvements in roadways, transit, bicycle and pedestrian facilities,
parks and natural areas, and regional trails. Later the range of alternatives was narrowed based on
land use priorities and the ability to serve a high capacity transit investment in the corridor. In July
2013, the Southwest Corridor Plan Steering Committee recommended a shared investment
strategy, identifying key investments in roadways, active transportation, parks, trails and natural
areas, as well as specific options for high capacity transit to be studied further in the refinement
phase. To better understand and refine high capacity transit in the corridor, the Southwest
Corridor Plan Steering Committee directed Metro to study in more detail:

e two potential transit modes: light rail and bus rapid transit;
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e between 50 and 100 percent of the bus rapid transit alignment being in exclusive right of
way;

e atransit line that connects Portland to downtown Tualatin, via Tigard.

Based on the shared investment strategy, the refinement phase for potential high capacity transit
connections between Portland, Tigard and Tualatin will be completed by the summer of 2014.
During the refinement phase, project partners will further narrow the high capacity transit design
options that came out of the initial phase of the Southwest Corridor Plan and move forward the
most promising options for further study under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

5.3.1.2 Tigard to Wilsonville (Mobility Corridor #3)

This mobility corridor provides the major southern access to and from the central city. The corridor
also provides important freight access, where Willamette Valley traffic enters the region at the
Wilsonville “gateway,” and provides access to Washington County via OR 217.

In 2002, a joint ODOT and Wilsonville study? concluded that in 2030 widening of I-5 to eight lanes
would be required to meet Oregon Highway Plan and RTP mobility standards, and that freeway
access capacity would not be adequate with an improved I-5/Wilsonville Road interchange. The
appropriate improvements in this corridor are unclear at this time. However, I-5 serves as a critical
gateway for regional travel and commerce, and an acceptable transportation strategy in this
corridor has statewide significance. Projections for [-5 indicate that growth in traffic between the
Metro region and the Willamette Valley will account for as much as 80 percent of the traffic volume
along the southern portion of I-5, in the Tualatin and Wilsonville area.

A corridor refinement plan is proposed to address the following in coordination with corridor
refinement planning for Mobility Corridor #2 and project development activities for Mobility
Corridor #20:

. Effects of widening I-205 on the I-5 South corridor

. Effects of the I-5 to 99W Connector study recommendations on the N. Wilsonville
interchange and the resultant need for increased freeway access

. Effects of peak period and mid-day congestion in this area on regional freight reliability,
mobility and travel patterns

. Ability of inter-city transit service, to/from neighboring cities in the Willamette Valley,
including commuter rail, to slow traffic growth in the I-5 corridor

° Ability to maintain off-peak freight mobility with capacity improvements

. Potential for better coordination between the Metro region and Willamette Valley
jurisdictions on land-use policies

21-5/Wilsonville Freeway Access Study, DKS Associates, November 2002
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. Effects of a planned long-term strategy for managing increased travel along I-5 in the

Willamette Valley

. Effects of UGB expansion and Industrial Lands Evaluation studies on regional freight
mobility

. Effects to freight mobility and local circulation due to diminished freeway access capacity in

the I-5/Wilsonville corridor

. Identify and implement safety and modernization improvements to I-5 defined by the
Tigard to Wilsonville Corridor Refinement Plan in phases totaling over $600 million

. [-5/0R217 Interchange Phase 2: SB OR217 /Kruse Way Exit - Complete interchange
reconstruction: Braid SB OR 217 exit to I-5 with Kruse Way exit, approximately $50 million

. [-5/0R217 Interchange Phase 3: SB OR217 to I-5 NB Flyover Ramp - Complete interchange
reconstruction with new SB OR217 to NB I-5 flyover ramp - $30 million

In addition, the following design elements should be considered as part of the corridor refinement
plan:

. Peak period pricing and HOV lanes for expanded capacity
. Provide regional transit service, connecting Wilsonville to the central city
. Provide additional freeway access improvements in the [-5/Wilsonville corridor to improve

freight mobility and local circulation

. Add capacity to parallel arterial routes, including 72nd Avenue, Boones Ferry, Lower
Boones Ferry and Carman Drive

. Add overcrossings in vicinity of Tigard Triangle and City of Wilsonville to improve local
circulation
) Extend commuter rail service from Salem to the Portland Central City, Tualatin transit

center and Milwaukie, primarily along existing heavy rail tracks

. Additional I-5 mainline capacity
. Provision of auxiliary lanes between all I-5 freeway on- and off-ramps in Wilsonville.
5.3.1.3 Portland Central City Loop (Mobility Corridor #4)

In 2005, the I-5/405 Freeway Loop Advisory Group (FLAG) completed its review of the near- and
long-term transportation, land use, and urban design issues regarding the I-5/405 Freeway Loop.
Appointed by Mayor Vera Katz and the ODOT Director in 2003, the 24-member group developed
and evaluated concepts to address identified transportation issues and needs. The concepts
represented a range of options that included modest improvements within existing right-of-way, a
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One-Way Loop System, and a full tunnel that would connect the Freeway Loop to [-84 and Sunset
Highway. The three concepts were evaluated against the region’s proposed transportation system,
along with projected employment and household growth, for the year 2030.

In completing its initial review, FLAG found that additional master planning work is needed to
identify, prioritize and fund specific projects, and that short-term or interim investments should
move forward while the master planning work is being completed. FLAG recommended that
planning on [-84/I-5 interchange and the I-5 elements of South Portland Plan contemplated in the
area of the interchange of I- 405 and I-5 may proceed independent of the Master Plan with the
understanding that the final plan for any such project would be consistent with the Master Plan. In
addition, the study recommended advancing a corridor refinement plan to begin to identify short-
term and long-term investments and a recommended scope, problem statement and set of
principles:

Scope

. Develop an overall Freeway Loop Corridor Refinement Plan that will guide public
investment for improvements to the [-5/405Freeway Loop.

. Develop a phasing strategy for implementation of the Master Plan. Include the currently
approved Regional Transportation Plan improvements as well as new elements.

. Identify and pursue a funding strategy.

Proposed Purpose Statement

Improvements to the [-5/4-5 Freeway Loop must address long-term transportation and land use
needs in a system-wide context. Because the movement of people and goods is a vital economic
function, changes must be considered in relation to local, regional, and statewide geographies.
Freeway Loop improvements should enhance, not inhibit, high-quality urban development, and
should function as seamless and integral parts of the community.

Proposed Principles

These objectives will guide the selection and evaluation of options in the next phase:

. Maintain or enhance transportation performance, including highway and transit
performance.

. Support a multi-modal strategy for automobiles, transit, trucks, bicycles, and pedestrians.

. Support trade and freight movement to facilitate regional and state economic development.

. Support local, regional, and state land use plans.

. Ensure regional accessibility to and from the Central City to reinforce its significant

statewide, regional, and national economic role.
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. Support economic activities and new investments in the Central City and in adjacent
industrial areas.

. Improve the quality of the built environment and connections across facilities.

. Avoid or minimize negative impacts on the natural environment.

. Evaluate facility improvement costs relative to the distribution of benefits and impacts.
° Develop strategies that can be implemented in phases.

As directed by the FLAG’s recommendations, planning proceeded on the 1-84/1-5 section of the
Loop under the N/NE Quadrant and the I-5 Broadway-Weidler Interchange Improvement Planning
process. The key recommendations from the adopted 2012 N/NE Quadrant Plan include:

e Preserving and enhancing Lower Albina by protecting the working harbor and increasing
land use flexibility that promotes a mix of uses on historic Russell Street and greater
employment densities;

e Protecting historic neighborhoods and cultural resources;

e Concentrating high density development in the Lloyd District, with a focus on new
residential development that will add activity and vibrancy to the district;

e Providing amenities, such as parks, street improvements and green infrastructure to
support and encourage new development;

e Improving regional access and local street safety and connectivity for all modes;

e Encouraging sustainable development that supports the Lloyd EcoDistrict and goals for
improved environmental health;

e Future changes to zoning and building height regulations that implement the plan goals.

Key recommendations for the I-5 Broadway-Weidler Plan include:

e Adding auxiliary lanes and full-width shoulders to improve traffic weaves and allow
disabled vehicles to move out of traffic lanes;

e Rebuilding structures at Broadway, Weidler, Vancouver and Williams and adding a lid over
the freeway that will simplify construction, increase development potential and improve the
urban environment;

e Moving the I-5 southbound on-ramp to Weidler to improve circulation and safety;

Improving conditions for pedestrian and bicycle travel by adding new connections over the freeway
and safer pedestrian and bicycle facilities in the interchange area.
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5.3.14 Clark County to I-5 via Gateway, Oregon City and Tualatin
(Mobility Corridors #7, 8 and 9)

Improvements are needed in this corridor to address existing deficiencies and expected growth in
travel demand in Clark, Multnomah and Clackamas counties. Transportation solutions in this
corridor should address the following needs and opportunities:

. Provide for some peak period and off-peak mobility and reliability for longer trips

. Preserve freight mobility from I-5 to Clark County, with an emphasis on connections to
Highway 213, Highway 224 and Sunrise Corridor

. Maintain an acceptable level of access to the Oregon City, Clackamas and Gateway regional
centers and Sunrise industrial area

. Maintain acceptable levels of access to PDX, including air cargo access

. Adding general purpose lanes to 1-205 should be considered to meet state and regional
policies, to bring the freeway up to three through lanes in each direction in the southern
section from Oregon City to I-5. Interchange improvements, auxiliary lanes and other major
operational improvements such as ramp improvements and other weaving area
improvements in the corridor should also be considered. Specific projects to be considered
to meet identified needs include: Southbound truck climbing lanes from Willamette River to
10th St. interchange, over $20 million; Interchange improvements at locations including:
Division/Powell, Airport Way, OR213, OR 212/224, Sunrise, Johnson Creek Boulevard and
others, totaling over $250 million; Auxiliary lanes, northbound and southbound in the
following locations: Airport Way to Columbia Blvd., Columbia Blvd. to -84, -84 to Glisan,
Glisan to Division/Powell, Division/Powell to Foster, Foster to Johnson Creek Boulevard, OR
212/224 to Gladstone, Gladstone to OR 99E, averaging $20 million each; totaling over $200
million; Widen to 6 lanes from Stafford Interchange to Willamette River, over $40 million;
Widen Abernethy Bridge to 6 lanes plus auxiliary lanes, over $100 million; Improvements
needed on OR 213 (82rd Avenue) include bicycle/pedestrian and streetscape
improvements, totaling over $30 million.

Potential transportation and land use solutions in this corridor should evaluate the potential of the
following design concepts:

. Auxiliary lanes added from Airport Way to [-84 East

. Consider express, peak period pricing or HOV lanes as a strategy for expanding capacity
° Relative value of specific ramp, overcrossing and parallel route improvements

. Eastbound HOV lane from I-5 to the Oregon City Bridge

J Truck climbing lane south of Oregon City
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. Potential for rapid bus service or light rail from Oregon City to Gateway

. Potential for extension of rapid bus service or light rail north from Gateway into Clark
County
. Potential for refinements to 2040 land-use assumptions in this area to expand potential

employment in the sub-area and improve jobs/housing imbalance

. Potential for re-evaluating the suitability of the Beavercreek area for urban growth
boundary expansion, based on ability to serve the area with adequate regional
transportation infrastructure

. Provide recommendations to the Bi-State Coordination Committee prior to JPACT and
Metro Council consideration of projects that have bi-state significance.

5.3.1.5 Beaverton to Forest Grove (Mobility Corridor #24)

A number of improvements are needed in this corridor to address existing deficiencies and serve
increased travel demand. One primary function of this route is to provide access to and between the
Beaverton and Hillsboro regional centers. Tualatin Valley Highway also serves as an access route to
Highway 217 from points west along the Tualatin Valley Highway corridor. As such, the corridor is
defined as extending from Highway 217 on the east to Forest Grove to the west, and from
Farmington Road on the south to Baseline Road to the north. The following should be addressed as
part of a corridor refinement plan:

[ Develop an access management plan as part of a congestion management strategy

° Implement TSM and other interim intersection improvements at various locations between
Cedar Hills Boulevard and Brookwood Avenue

° Relative trade-offs of a variety of capacity and transit improvements, including:

a. Improvements on parallel routes such as Farmington, Alexander, Baseline and
Walker roads as an alternative to expanding Tualatin Valley Highway

b. Arterial improvements from Cedar Hills Boulevard or Murray Boulevard to
Brookwood Avenue or Baseline Road in Hillsboro

C. A limited access, divided facility from Cedar Hills Boulevard or Murray Boulevard to
Brookwood Avenue, with three lanes in each direction and some grade separation at
major intersections

d. Transit service that complements both the function of Tualatin Valley Highway and
the existing light rail service in the corridor

. Evaluate impacts of the principal arterial designation, and subsequent operation effects on
travel within the Beaverton regional center
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. Evaluate motor vehicle and street design designations of TV Highway as part of the plan to
determine the most appropriate classifications for this route

. Transportation System Management - signal interconnects - from Beaverton to Aloha and
Aloha to Hillsboro, over $4 million; transit service improvements to provide frequent bus
service.

The TV Highway Corridor Plan (TVCP) is a “mobility corridor refinement” plan completed in June
2013. The TVCP studied the Beaverton to Hillsboro portion of the Beaverton to Forest Grove
mobility corridor between Cedar Hills Boulevard (Beaverton Regional Center) and SE 10th
Avenue/Maple Street (Hillsboro Regional Center). The northern boundary of the study area was
Baseline Road/Jenkins road and the southern boundary was Farmington Road, Oak Street, Davis
Street and Allen Boulevard. There are still two outstanding sections of the corridor left to be
studied: within Beaverton (OR 217 to SW Cedar Hills Blvd) and from Hillsboro (west of SE 10t
Avenue/Maple Street) to Forest Grove.

The TVCP was a joint effort between ODOT, Metro, the City of Hillsboro, the City of Beaverton and
Washington County that focused an examination of the transportation system to identify needs and
improvements for all modes of transportation. A number of improvements have been identified in
this corridor to address existing deficiencies and safety concerns and serve increased travel
demand.

A long-term transit solution for Tualatin Valley Highway has yet to be identified. In advance of this
transit study additional land area is to be preserved for Business Access Transit (BAT) / High
Capacity Transit (HCT) uses. This land area is not intended to be used for general purpose through
lanes. Development along Tualatin Valley Highway shall consider opportunities so as to not
preclude a future Business Access and Transit lane in the westbound direction, and to not preclude
Bus pullouts in the eastbound direction.

RTP Design and Functional Classifications.
Early in the project, the TVCP PG gave policy direction to maintain the design and function of TV

Hwy as an urban arterial that will not exceed motorized vehicle capacity of two through travel lanes
in each direction. Consistent with this decision, proposed actions along TV Hwy will be developed
during subsequent refinement planning and design work to maximize the use of the typical 100 feet
to 107 feet of existing right-of-way (ROW) to serve multimodal travel. Additionally, the RTP Arterial
& Throughway map and System Design Classification maps are amended. TV Highway will be
changed from “Principal arterial” to “Major Arterial” on the Arterial & Throughway map. It will be
changed from “Throughway” to “Regional Street” on the System Design map.

The TVCP recommendations fall into 3 categories: 1) Near Term Actions, 2) Opportunistic Actions,
and 3) Longer Term Refinement Planning Needs.
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Near Term Actions

The proposed improvements described below will address existing needs, including multimodal

system completeness and safety, and can reasonably be expected to be completed within the next

15 years with a strong commitment from one or more of the partner agencies that have jurisdiction
over subject transportation facilities.

Complete detailed multi-agency study to determine future potential for high capacity transit
solutions within the Tualatin Valley Highway corridor

Improve bus stops along Tualatin Valley Highway

More frequent bus service

Add street lighting on Tualatin Valley Highway

Improve Tualatin Valley Highway pedestrian crossings

Complete Planning and Conceptual design for a Multi-use path

Fill gaps in sidewalks and add landscape buffers along Tualatin Valley Highway

Add directional way finding signs

Complete the (currently discontinuous and narrow) bike lanes on Tualatin Valley Highway
Improve bike crossings of Tualatin Valley Highway

Develop continuous east-west parallel bike routes north and south of Tualatin Valley
Highway

Public community rail safety education

Support and promote employer incentive programs to reduce driving

Improve signal timing, transit prioritization and traffic operations monitoring

Signal prioritization for transit

Adaptive signal control (“smart signals” that adjust timing to congestion levels)
Improve operations at signalized intersections along Tualatin Valley Highway
Intersection modification to address safety and mobility

Left-turn signal improvements

Opportunistic Actions

Understanding that funding opportunities (whether public funding or public funding in
combination with private sources) may arise for transportation improvements within the TVCP

Project Area to work towards to meet the goals and objectives of the TVCP, while attempting to:

Encourage private contributions by developers to implement the near term improvements,
including reserving ROW for future transportation improvements (City of Hillsboro, City of
Beaverton, Washington County).

Acquire the ROW to develop a westbound business access transit (BAT) lane as
redevelopment opportunities arise on Tualatin Valley Hwy. The City of Hillsboro may also
require all half-street improvements be constructed to include the set-back curb, planter
strip, and sidewalk improvement to create an amenable environment for future transit
solutions on Tualatin Valley Highway. This redevelopment should be consistent with ODOT
standards.

As projects arise from appropriate categories examine whether opportunities are available
to use other funds to leverage this funding (e.g., safety) (ODOT, consulting with partners).
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As land use and transportation system conditions change and near term improvements are
completed, consider the opportunity to update this adaptive corridor management strategy
(all partners).

Improve existing north-south routes for all modes to reduce travel demand on Tualatin
Valley Highway and congestion at intersections. Improvements to roadways such as
Brookwood Avenue, Century Boulevard, Cornelius Pass Road, 209t Avenue, 198t Avenue,
185th Avenue, and 170 Avenue would provide the greatest benefit to the overall
transportation system. Five improvements on 198t Avenue south of Tualatin Valley
Highway are scheduled in the next five years through Washington County’s Major Streets
Transportation Improvement Program. The other three corridors will require a more
opportunistic approach, including working with developers of South Hillsboro to help
improve 209t Avenue (City of Hillsboro, City of Beaverton, Washington County).

Improve east-west connectivity (such as those proposed in the upcoming South Hillsboro

UGB development mitigation) in addition to the near term actions proposed in South
Hillsboro such as the Kinnaman and Rosa Road extensions (City of Hillsboro, City of
Beaverton, Washington County).

Complete the bicycle and pedestrian system in the TVCP Project Area to increase
connectivity and access.

Examine transit service for enhancements and improvements in the near term
improvements list to leverage added service or other capital enhancements. TriMet has
submitted two Statewide Transportaton Improvement Program (STIP) applications
(Highway 8 Corridor Safety and Access to Transit) for improved safety, active
transportation, access to transit and transit operations by improving bus stops, constructing
landing pads, enhancing crossings, and installing signal priority on Cornell Road, Evergreen
Parkway, and 229t Avenue, and on TV Hwy between 110t Avenue in Beaverton and SW
209t Avenue in Hillsboro. Specifically, for the first STIP application, TriMet intends to
install concrete landing pads between the sidewalk and curbs at 50 bus stops, rapid flash
beacons (RFBs) with striping at 3 non-signalized crossing locations, and transit signal
priority at 3 intersections. For the second application (between 110t Avenue and SW 209t
Avenue on TV Hwy), the project would build bus stop landing pads and shelters to connect
bus stops to sidewalks. RFBs would be installed at non-signalized crossings near bus stops.
Signal priority and operational treatments at key intersections would decrease travel times.

Reduce vehicle turn movements to/from driveways on TV Highway. This would improve
safety and mobility of pedestrians, bicyclists, and motorists on TV Hwy. Further access
consolidations are recommended in conjunction with other property redevelopment.

Long Term Refinement Planning Needs
The refinement plan was unable to adequately address some longer term planning aspirations for

the corridor. The following should be addressed as part of a future corridor refinement plan:

The preferred location (e.g. on or adjacent to Tualatin Valley Highway) and most viable
transit mode (e.g., bus rapid transit, express bus service, light rail, streetcar, or commuter
rail) and amount of right-of-way needed for a long-term HCT solution for Tualatin Valley
Highway. This transit alternative analysis study may explore enhanced signal operations for
transit and/or the viability of a Business Access Transit (BAT) lane in appropriate locations.
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e The location of a multi-use pathway parallel to Tualatin Valley Highway.

e The location of new local street connections, in concert with access management along
Tualatin Valley Highway.

e While grade separated intersections are not included in the plan, it is recognized that in the
long term, all tools should be considered to maintain acceptable intersection performance
to serve future transportation and community needs.

5.3.2 Project Development

Transportation improvements where need, mode, function and general location have already been
identified in the RTP and local plans for a specific alignment must be evaluated on a detailed,
project development level. This evaluation is generally completed at the local jurisdictional level or
jointly by affected or sponsoring agencies, in coordination with Metro. The purpose of project
development planning is to consider project design details and select a project alignment, as
necessary, after evaluating engineering and design alternatives, potential environmental impacts
and consistency with applicable comprehensive plans and the RTP. The project need, mode,
function and general location do not need to be addressed at the project level, since these findings
have been previously established by the RTP.

Once the RTP or corridor refinement plans have established mode, function, general location, and
identified potential solutions, project development is needed to clearly define a set of projects. The
TPR defines project development as, “implementing the transportation system plan by determining
the precise location, alignment and preliminary design of improvements included in the TSP based
on site-specific engineering and environmental studies,” (660-012-005 (36)). Using the TPR
definition the following activities would be considered project development related activities:

. Design Options Analysis (DOA)

. Management plans

. Transit Alternatives Analysis (AA)

. Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Assessment (EIS/EA)

The mobility corridor strategies in the Appendix identify the relevant project development
activities within each corridor. A summary of project development activities is provided for the
following corridors for reference:

e Columbia River Crossing Project
e Sunrise Project and Sunrise Jobs and Transportation Act Project

e [-5/99W Connector Study Recommendations and Implementation (Tigard to Sherwood -
Mobility Corridor #20)
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e East Metro Connections Plan (Gresham/Fairview/Wood Village /Troutdale to Damascus -
Mobility Corridor #15)

e TV Highway Corridor Plan (Beaverton to Forest Grove - Mobility Corridor #24)

5.3.2.1 Columbia River Crossing Project (Mobility Corridor #1 — Portland Center City to
Clark County)

This heavily traveled route is the main connection between Portland and Vancouver. The Metro
Council has approved a Locally Preferred Alternative for the Columbia River Crossing Project (CRC).
[t creates a multi-modal solution for the Interstate 5 corridor between Oregon and Washington to
address the movement of people and freight across the Columbia River. A replacement bridge with
three through lanes in each direction, reconstructed interchanges, tolls priced to manage travel
demand as well as provide financing of the project construction, operation and maintenance, light
rail transit to Vancouver, and bicycle and pedestrian investments have been identified for this
corridor.

More generally in the I-5 corridor, the Portland Metro region should:

o Consider the potential adverse human health impacts related to the project and existing
human health impacts in the project area, including community enhancement projects to
address environmental justice

e Consider managed lanes

e Maintain an acceptable level of access to the central city from Portland neighborhoods and
Clark County

e Maintain off-peak freight mobility, especially to numerous marine, rail and truck terminals
in the area

e Consider new arterial connections for freight access between Highway 30, port terminals in
Portland and port facilities in Vancouver, Washington

e Maintain an acceptable level of access to freight intermodal facilities and to the Northeast
Portland Highway

e Address freight rail network needs

e Develop actions to reduce through-traffic on MLK and Interstate to allow main street
redevelopment

e Inform and coordinate with the Regional Transportation Council (RTC) and the Bi-State
Coordination Committee prior to JPACT and Metro Council consideration of projects that
have bi-state significance
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5.3.2.2 Sunrise Project and Sunrise Jobs and Transportation Act Project (Mobility
Corridor #12 -Clackamas to Rock Creek Junction and Mobility Corridor #13 —
Rock Creek Junction to US 26))

In July 2009, the Sunrise Project’s Policy Review Committee (PRC) selected a Preferred Alternative,
shown in Figure 5.2. The Preferred Alternative is Alternative 2 as studied in the SDEIS with Design
Options C-2 and D-3 and a portion of Design Option A-2 (Tolbert Overcrossing).

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT),
and Clackamas County have completed the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the
Sunrise Project. On February 22,2011, the FHA signed a Record of Decision (ROD) that approves
the $1.4 billion Sunrise Corridor Preferred Alternative. The Sunrise Project mainline is an
approximately five-mile, east-west oriented, limited-access highway from [-205 to the Rock Creek
Junction in Clackamas County.

A detailed description of the Sunrise Project Preferred Alternative is included in the Appendix. The
RTP includes some phases of the projects in the preferred alternative and updates Figures 2.5 and
2.7.

The purpose of the Sunrise Jobs and Transportation Act (JTA) Project is to address congestion and
safety problems in the OR 212 /224 corridor by building a new 2.5 mile road from [-205 to 122nd
Avenue (as part of the larger Sunrise Project mainline) and improving local roadway connections to
the Lawnfield Industrial District. The Oregon Legislature approved $100million through the Jobs
and Transportation Act (JTA) to fund this first phase of the larger Sunrise Corridor Preferred
Alternative.

Construction for the JTA phase of the Sunrise Project will be completed in the summer of 2016 and
includes the following elements:

e A new two-lane highway (one lane each direction) from the Milwaukie Expressway (OR
224) at1-205 to SE 122nd Avenue at OR 212/224.
A new [-205 overcrossing to connect 82nd Drive and 82nd Avenue.

Tolbert Road overcrossing of the UPRR from Minuteman Way to 82nd Drive

Reconstruction of Lawnfield Road from 97t to 98t to reduce grades

Extension of Minuteman Way from Mather Road to Lawnfield Road

Bicycle and pedestrian improvements in the area including two separated shared use paths
from [-205 to Lawnfield Road and from Mather Road to 122nd Avenue.

e Intersection improvements at 122nd Avenue and OR 212/224.

e Intersection improvements at 162nd Avenue and OR 212.

CHAPTER 5| IMPLEMENTATION | 2014 Regional Transportation Plan 5-19



Figure 5.2
Sunrise Project Preferred Alternative
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5.3.2.31-5/99W Connector Study Recommendations and Implementation (Tigard to
Sherwood - Mobility Corridor #11)

Between 2006 and 2009, the [-5/99W Corridor Study identified a number of improvements in this
corridor to support access to 2040 land uses, address existing deficiencies and serve increased
travel demand. One primary function of this route is to connect the Washington Square Regional
Center to the cities of Tigard, Tualatin and Sherwood, and provide access to the Tualatin/Sherwood
Industrial Area and Tualatin National Wildlife Refuge. This corridor also connects Wilsonville’s
industrial land with markets to the north and south via I-5. This corridor provides shortline heavy
rail access to the region from the Willamette Valley and connects agricultural areas to the interstate
highway system in this region. This mobility corridor also serves as a secondary gateway to the
region, connecting communities in Yamhill County and the Central Oregon Coast to the Portland
metropolitan region.

The study found the corridor will rely on transportation connections through north Wilsonville.
These connections impact the existing system and I-5 interchanges in Wilsonville for which
capacity is critical to serve the corridor, local mobility, and the region.

In February 2009, the I-5/99W Connector Project Steering Committee (PSC) was unable at the end
of its process to reach a unanimous recommendation for the I-5/99W Corridor Study as required by
the PSC Partnership Agreement in order to forward a Recommended Corridor Alternative to the
RTP. However, there was unanimous agreement on some aspects of the Connector that could be
reflected in the RTP:

. Identify projects for inclusion in the RTP with minimal extra conditions, particularly the
extension of SW 124th from SW Tualatin Sherwood Road to the I-5/North Wilsonville
Interchange,
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. Identify conditions to be met before a new Southern Arterial is implemented to ensure
integration with surrounding land use and transportation plans, particularly an I-5 South
Corridor Study,

° Determine an incremental phasing plan to ensure the projects with the most benefit that
can reasonably be built within the 20-year horizon be included in the RTP Financially
Constrained list. The sequencing of affordable improvements should be done in a manner
that does not create new transportation problems or liabilities for the vitality of affected
jurisdictions.

The recommendations for the I-5/99W Corridor Study 217 ®
proposed for inclusion in the RTP are based upon the
conclusions reached by the Project Steering Committee
(PSC) as follows:

aaw

. The 3 options consisting of a new limited access
expressway from [-5 to OR 99W (2 alignments

north of Sherwood and 1 alignment south of &
Sherwood) were unacceptable due to high
impact on the natural and built environment, the
need for extensive improvements to I-5, and the
high cost and concern about the potential for 1
induced growth to Yambhill County. ¥

. The option focused on expanding Tualatin- :
Sherwood Road was unacceptable due to the
very large size it would need to be and the The I-5/99W Corridor Study recommended
resulting impacts on the Tualatin and Sherwood @ variety of transportation investments to
Town Centers. improve the area's road, transit, bicycle,

pedestrian and trail networks and to
. The recommended alternative (then referred to distribute traffic across a network of three

as “Alternative 7”) is based upon the principle arterials so that no single route would

that it is preferable to spread the traffic across function as a defacto through
three smaller arterials rather than one large
expressway. The analysis concluded this

approach could effectively serve the traffic

“connector.” The RTP places additional
conditions on the “Three Arterial”

. ] recommendation and implementation.
demand, would provide better service to urban

land uses in the Tualatin/Sherwood area, especially industrial lands, and could be built
incrementally based upon need to serve growth and revenue availability. The overall
concept is structured around a Northern, Central and Southern arterial providing east-west
access between OR 99W and I-5 with an extension of SW 124th providing north-south
connectivity (see diagram).

The City of Wilsonville raised objections to the Southern Arterial component throughout this
process. The City is very concerned about growing I-5 congestion and the City’s dependence on
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effective access to the two I-5 interchanges. The City is concerned that the Southern Arterial
connecting into the [-5/North Wilsonville interchange will significantly increase traffic and impair
that access.

When the PSC considered the recommendation, the Clackamas County Commission representative
introduced a series of amendments to the conditions to ensure that the Southern Arterial would be
examined in greater detail to:

. evaluate alignment options and their environmental impact;

. integrate the proposal with the concept plan and transportation system plan for the newly
expanded UGB area and any new Urban Reserves that are designated in the area;

. address any requirements that may result from adoption of an exception to Goal 14 (if
needed) for an urban facility outside the UGB;

. integrate the proposal with a Tigard to Wilsonville Corridor Study (Corridor #3) to ensure
these east-west arterials and I-5 itself could effectively function together; and

. determine the most appropriate approach to connecting the Southern Arterial to I-5,
including options for an interchange at the I-5/North Wilsonville interchange or
consideration of extending the Southern Arterial across I-5 to Stafford Road east of I-5,
thereby providing better access to 1-205.

The Project Steering Committee acknowledged many significant issues to be addressed before the
Southern Arterial can proceed to construction, and approved eight conditions unanimously. The
detailed conditions can be found in the Appendix.

Typically, there is a need to transition from a “planning” level of detail to a “project” level of detalil,
which involves better definition of alignments and designs and consideration of impacts on the
natural and built environment and how to mitigate those impacts. The conditions proposed by the
Project Steering Committee add the need to integrate the recommendation with land use planning
for recent UGB expansion areas and potential Urban Reserves (then still to be defined) and
emphasize the importance of integrating the overall system for the area with an I-5 corridor
strategy.

Since the completion of the [-5/99W Connector Study, Washington County led the Basalt Creek
Transportation Refinement Plan along with Metro, ODOT, and the Cities of Tualatin and Wilsonville.
The purpose of this refinement plan was to determine the major transportation system to serve the
Basalt Creek Planning Area. The plan sets the stage for land use concept planning and
comprehensive plan development for the Basalt Creek area. The need to plan for the future
transportation system was driven by future growth in the Basalt Creek area itself as well as almost
1000 acres of future industrial development targeted for surrounding areas.

This plan refined the recommendations from the I-5/99W Connector Study and the Regional
Transportation Plan, generally for the area between a future 124t Avenue on the west, -5 on the
east, Tualatin-Sherwood Road on the north, and the I-5/Elligsen interchange area on the south.
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As a result of this planning effort, the partners unanimously agreed to a set of roadway
improvements including the extension of SW 124th Avenue, a new east-west roadway between that
extension and Boones Ferry Road, a new [-5 overcrossing to the east, a new overcrossing of I-5 at
Day Road, and several upgrades to the existing roadway network between Tualatin and Wilsonville.

Based on these efforts the RTP places additional conditions on the “Three Arterial”
recommendation and implementation, as reflected in the phasing strategy outlined below. In
endorsing the 2014 RTP project list, the Washington County Coordinating Committee
acknowledged that the conditions from the existing RTP regarding the I-5/99W connector still
apply (January 7, 2014 Washington County letter).

Short-term phasing strategy (2008-2017)

In 2009, the section of the Northern Arterial between Lower Boones Ferry Road and
Tualatin/Herman Road over the Tualatin River and through Tualatin Community Park was
removed from the RTP due to a lack of community support. Since then, Tualatin identified a
series of projects to improve mobility and accessibility in northern Tualatin. All of those
projects are included in this RTP and listed in this phasing strategy.

Study impacts on the Southern Arterial due to the Northern Arterial removal and Tualatin-
Sherwood mobility limitations; include impacts to the I-5 interchanges in Wilsonville and the
connecting transportation system.

Identify transit improvements, specifically east-west connections between Tualatin and
Sherwood, through TriMet’s Service Enhancement Plan.

Upgrade existing streets to two lanes with turn lanes, traffic signal timing, bike lanes and
sidewalks, including Herman Road, and 95th Avenue/Boones Ferry Road (RTP Projects
#10715, #10718, #11488).

Add lane to SB 1-205 to SB I-5 interchange ramp and extend acceleration lane and add auxiliary
lane on SB I-5 to Elligsen Road. (RTP Project #10872).

Conduct more detailed project planning from Tualatin-Sherwood Road to I-5 / North
Wilsonville interchange to support its operation as an industrial access route and begin
construction of a two-lane extension of SW 124th Avenue (RTP Project #10736: 124th Avenue).
The planning work will further consider potential impacts on the existing development and the
natural environment. It will also include more detailed definition of the design and alignment to
mitigate impacts and to integrate with land use and transportation plans for the area.

Improve intersection at Tonquin Road and Grahams Ferry Road (RTP Project # 11438).
Continue ITS improvements to Tualatin-Sherwood Road (RTP Project #11446).

Conduct more detailed planning to meet all of the conditions (shown in Appendix) placed on the
new Southern Arterial project, including:
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1. Conduct the I-5 South Corridor Refinement Plan (includes I-5 from Portland to Tigard, I-5
from Tigard through Wilsonville including the I-5 Boone Bridge, and OR 99W from I-5
through Tigard and Sherwood) and land use planning for areas recently added to the urban
growth boundary and any land designated as urban reserves. These planning efforts will
include opportunities for further public participation and input.

2. Conduct more detailed project planning on potential Southern Arterial impacts on existing
development and the natural environment to develop more detailed definition of the design
and alignment to mitigate impacts and coordinate with land use and transportation plans
for the area, including integration with land use plans for UGB expansion areas and Urban
Reserves, conducting the I-5 South Corridor Refinement Plan, including Mobility Corridors
2,3 and 11, and resolution of access between I-5 and the southern arterial with no negative
impacts to I-5 and [-205 beyond the forecast No-Build condition, addressing NEPA to
determine the preferred alignment and addressing any conditions associated with land use
goal exception for the southern arterial. This planning effort will include opportunities for
further public participation and input.

In the recommended alternative, Tualatin-Sherwood Road is sized in the recommended
alternative based upon the expectation there will be a Southern Arterial and will fail due to
insufficient capacity without a Southern Arterial and further expansion is incompatible with
the plans for the Tualatin and Sherwood Town Centers. If the Southern Arterial is dropped
through future studies, there is a major unresolved issue addressing east-west travel
through this area. The RTP will need to be amended to direct the Corridor Refinement Plan
effort for corridors #2, 3 and 11 to address this need. The need would go unaddressed until
completion of that corridor refinement plan, or the next RTP update.

Medium-term phasing strategy (2018-2024)

. Widen existing streets to four lanes with turn lanes, traffic signal timing, bike lanes and
sidewalks, including Tualatin-Sherwood Road, Roy Rogers Road and Boones Ferry Road
(RTP Projects #10568, #11487, #10708).

° Widen and improve sidewalks and bike lanes on Day Road between Grahams Ferry Road
and Boones Ferry Road; improve structural integrity for increased freight traffic (RTP
Project # 11243).

Longer-term phasing strategy (2025-2032)

° Widen Boones Ferry Road between Lower Boones Ferry Road and Martinazzi Avenue to
add capacity for vehicles as well as bikes and pedestrians across the Tualatin River (RTP
Project #10712).

. Improve the roadway network in north Tualatin, including improvements to Cipole and

Teton (RTP Projects #10717 and #10738).
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. Realign and widen Tonquin Road between Grahams Ferry Road and Oregon Street (RTP
Project # 10590).

° Widen 124t Avenue from 2-lanes to 5-lanes with bike lanes and sidewalks between
Tualatin-Sherwood Road and Grahams Ferry Road (RTP Project # 11469).

. Construct a new 5-lane east-west arterial with bike lanes and sidewalks between Grahams
Ferry Road and Boones Ferry Road (RTP Project # 11470).

. Construct I-5 ramp improvements at the Boones Ferry / Elligsen Road (RTP Project #
11489).
. Widen Boones Ferry Road to 5-lanes with bike lanes and sidewalks between the new east-

west arterial and Day Road (RTP Project #11487)
Longer-term phasing strategy (2033-2040)
° Purchase right-of-way for the Southern Arterial (RTP Project #10598).

. Extend new 4-lane Day Road overcrossing over I-5 from Boones Ferry Road to Elligsen
Road (RTP Project #11490).

. Extend new 4-lane overcrossing over I-5 from Boones Ferry Road to 65t and Stafford Road
(RTP Project # 11436).

Construct the Southern Arterial between Highway 99W and 124t Avenue when all the project
conditions have been met (RTP Project # 11339 and 11340 not in the Federal Fiscally Constrained
Project List).

5.3.2.4 Gresham/Fairview/Wood Village/Troutdale to Damascus (Mobility Corridor #15)

The East Metro Connections Plan (EMCP) is a “mobility corridor refinement” plan which completed
recommendations in June 2012. A mobility corridor refinement plan aims to better integrate land
use, community and economic development, environmental and transportation goals when
identifying projects along major transportation corridors. EMCP project partners include the cities
of Fairview, Gresham, Troutdale and Wood Village, Multnomah County, ODOT, and Metro.
Additional participating entities include Damascus, Portland, Clackamas County, the Port of
Portland and TriMet.

This two year effort has analyzed present and future transportation needs and opportunities and
has prioritized solutions/projects for project implementation.

Transportation Projects as Investment Packages
Proposed bundles of projects or “investment packages” have been grouped by the following three
primary themes:

1. North/south connections - Proposed projects improve the arterial road network
connecting [-84 and US 26 and provide for regional mobility needs as well as access to key
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destinations in the plan area. Projects developed on designated freight routes will be
developed to accommodate freight, and be designed accordingly.

2. Downtowns and employment areas - Proposed projects improve way-finding, mobility
and access to downtowns and jobs.

3. Regional mobility - Proposed projects capitalize on previous investments by making the
existing system smarter and more efficient through changes to signal timing, signage,
enhanced transit service, and multimodal connections. Consistent with the Regional High
Capacity System Plan, EMCP recommends advancing an alternative analysis for the
Powell/Division transit corridor. EMCP also recommends the designation of a new regional
multimodal connection between the Sandy River and the Springwater Corridor Trail

The following summarizes the intent and overview of types of projects for each of the corridor
segments based on the primary theme that they support.

1. North/south connections

181st/182nd safety corridor: 181st/182nd is an important community street. Projects will
provide safety improvements in known areas of high crash rates and improve safe routes to schools
in the Centennial School District. Consistent with transit analysis, this includes a recommendation
to improve transit consisting of frequent service between Sandy and Powell boulevards and the
elimination of the need to transfer between bus routes along this road.

182nd/190th connections to Clackamas County: Pleasant Valley is an important area for future

residential and commercial development. Additionally, future population and employment growth
in Clackamas County, including Happy Valley and Damascus, means that road connections to the
south are important connections. Leveraging Clackamas County’s 172nd/190th Corridor Project,
targeted improvements to the road network in Pleasant Valley along Highland/190th will create
opportunity for economic and residential development.

Eastman/223rd connections: Projects address future traffic growth with targeted north-south
roadway capacity investments along 223rd/Eastman, including at Stark/223rd and Eastman and
Powell. This area connects to existing industrial employment sites, including the Port of Portland’s
Gresham Vista (former LSI site) site. Projects will also address future needs on Glisan between
201st and Fairview Parkway. For example, projects to better coordinate the signal timing at
intersections along Eastman/223rd will provide needed capacity improvements.

242nd connections to Clackamas County: Hogan/242nd is an important north/south connection
from employment hubs in the Columbia Cascade River District, north central Gresham industrial,
the Gresham Regional Center, and Springwater to Clackamas County and central Oregon. Projects
along this arterial address future growth with additional roadway capacity, particularly south of
Powell, along with opportunities for access and safety enhancements to the existing conditions.
This includes intersection improvements at Glisan and Stark, including signal coordination.

Southeast gateway: The triangle of US 26, Burnside and Powell is an important gateway for the
City of Gresham, east Multnomah County and the Portland Metropolitan region, providing an
essential connection north to -84, west to I-205, and south and east to Mt. Hood and central
Oregon. Projects address several identified needs at the gateway, including
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242nd/Hogan/Burnside. Projects address future capacity needs, safety (this area is one of the
highest crash areas), way-finding and needed pedestrian improvements (there are sidewalk gaps
and challenging crossings in this area, particularly along US 26). Way-finding treatments should be
integrated with the adopted Mt Hood Scenic Byway route to bring people into the Gresham
Regional Center, a vital commercial area.

257th safety, walking and biking connection: Projects create safe and attractive pedestrian
crossings along 257th, particularly along the stretch between Reynolds High School and Mt Hood
Community College. They will complete the sidewalk improvements along Stark adjacent to the
college.

2. Downtowns and employment areas

Rockwood/181st: Projects include targeted bicycle and pedestrian improvements on 181st
between -84 and Stark, and Stark between 181st and Burnside to improve access to the important
commercial areas in Rockwood. Projects improve safety and activate the arterial for businesses and
walking.

Gresham Vista Business Park: The Port of Portland’s November 2011 purchase of one of the
area’s largest shovel-ready employment sites is an immediate opportunity to bring jobs and
revenue to East Metro communities. Projects increase mobility along the north/south and
east/west arterials and improve access to industrial employment land.

Downtown Gresham/Civic: There are important public investments to support the vision of
Downtown Gresham. Projects include boulevard treatments along all of Burnside and
redevelopment opportunities along this important street. Projects better connect Main City Park,
the Springwater Corridor Trail and Johnson Creek to Downtown Gresham. Sidewalk and
streetscape projects in Downtown improve walking, window shopping and branding of Downtown
Gresham as a unique place. Consider an urban renewal area for Downtown.

Pleasant Valley: Projects develop the necessary public infrastructure for development of Pleasant
Valley town center consistent with the Pleasant Valley Community Plan.

Catalyst for Springwater District: Projects help develop the necessary public infrastructure for
private investment and jobs in this regionally significant employment area. Projects include a new
interchange on US 26 and an extension of Rugg Road to connect US 26 and Hogan, as well as
collector street improvements to provide needed access for future jobs and employment.

Halsey main street implementation: Halsey is an important main street that connects the
downtowns of Fairview, Wood Village and Troutdale. Projects implement features of the Halsey
Street Concept Design Plan (2005), a joint effort of Fairview, Wood Village, Troutdale, and
Multnomah County. Projects include realizing Halsey as a 2-lane road with median/turn lane, full
bike lanes, sidewalks and pedestrian crossings. Projects support the downtown visions for the three
cities and help attract commercial development.

Downtown Troutdale: Projects support future development of the urban renewal area in
Downtown Troutdale, creating local road connections to the urban renewal area site and extending
the regional trail system along the Sandy River from Troutdale Reynolds Industrial Park into
Downtown Troutdale. Projects allow for future private investment and job growth in Downtown.
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Downtown Fairview and Wood Village: Projects on Fairview Avenue between 1-84 and Arata
Road improve access, provide needed safety and multi-modal improvements. Projects also improve
connections between Arata Road and Halsey.

3. Regional mobility

Sandy River to Springwater multi-modal connection: Projects provide multi-modal connections
from Downtown Troutdale to Mt Hood Community College and the Springwater Corridor Trail.
Projects connect neighborhoods to commercial areas and Mt Hood Community College. This area is
one of the most significant gaps in the 40-mile loop regional trail network, and connections will
encourage tourism to areas along the Springwater Corridor Trail and Sandy River.

Managing the existing system (Transportation Systems Management and Operations/
Intelligent Transportation System Tools): There are opportunities to improve the current

roadway network and enhance the performance of the transportation system using technology
that coordinates signal timing and provides “real-time” information. Projects address congestion at
intersections through the coordination of signal timing. Improvements to adaptive signal timing
along 181st/182nd, Burnside, and Kane Drive. Other projects include signage, messaging and
other techniques that improve way-finding and traffic flow. Signal coordination projects can
provide as much as a 10% capacity increase to the roadway. Other projects include signage,
messaging and other techniques that improve way-finding and traffic flow. Near-term investments
include better signage and messaging on US 26 and coordinated signal improvements along all
north-south arterials.

Regional east-west transit link: Projects improve east-west transit that connects Mt Hood
Community College, Downtown Gresham, Portland and South Waterfront’s Innovation Quadrant.
Division is one of the top transit corridors for ridership in the region. Projects include enhanced
bus/bus rapid transit and safety, and pedestrian and bike improvements (sidewalks, medians,
crossings, access management) to make Division a great street for transit and walking.
Enhancements along this corridor create the potential for even greater ridership demand.
Enhanced bus service can provide additional service to Downtown Gresham and the Civic
Neighborhood, a vital commercial area. Gresham will continue street improvements for sidewalks
and other features to make walking and access to transit easier. The phase | recommendation is to
pursue a transit alternative analysis along the Powell/Division Corridor.

Recommended RTP system map changes:
The project recommended changes to RTP system maps, including Arterial & Throughways, Freight

and System Design. These changes were incorporated into the RTP through amendments adopted
in June 2013.
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Figure 5.3

East Metro Connections Recommended Investments (as Recommended by the project’s Steering

Committee)
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5.4 CONGESTION MANAGEMENT PROCESS

The 2007 SAFETEA-LU federal transportation legislation updated requirement for a Congestion
Management Process (CMP) for metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs) in Transportation
Management Areas (TMAs - urban areas with over 200,000 in population), placing a greater
emphasis on management and operations and enhancing the linkage between the CMP and the
long-range regional transportation plan (RTP) through an objectives driven, performance-based
approach. MAP-213 retains the CMP requirement while enhancing requirements for congestion and
reliability monitoring and reporting.

A CMP is a systematic approach for managing congestion that provides information on
transportation system performance. It recommends a range of strategies to minimize congestion
and enhance the mobility of people and goods. These multimodal strategies include, but are not
limited to, operational improvements, travel demand management, policy approaches, and
additions to capacity. The region’s CMP will continue to advance the goals of the 2014 RTP and
strengthen the connection between the RTP and the Metropolitan Transportation Improvement
Program (MTIP). A “Roadmap” of the region’s CMP can be found in the Appendix.

The goal of the CMP is to provide for the safe and effective management and operation of new and
existing transportation facilities through the use of demand reduction and operational management
strategies. The CMP seeks to address current and future congestion challenges through an eight-
step process. Table 5.2 lists the CMP steps and how the region’s planning and investment activities
implement the CMP.

Table 5.2
Congestion Management Process (CMP) Steps and associated RTP / MTIP Activities
CMP Steps RTP/MTIP Activities

2014 RTP (Chapter 2), Regional Transportation System
Step 1: Develop Congestion Management Objectives Management and Operations Plan, and Regional Travel
Options Strategic Plan

Step 2: Identify Area of Application 2014 RTP and Mohility Corridor Atlas

Step 3: Define System or Network of Interest 2014 RTP and Mobility Corridor Atlas

2014 RTP Performance Targets (Chapter 2) and
Performance Evaluation and Monitoring (Chapter 4)
Step 5: Institute System Performance Monitoring Plan 2014 RTP and Mobility Corridor Atlas

Step 4: Develop Performance Measures

Step 6: Identify and Evaluate Strategies 2014 RTP and Mobility Corridor Atlas
Step 7: Implement Selected Strategies and Manage MTIP

Transportation System; and
Step 8: Monitor Strategy Effectiveness4 Mobility Corridor Atlas

3 The Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21 Century Act (MAP-21) is a funding and authorization bill passed in 2012
which governs United States federal surface transportation spending.

4 USDOT, “An Interim Guidebook on the Congestion Management Process in Metropolitan Transportation Planning.”
Pg. 1-1. Feb. 2008.
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The RTP and MTIP are the region’s framework for defining and advancing CMP implementation.
The CMP is also implemented by local jurisdictions as required by the Regional Transportation
Functional Plan, section 3.08.220. The RTP mobility corridors frame the area of interest and
network of interest. The Mobility Corridor Atlas identifies congested areas and identifies
multimodal strategies to mitigate the congestion. Where more motor vehicle capacity is
appropriate, the CMP will include additional system and demand management strategies to ensure
the capacity investment is effectively managed to get the most value from the investment.

Building upon the performance measures in the RTP, the CMP provides a framework for data
collection and plan monitoring for system performance with the Mobility Corridor Atlas as the
reporting vehicle. The data is used to help assess various strategies for managing congestion by the
region’s partner agencies to implement appropriate strategies into on-going or new projects in
those corridors. As strategies are implemented, a follow-up assessment will be conducted to
determine the effectiveness of the improvements.

5.5 METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

An important tool for implementing the RTP is the Metropolitan Transportation Improvement
Program (MTIP). The MTIP schedules and identifies funding sources for projects of regional
significance to be built during a four-year period. Federal law requires that all projects using federal
funds be included in the MTIP. This section describes the role of the MTIP in regional planning and
its relationship to the RTP.

5.5.1 The Role of the MTIP in Regional Planning

In developing the MTIP, the region gives top priority to strategic transportation investments that
leverage and reinforce the urban form outlined in section 2.2, of this plan. The MTIP is approved by
JPACT, the Metro Council and the Governor of the State of Oregon. The MTIP is then incorporated,
without change, into the State TIP (STIP), which integrates regional and statewide improvement
plans. The MTIP is updated every two years.

The TIP is fiscally constrained and includes only those projects for which resources are reasonably
available. Projects are grouped by funding category, with project costs not to exceed expected
revenue sources. The MTIP financial plan is not comprehensive; it covers only federal funds for
capital improvements, and does not include operations, maintenance and preservation or local
funds for capital costs of local streets and facilities.

It is the responsibility of the cities, counties, ODOT, TriMet and the Port of Portland to implement
necessary improvements to the regional system, as well as those needed for local travel. These
agencies are eligible to receive federal funds allocated through the MTIP process for projects
included in the RTP. The TIP is prepared by Metro in consultation with these agencies. Inter-
regional coordination throughout the planning and programming process will help to ensure that
improvement projects are consistent with regional objectives and with each other.
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Projects included in the MTIP must also be included in the RTP financially constrained system. The
revenue assumptions used to develop the RTP financially constrained system are defined in
Chapter 3. Projects included in the RTP financially constrained system are identified in the
Appendix. However, while the financially constrained system should provide the basis for most
MTIP funding decisions, other projects from the RTP may also be selected for funding.

In the event that such projects are proposed for funding, the RTP financially constrained system
would need to be amended to include the project or projects. To amend projects into the financially
constrained system, continued financial constraint must be demonstrated by identifying additional
revenues or removal of other projects from the financially constrained system. Except in the case of
exempt projects (as defined by the federal and state conformity rules), such actions also require an
air quality conformity determination.

5.5.2 Developing the MTIP

The MTIP development process is initiated by Metro with an update to the MTIP policies. The
policies direct how the Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation (JPACT) and the Metro
Council intend to coordinate the funding allocation processes administered by Metro for regional
flexible funds (RFF) and for funds administered by the ODOT and public transit agencies Tri-Met
and SMART. The policy document also describes how the funding allocation processes address
federal regulations for the allocation of federal transportation funds.

Applications and proposals for funding from these funds must be included in the financially
constrained Regional Transportation Plan. JPACT and the Metro Council consider the MTIP for final
approval. Upon adoption by the Council, the MTIP is submitted to the Governor of Oregon for
approval as part of the State Transportation Improvement Plan (STIP).

5.6 PROCESS FOR AMENDING THE RTP

5.6.1 RTP Policy, System Map and Compliance Criteria Amendments

When Metro amends policies or system maps in Chapter 2 of this plan, it will evaluate and adopt
findings regarding consistency with the Regional Framework Plan. Decisions on amendments made
at this level are land-use decisions for need, mode, corridor, general scope and function of a
proposed project. Subsequent land-use decisions on final project design and impact mitigation will
be needed prior to construction. Such analysis to evaluate impacts could lead to a “no-build”
decision where a proposed project is not recommended for implementation, and would require
reconsideration of the proposed project or system improvements. As such, amendments at this
level shall be reviewed through the post-acknowledgement process. However, a decision on an
amendment to the Regional Transportation Plan should not foreclose or appear to foreclose full and
fair consideration of all relevant statewide planning goal issues at such time that specific projects
and programs are adopted by a local jurisdiction.

It is Metro's responsibility to adopt findings based on project need, mode, corridor, general scope
and function of projects proposed in the Regional Transportation Plan. The affected jurisdiction is
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responsible for preparing the specific local plan amendments and findings related to specific
location, project design and impact mitigation and for scheduling them for hearing before the
governing body in time for action by that body by the time required.

5.6.2 RTP Project Amendments

The RTP establishes a comprehensive policy direction for the regional transportation system and
recommends a balanced program of transportation investments to implement that policy direction.
However, the recommended investments do not solve all transportation problems and are not
intended to be the definitive capital improvement program on the local transportation system for
the next 20 years.

Rather, the RTP identifies the projects, programs or further refinement studies required to
adequately meet regional transportation system needs during the planning period. Local conditions
will be addressed through city and county TSPs, and will require additional analysis and
improvements to provide an adequate transportation system. This chapter anticipates such
refinements, particularly given the degree to which this RTP has been updated from previous plans.
Similarly, refinements to the RTP may result from ongoing corridor refinement plans, NEPA studies
or other area studies. The following processes may be used to update the RTP to include such
changes:

1. Major amendments: These are amendments that come from NEPA processes, Corridor
Refinement Plans or other studies and involve additions or deletions of projects or a significant
change in scope of the project location or function. As the findings for need for an amendment
are produced, they will be recommended by a resolution of JPACT and the Metro Council. These
amendments must be incorporated into the RTP, consistent with the Public Engagement Guide
(adopted in November 2013) and Federal and State Air Quality Conformity Procedures.>

2. Other amendments resulting from local TSPs: new roadway, transit, bikeway, pedestrian, freight
and demand management projects necessary to meet the objectives of the RTP shall be
accompanied by findings describing the consideration of transportation strategies as described
in Metro Code section 3.08.220.A, and a description of the public process used to define the
project.

The amount of information required to demonstrate consistency with the RTP shall be
commensurate with the scope of the project. Such additions will be amended into the RTP as
part of the project update process described in this section. Operations, maintenance and safety
improvements are deemed consistent with the policy intent of the RTP if (a) they are needed to
serve the travel demand associated with Metro’s adopted population and employment
forecasts, and (b) they are consistent with affected jurisdictional plans.

3. Amendments resulting from updates to the Regional Framework Plan or related functional
plans.

> State Conformity rule 340-252-0060 describes required consultations on air-quality determinations,
including required public involvement.
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5.7 IMPLEMENTATION ACTIVITIES TO BE ADDRESSED POST-RTP ADOPTION

5.7.1. Local Plan Implementation

Local plans and projects will be updated to implement the outcomes-based RTP and Regional
Transportation Functional Plan (RTFP). The RTFP directs how city and county plans will implement
the new RTP through their respective comprehensive plans, local transportation system plans
(TSPs) and other land use regulations. All of the actions included in the RTFP will help the region
begin proactively addressing climate change, improve mobility and support other desired
outcomes.

The TPR includes provisions for local TSPS to be updated within one year of adoption of the final
RTP, but allows for the RTP to determine a schedule for local plan compliance. A schedule for local
transportation system plan updates is available at www.oregonmetro.gov/tsp. The local plan
updates are phased appropriately to support local desires for completing plan updates in a timely
manner, in coordination with other planning efforts and to take advantage of state funding
opportunities.

5.7.2 Alternative Mobility Standards

The RTP establishes an outcomes-based framework and includes new policies, tools and actions to
guide future planning and investment decisions. To successfully implement this approach to
supporting the region’s efforts to create jobs, sustain economic prosperity, use land efficiently and
address climate change, the region needs new tools to evaluate and diagnose our transportation
system. Traditional volume-to-capacity based mobility standards are still useful for managing
traffic on major throughways, for examples, but new tools will be needed to inform the outcomes-
based RTP:

e The 2040 Growth Concept vision for land use and transportation must continue to evolve
through community planning to achieve desired regional outcomes; yet institutional and
fiscal barriers exist. Jurisdictions considering plan amendment proposals for compact
development in regional and town centers that exceed current height or density limits are
sometimes constrained by traditional volume-to-capacity standards from amending local plans
or zoning codes, even when proposed developments are clearly a step toward local planning
aspirations and regional outcomes.

o Existing volume-to-capacity-focused mobility standards only tell part of the story. A more
comprehensive framework of measures is needed to define success and guide investments and
actions needed to support local implementation of the 2040 Growth Concept vision.

¢ Benefits and impacts of different actions are not always fully understood or accounted
for. Current analysis tools are limited in their ability to fully quantify the benefits of individual
actions (e.g., timing traffic signals, providing financial incentives and civic infrastructure in
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downtowns, building sidewalks and bike facilities, etc.), yet we know these actions can help
improve mobility in the region and support other desired outcomes.

A series of actions to meet these analytical challenges are recommended for Metro, ODOT and other
regional partners over the next few years to support the outcomes identified in the 2040 Growth
Concept and meet statewide goals for compact development patterns, mobility and greenhouse gas
emissions.

2010 Recommended Actions

¢ Retain current mobility standards, subject to future refinement. (June 2010)

e Adoptrevisions to the Regional Transportation Functional Plan (June 2010) and Urban
Growth Management Functional Plan (December 2010)

Metro’s functional plans direct how local governments implement regional policies, recognizing
that “one size does not fit all.” Any new functional plan actions should allow for flexibility and
varying local aspirations, circumstances, and readiness, but ensure regional policies are being
implemented consistently through local transportation system plans (TSPs), comprehensive plans
and codes. The following revisions are recommended:

Transportation Functional Plan provisions (June 2010)

(0]

Require TSPs, mobility corridor strategies and corridor refinement plans to implement the
new RTP policies for system management and operations, bike, pedestrian, transit, safety,
freight, and connectivity, consistent with state and federal policies (e.g., Congestion
Management Process and Oregon Highway Plan (OHP), Major Improvements Policy 1G).

Require TSPs, mobility corridor strategies and corridor refinement plans to include
transportation system management and operations (TSMO) strategies and projects,
consistent with the regional TSMO plan.

Allow local governments to identify alternative mobility standards, as set forth in OHP
Policy 1F3, in collaboration with ODOT and Metro, through TSP updates, corridor
refinement planning, concept planning or other planning efforts.

Allow an automatic 30 percent trip reduction credit for plan amendments in areas that have
adopted a minimum level of “best practices” actions.

Provide a list of “best practice” actions that will automatically qualify for 30 percent trip
reduction credit and other actions that could allow for additional credit if implemented.

Clarify RTP amendment process and procedures, including public involvement and
notification requirements.

Require adoption of parking management plans in centers and along high capacity transit
corridors.
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Proposed Urban Growth Management Functional Plan revisions (December 2010)

o Require adoption of property-line boundaries for 2040 designated land uses through a
public process.

o Require that a mix of land uses be allowed in 2040 centers, main streets and along transit
corridors.

o Require limitations on new auto-oriented uses in centers.

o Require limitations on large-format retail near interchanges, unless allowed by an adopted
Interchange Area Management Plan.

¢ Adopt multi-modal mobility corridor strategies (June 2010)

The strategies in the Appendix define the vision and planned system for each of the region’s 24
mobility corridors. The strategies have been tailored for each corridor to support adopted land use
plans and corridor function(s) and include management, operations and capital investments to
support all modes of travel.

e Adoptfindings (June 2010)
0 Document the extent of congestion in the region. (Chapter 5)

o Demonstrate that the region has “done the best we can” to improve highway performance
as much as feasible for purposes of meeting state requirements and OHP Policy 1F5.

o Allow the RTP State System to serve as the “reasonably likely” system of improvements and
“baseline condition” for local governments to use to assess the traffic impacts of plan
amendments to determine if a plan amendment has a “significant effect” on state facilities.
This requires local government and TriMet concurrence.

o Document evidence for automatic 30 percent trip reduction credit for plan amendments.

e Develop best practices checklist for determining consistency of local plans with the RTP.
(June 2010)

¢ Request amendments to the Transportation Planning Rule to define an automatic 30
percent credit for plan amendments in areas that have adopted certain “best practices” actions.
(June 2010)

¢ Request ODOT to engage Metro region and other MPOs, cities, counties and interested
stakeholders in the mobility standards research Project #716 that is underway. (June 2010)

2011-12 Recommended Actions

= Metro and regional partners consider development of alternative mobility standards for
individual corridors through refinement plans, concept planning and TSP updates.
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* Metro updates Best Practices in Transportation System Design Toolkits/Livable Streets
Handbooks in collaboration with ODOT and other regional partners.

= Metro and regional partners continue model enhancements and develop data collection
and performance monitoring system, to better understand the relationship between compact
urban form, transportation policies and investments, greenhouse gas emissions, health
outcomes and combined housing/transportation costs.

= Metro and regional partners complete greenhouse gas scenarios planning as required by
House Bills 2001 and 2186 (2009 Session) and Senate Bill 1059 (2010 Session), and
identify implementation recommendations for the Metro region.

* The Oregon Transportation Commission (OTC) works with Metro and other stakeholders
to develop and implement a jurisdictional transfer strategy for regional and district
highways, and provide funding to upgrade facilities prior to, or in conjunction with, the transfer
of ownership to local governments.

» The OTC and the Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC) work with
Metro and other stakeholders to conduct a comprehensive and coordinated review and
update to the Transportation Planning Rule, Oregon Highway Plan and mobility
standards, and state procedures manuals and guidelines to more fully integrate the Oregon
Transportation Plan policies and state greenhouse gas goals.

= The OTC and LCDC work with Metro and other stakeholders to develop State Greenhouse
Reduction Strategy and Toolkit for local governments.

2014 Update on Recommended Actions

e In 2011 the Oregon Highway Plan was amended to allow alternative mobility standards, though
the traditional volume-to-capacity standard remains the default unless an alternative is
developed by a jurisdiction and adopted by the OTC. The City of Portland and Washington
County are exploring alternative mobility standards under these provisions.

e In 2011 the Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) was amended to create Multimodal Mixed-Use
Area (MMA) designations, an option for jurisdictions planning for increasing housing or jobs
within an urban center to avoid triggering traditional volume-to-capacity traffic standards that
might otherwise block desirable development. Several jurisdictions in the Metro region are
exploring MMA designations for their Region 2040 centers.

5.7.3 Climate Smart Communities Scenarios Project (Regional Greenhouse Gas Scenario
Planning as directed by House Bill 2001)

During the 2010 update to the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), the reduction of greenhouse gas
(GHG) emissions gained prominence at the regional, state, and national/international levels. Prior
to the update, the 2007 Oregon Legislature established statewide goals to significantly reduce the
state’s greenhouse gas emissions to a 75 percent reduction below 1990 levels by 2050. The goals
applied to all emission sectors, including energy production, buildings, solid waste, and
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transportation. Federal climate legislation, with targets and commensurate planning requirements

to reduce GHG emissions remained pending in Congress.

House Bill (HB) 2001¢, adopted in 2009,
directs the Oregon Department of
Transportation (ODOT) and the
Department of Land Conservation and
Development (DLCD) to help the state’s
metropolitan areas conduct land use and
transportation scenario planning to
reduce GHG emissions from light vehicle
travel. HB 2001 also requires Metro to
use scenario planning to develop and
adopt a preferred scenario that
accommodates planned population and
job growth - to the year 2035 - and
reduces GHG emissions from light
vehicles. Sections 37 and 38 of House Bill
2001 are intended to ensure a statewide
goal for GHG emissions is being
addressed in local and regional land use
and transportation plans.

House Bill 2001 also directed the Oregon
Land Conservation and Development
Commission (LCDC) to establish a
performance target for reducing light-
duty vehicle GHG emissions through
rulemaking in 2011.

¢ Chapter 865, Oregon Laws 2009.

Metropolitan Scenario Planning

Metropolitan scenario planning is part of a broader
effort to significantly reduce the state’s “carbon
footprint.” In 2007, the Oregon Legislature adopted
goals to significantly reduce the state’s greenhouse gas
emissions, to 75% below 1990 levels by the year 2050.
Since 2007, state agencies, led by the Oregon Global
Warming Commission, have been working with
communities, businesses and other stakeholders to
evaluate the most promising ways the state can reduce
greenhouse gas emissions.

HB 2001 directs the Portland and Eugene-Springfield
metropolitan areas to conduct scenario planning aimed
at reducing GHG emissions. Through scenario planning
each metropolitan area is evaluating ways that changes
to land use patterns and transportation, in
combination with other investments and actions, can
reduce greenhouse gas emissions from light vehicle
travel (i.e. passenger cars and light trucks). ODOT

has provided funding and technical modeling
assistance for scenario planning and DLCD has
provided general technical support. HB 2001
requirements for the Portland and Eugene-Springfield
areas differ:

e Metro is required to develop, select and
implement a preferred scenario for the Portland
metropolitan region that meets state established
greenhouse gas emission reduction targets.

e Eugene-Springfield is required to develop, and
select a preferred scenario considering greenhouse
gas emission reduction targets, but is not required
to implement this scenario.
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@ 2035 GHG targets
for Oregon metropolitan areas
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In May 2011, LCDC set per capita light duty vehicle GHG emissions reduction targets for each of
Oregon’s six metropolitan areas.” In November 2012, after consulting with local governments,
Metro, and other stakeholders, the Commission adopted administrative rules directing Metro to
guide Metro’s scenario planning effort - the Climate Smart Communities Scenarios Project.8

The rules are designed to use scenario planning as a collaborative tool to inform the region’s
already well-established process for coordination of regional planning decisions. In general terms,
Metro is expected to conduct scenario planning in conjunction with an update to the regional
framework plan, which sets forth the region’s long-term land use and transportation vision and
guides regional planning and implementation efforts. A preferred approach will then be adopted by
Metro and implemented by Metro and local governments as they update regional and local land use
and transportation plans. The rules:

e Direct Metro to adopt a preferred land use and transportation scenario by December 31,
2014.
e Describe how Metro will adopt and implement a preferred scenario:
0 The preferred scenario will be adopted through an amendment to the Regional
Framework Plan; and
0 The scenario in the framework plan will be implemented through amendments to
the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and Metro’s Functional Plans, as necessary.
e List factors and considerations that Metro must address as it develops and evaluates

” The Eugene-Springfield area is conducting scenario planning aimed at developing a preferred scenario by the end
of 2014. The Corvallis and Bend areas are developing work plans to conduct a strategic assessment to evaluate
performance of a base year (2010) and adopted plans.

8 The adopted rules can be accessed at:
http://arcweb.sos.state.or.us/pages/rules/oars_600/oar_660/660_044.html.
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alternative scenarios.
e Describe how Metro is to coordinate its work with cities, counties, state agencies and
others.
e Describe how LCDC will review and approve Metro’s preferred scenario:
0 LCDC will review Metro’s Framework and Functional Plan amendments “in manner
of periodic review.”
e Describe the process for implementation by cities and counties:
0 Local governments will amend their plans and ordinances as necessary to carry out
Metro’s functional plan.
e Direct Metro to monitor and report progress in implementing the plan and to update the
preferred scenario over time in coordination with other major plan updates.

CLIMATE SMART COMMUNITIES SCENARIOS PROJECT

Metro launched the Climate Smart Communities Scenarios (CSCS) project in January 2011 to
respond to House Bill 2001. © While the CSCS project is directed to address GHG emissions
reduction targets for light vehicles, Metro is considering impacts on public health, the economy, the
environment and social equity as part of the planning effort. The scenario planning effort has
strategically engaged local, regional and state officials, community and business leaders, and
interested members of the public and further developed data and tools to support GHG emissions
reduction planning and implementation efforts in the region.

The project has three phases. Figure 5.4. identifies key milestones for each phase.

Figure 5.4 Key milestones from Climate Smart Communities Project

2011 2012-13 2013 -14
Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3

Understanding Shaping S:apu?g an:l
choices choices adoption o
preferred approach
Jan. 2012 June 2013 June 2014 Dec. 2014
Accept Direction on Direction on Adopt preferred
findings alternative preferred approach
scenarios approach

° Project information can be accessed at: http://www.oregonmetro.gov/climatescenarios.
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Phase 1 was completed in early 2012 and
focused on understanding the region’s choices.
A key product of Phase 1 was the Strategy
Toolbox, which reviewed the latest research on
the range of potential GHG reduction strategies,
their effectiveness at reducing emissions and
other benefits they could bring to the region, if
implemented. 1 Most of the strategies identified
are already being implemented to varying
degrees across the region to realize community
visions and other important economic, social
and environmental goals. Examples include:
providing schools, services and shopping near
where people live, improving transit service,
building new street connections, using
technology to manage traffic flow, encouraging
electric cars and providing safer routes for
walking and biking.

Metro then evaluated a wide range of options for
reducing GHG emissions by testing 144 different
combinations of land use and transportation
strategies (called “scenarios”) to learn what it
would take to meet the region’s reduction target.
11 Phase 1 found that current regional and local
plans and policies - if realized and in
combination with state agency assumptions for
cleaner fuels and more fuel-efficient vehicles -
provide a strong foundation for meeting the
state target. However, current funding is not
sufficient to implement adopted local and
regional plans.

Metro concluded that a key to meeting the target
would be the various governmental agencies
working together to develop partnerships and
make strategic community investments to
encourage development that both supports
adopted local and regional plans and reduces
GHG emissions.

Phase 2 began in January 2012 and concluded in

Principles Guiding the Climate Smart
Communities Scenarios Project

In order to meet state goals and the region’s
broader set of desired outcomes, Metro’s
greenhouse gas scenario planning work has been
guided by the following principles:

Regional collaboration and partnerships.
Addressing the climate change challenge will
take a regional approach and partnerships in
the public and private sectors, requiring
meaningful policy and investment discussions
with elected leaders, stakeholders and the
public. It is only by working together and
combining resources that we can hope to
make real progress and be successful.

Healthy environment, healthy people and
healthy economy. Environmental and
community health and economic vitality are
not mutually exclusive -- with strategic
planning, innovation and investment, the
region can achieve these desired outcomes.

Continued leadership on the integration of
land use and transportation. National studies
continue to show that a compact urban form
coupled with expanded travel choices are key
to reducing greenhouse gas emissions. Land-
use and transportation policy-makers must
work together to provide leadership and
commit to strategies that will enhance this
integration at the local, regional and state
levels.

Build on past successes and existing efforts
and innovation. The scenarios analysis will
build on the innovative policy and technical
work from the Making the Greatest Place
initiative, the 2010 Regional Transportation
Plan and local efforts to implement the 2040
Growth Concept and community plans.
Scenarios will be based on agreed-upon
assumptions for land use and development
patterns, transportation, user fees and
technological advancements related to vehicle
fleets and fuels.

1 The Strategy Toolbox Report can be accessed at: Phase 1 Strategy Toolbox Report.
11 phase 1 Findings can be accessed at: Phase 1 Findings Report.
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October 2013. This phase focused on shaping and evaluating the region’s choices for supporting
local community visions and meeting the state GHG emissions reduction target. Metro undertook an
extensive consultation process by sharing the Phase 1 findings with the local cities, counties and
coordinating committees, regional advisory committees, and state commissions. In addition, Metro
convened workshops with community leaders working to advance public health, social equity,
environmental justice and environmental protection in the region. A series of discussion groups
were held in partnership with developers and business associations across the region. More than
100 community and business leaders participated in the workshops and discussion groups. Eight
case studies were produced to spotlight local government success stories related to strategies
implemented to achieve their local visions that also help to reduce GHG emissions. An on-line
survey helped gauge public awareness of and support for GHG reduction goals, strategies being
considered to reduce emissions, and willingness to take personal action. Through these efforts,
Metro concluded that its 2040 Growth Concept and the locally adopted land use and transportation
plans that implement it provide the foundation for further scenario development and analysis.

The second phase began in 2012 and concluded in October 2013. In this phase, Metro created three
scenarios and the criteria to be used to evaluate them based on Phase 1 research and modeling,
early Phase 2 stakeholder input, and guidance from regional advisory committees. Scenario A
(Recent Trends) reflects the results of implementing adopted plans to the extent possible using
existing revenues. Scenario B (Adopted Plans) relies on raising additional revenues, as called for in
the Regional Transportation Plan. Scenario C (New Plans and Policies) reflects the results of
pursuing new policies, additional revenue and targeted investments to more fully achieve adopted
and emerging plans. Both Scenario B and C require new funding and investments in infrastructure.

Locally-adopted land use and transportation plans across the region served as the foundation for
each scenario. The criteria developed to evaluate and compare the scenarios addressed costs and
benefits not only in terms of GHG reductions, but also across fiscal, public health, environmental,
economic and social equity outcomes. The Phase 2 evaluation was conducted over the summer and
fall of 2013. Initial results indicate that Scenario A would not meet the state’s 2035 GHG reduction
target while both Scenario B and Scenario C would exceed the target. The results are shown in
Figure 5.5.
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Figure 5.5 Greenhouse Gas Emissions Results from Phase 2 Scenarios Evaluation

SCENARIO B SCENARIO C
ADOPTED NEW PLANS
PLANS & POLICIES

To be developed
and adopted in 2014

24%

20% REDUCTION BY 2035
The reduction target is
from 2005 emissions
levels after reductions
expected from cleaner o
fuels and more fuel- o
efficient vehicles. 36

The results of the Phase 2 scenario alternatives analysis demonstrate that implementation of the
2040 Growth Concept, the Regional Transportation Plan and locally-adopted zoning, land use and
transportation plans and policies make the state-mandated greenhouse gas emissions reduction
target achievable - if we make the investments and take the actions needed to implement those
plans.

The analysis also demonstrated there are potentially significant long-term benefits that can be
realized by implementing adopted plans and new policies and plans, including cleaner air,
improved public health and safety, reduced congestion and delay and travel cost savings that come
from driving shorter distances and more fuel efficient vehicles.

Phase 3 of the project (November 2013 to December 2014) involves the development of a
preferred approach for adoption by the Metro Council and defining how best to implement it.
Current efforts are focused on reporting the results of the Phase 2 scenarios evaluation to
community and business leaders, local governments, state agencies and the public. Local
government and public input will inform the Metro Council’s direction on what investments and
actions should be included in a draft preferred approach in May 2014. This work will build on and
advance existing efforts to implement the 2040 Growth Concept, the RTP, and locally-adopted land
use and transportation plans.

It is expected that the preferred approach will be a hybrid of investments and actions from the
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three tested scenarios in Phase 2, while relying on adopted local land use plans and visions as its
foundation. The final adoption process in fall 2014 will include extensive public review and
consultation with local governments and state and regional partners.

The Metro Council is scheduled to consider adoption of a preferred approach in December of 2014.
The final action will be in the form of an amendment to the Regional Framework Plan. The action is
also expected to describe a general course of action for achieving the GHG emissions reduction
target through policies, investments and actions at the state, regional and local levels, and include
recommendations to state agencies and commissions, the 2015 Legislature, and amendments to the
RTP. Recommendations directed at the RTP will be addressed through the 2018 RTP update.

In early 2015, Metro will submit the preferred approach to the Land Conservation and
Development Commission in the manner of a periodic review. According to OAR 660-044, following
Metro’s plan amendment and LCDC review and order, Metro is required to adopt functional plan
amendments, if necessary, that require local cities and counties to implement the preferred
approach.

5.7.4 Greater Portland Pulse

As the region increasingly shares similar desired
outcomes, the need to use similar performance measures
increases. To take advantage of this, Metro has been and
continues to be engaged in an effort with PSU’s Institute
of Metropolitan Studies to deliver a coordinated regional
approach to generating performance indicators that can
provide a shared lens for tracking how the region is doing
socially, economically and environmentally. The mission
of this partnership is to use data and dialogue to
encourage coordinated action. For the economy,
education, health, safety, the arts, civic engagement,
environment, housing and transportation, the Greater
Portland Pulse data shows where the region is successful

and where it’s lagging. The performance indicators are .
also a road map for public and private action and can inform investment decisions, such as those
made through the RTP and MTIP. More information on this project can be found at
www.portlandpulse.org.

5.7.5 Community Investment Strategy

The attractiveness of life in our region is both a competitive advantage and a challenge. By 2040, we
anticipate the population will rise dramatically, increasing the need for homes and family-wage
jobs.12 Absorbing rapid growth also strains the infrastructure systems and structures we rely on to

2 A recent study by United Van Lines showed that Oregon is now the most popular relocation destination in the
country.
http://www.oregonlive.com/today/index.ssf/2013/12/oregon_is_no_1_for_attracting.html#incart_river_default
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support our communities. Our Greater Portland region is grappling with a significant funding
shortfall between what we need and what we can currently afford. We need a regional strategy to
fund the infrastructure that protects our quality of life and ensures that our economy remains
resilient - today and for future generations.

In 2010, Metro helped organize the Community Investment Initiative (CII) to seek solutions to our
growing infrastructure gap, with an emphasis on infrastructure that supports economic activity.
The CII has helped to:
e address barriers to development in local communities with the creation of a Development
Ready Communities tool13
e prioritize investments in school facilities with a Schools Atlas tool available to districts!4
e evaluate priority development and infrastructure projects for new funding, potential public-
private partnerships and innovative financing

Out of those recommendations came a new regional initiative - Greater Portland Regional
Infrastructure Supporting our Economy (RISE) - to secure investment for our communities, our key
industries, and priority infrastructure projects that connect us and drive our economy.

Metro will convene public and private partners in RISE to develop the Prosperity Portfolio, a
regional capital improvement plan comprised of projects and investments of economic significance
that benefit the entire region. A clear set of investment priorities will position us to be responsive to
opportunities as they arise, be they public or private, federal, state or local.

5.7.6 Regional Transportation Model Enhancements
Network Enhancements

Metro worked closely with jurisdictions to add more detail to the
Transportation Analysis Zones (TAZs) used in the travel demand
model. Many refinements were also made to existing zone
boundaries. The 4-county region is now divided into 2147 TAZs.
During this process, the roadway network was reviewed, and the
modeled facilities were transitioned from 2005 conditions to
represent a new base year of 2010.

Transit Modeling

Metro conducted research with regard to the transit traveler’s
perception of time. Is the wait time at a fully developed station
less onerous than at a street corner? Is the ride on a LRT vehicle
more pleasant than on a bus? We statistically quantify these time

2 The DRC was piloted in Oregon City and will now be employed in other locations under the leadership of the
Thriving Cities Alliance.
 The Atlas is currently being evaluated for use by the State of Oregon under Senate Bill 540.
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perceptions and integrate them into the model. Capturing these time perceptions is important to
more confidently estimate transit travel and its potential reduction of VMT. We also incorporated a
new park and ride lot choice model algorithm.

Freight Modeling

The Port of Portland and Metro have recently completed an update to the regional Commodity Flow
Forecast. The changes in quantities and types of commodities moving throughout the region were
estimated and integrated into a revised freight model. Further improvements to the freight model
are desired, and we are pursuing funding opportunities to enable additional refinement.

Model Development Activities

Metro is developing a tour based dynamic demand model (DASH). The relevancy of this tool is that
it will better reflect the traveler response to congestion (e.g., time of day choices, tour alterations,
joint household travel). In addition, the response to pricing is better measured due to more
discrete value of time delineations.

Metro has implemented dynamic traffic assignment capabilities using two software platforms.
DynusT has been used in a regional application to develop measures of roadway system reliability,
and it will soon have an integrated dynamic transit assignment feature. Dynameq has been used in
subregional applications. These assignment tools better reflect speed conditions by accounting for
intersection delays and queuing effects.

Bicycle and Pedestrian Modeling

Since the last RTP update, Metro partnered with Portland State University (PSU) to develop a
bicycle model that was used to forecast bicycle travel within the Active Transportation Plan and the
Southwest Corridor Plan. This suite of bicycle modeling tools considers a multitude of network
attributes in assessing the relative attractiveness of travel by bicycle between origins and
destinations throughout the region.

More work is needed to capture the increased pedestrian mode share that may result due to urban
form and amenities. Pedestrian trips are accounted for in the regional travel demand model, but
are generally short enough to make a TAZ-to-TAZ network assignment impractical. Metro has again
partnered with PSU to support research to improve our capabilities to model pedestrian travel.

Peak Spreading

Metro has developed a peak spreading algorithm that can be applied once a model run has been
completed. The method calculates a travel time index (TTI) by comparing peak period travel
conditions to free flow travel time on an origin to destination basis and moves trips to adjacent
hours for only those zone pairs that have reached the TTI threshold. This process will produce
hourly assignments that better reflect the amount of traffic that roadways are capable of handling.

This enhancement will not be applied for the 2014 RTP, but we do expect to incorporate this
advancement in the 2018 RTP analysis. In the mean time, the peak spreading assignments and
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model run information will be available for use in corridor studies, TSPs and other local planning
projects, providing the opportunity for local partners to become more familiar with applying the
peak spreading element.

Metro conducted a Household Travel Survey in 2011 which tracked over 6,000 households to
understand how factors such as age, income, children, car ownership, and transportation
infrastructure characteristics affect travel choices. This more current information has been
reflected in our recalibrated travel forecasting model. Additional model enhancements using the
new survey are planned.

Regional Travel Behavior Model

Metro conducted a Household Travel Survey in 2011, which tracked over 6,000 households to
understand how factors such as age, income, children, car ownership, and transportation
infrastructure characteristics affect travel choices. This more current information has been
reflected in our recalibrated travel forecasting model. Additional model enhancements using the
new survey are planned.

ODOT Statewide Model

ODOT has completed a more detailed set of travel zones for the state which will allow Metro to
better predict travel demand at "gateway" points where statewide traffic enters the region.
Currently, the regional model simply projects historic traffic volumes on such routes, but is unable
to evaluate how congestion, parallel routes, and distribution of employment in and outside the
region affects travel demand at these "gateway" locations. Coordination with ODOT has begun, and
the results will be considered for the next RTP update.

ODOT GreenSTEP model

The GreenSTEP model was developed by ODOT to estimate and forecast the effects of multiple
policies and other influences on the amount of vehicle travel, the types of vehicles and fuels used,
energy consumption from vehicle travel, and resulting greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from the
transportation sector. The name, GreenSTEP, is an acronym which stands for Greenhouse gas
Strategic Transportation Energy Planning. The model was developed to run at a statewide level and
has since been adapted to run at a metropolitan-scale. The model has provided strategic analytical
support for a number of state and regional planning efforts, including setting greenhouse gas
emissions reduction targets for each of Oregon’s metropolitan areas, development of the Oregon
Statewide Transportation Strategy Vision and the Oregon10-year Energy Action Plan, and scenario
planning being conducted by Metro as part of the Climate Smart Communities Scenarios Project.
Further coordination is needed between Metro, ODOT, DEQ and DLCD to determine the future role
of GreenSTEP in monitoring the region’s progress toward meeting its state-mandated greenhouse
gas emissions reduction target, and its relationship to future planning efforts and Metro’s existing
regional models, tools and enhancement activities. More information about GreenSTEP can be
accessed at: http://www.oregon.gov/ODOT/TD /TP /Pages/GreenSTEP.aspx.
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5.7.7 Parking Management Policy Refinement

Parking management refers to various policies and programs that result in more efficient use of
parking resources. Managing parking works best when used in a complementary fashion with other
strategies; it is less effective in areas where transit or bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure is
lacking. Parking management is implemented through locally-adopted zoning and development
codes.

Planning approaches include conducting assessments of parking supply and use to better
understand needs.

On-street parking approaches include spaces that are timed, metered, designated for certain uses
or have no restriction. Examples of these different approaches include charging long-term or short-
term fees, limiting the length of time a vehicle can park, and designating on-street spaces for
preferential parking for electric vehicles, car share vehicles, carpools, vanpools, bikes, public use
(events or café’ “Street Seats” and freight truck loading/unloading areas.

Off-street parking approaches include providing spaces based on uses, unbundling parking from
office/condo purchase or leases, preferential parking (for vehicles listed above), shared parking
between land uses (for example, movie theater and business center), park-and-ride lots for transit
and carpools/vanpools, parking garages in the center of downtowns and other mixed-use areas that
allow surface lots to develop as other uses.

The RTP scenarios analysis, completed in 2008, demonstrated the effectiveness of parking
management for helping the region achieve the modal targets in Table 2.4. Additionally, the
Climate Smart Communities evaluation also found parking management as an effective strategy for
helping the region reduce green house gas emissions. More work is needed to determine what
parking management strategies should be implemented in this region and where they could be
applied (beyond what is currently required in Title 4 of the Regional Transportation Functional
Plan.) This effort could define how to tailor the application of these strategies to recognize different
levels of development, transit service provision and freight parking needs.

This work could include updating and expanding the existing inventory of parking practices in the
Metro region, and developing a parking model code and a parking “best practices” handbook to
guide local implementation in the region.

5.7.8 Urban and Rural Reserve Planning and Green Corridor Implementation

Green corridors were adopted as part of the 2040 Growth Concept. The purpose of green corridors
is to prevent unintended urban development along these often heavily traveled routes, and
maintain the sense of separation that exists between neighbor cities and the Metro region. The
green corridor concept calls for a combination of access management and physical improvements
to limit the effects of urban travel on the routes on adjacent rural activities.

IGAs are not in place and physical improvements, such as street and driveway closures, landscaping
and public signage have not been implemented in any green corridors.

5-48 2014 Regional Transportation Plan | CHAPTER 5 | IMPLEMENTATION



In 2010 and 2011, the elected governing bodies of Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington counties
and Metro entered into agreements that determine the location and scale of urban development for
the future. These agreements were the result of a two-year region-wide planning effort that
identified areas for future urban use and other areas that should remain rural for the next 40 to 50
years. The urban and rural reserve decision provides a more certain framework for transportation
improvements along the urban edge. Metro will work with interested local jurisdictions to complete
IGAs for green corridors that reflect updated plans for urban and rural reserves.

5.7.9 Funding Strategy for Regional Bridges

The region continues to struggle with a long-term strategy for maintaining major bridges that serve
regional travel, particularly local bridges spanning the Willamette River. Currently, Multnomah
County has primary responsibility for five of the ten bridges. Within 20 years, four of Multnomah
County’s five Willamette River Bridges will be 100 years old. The county’s capital program for these
bridges is estimated to cost $450 million, yet only $144 million in federal, state and county
revenues has been identified. All the region's bridges face maintenance challenges that come from
age and use.

More work is needed to determine primary financial responsibility for ensuring ongoing operations
and maintenance and other transportation needs of regional bridges, given the regional economic
importance of keeping the Willamette River Bridges and other regional bridges fully functional in
the long-term.

5.7.10 ODOT District and Regional Highways Jurisdictional Transfer Strategy

As ODOT continues to face decreased funding for system operations and maintenance, a significant
backlog of multi-modal modernization investments on the ODOT-owned “district and regional
highways” continue to grow. These are former highway routes, built before the development of the
regional throughway system evolved. They have since evolved into urban arterial streets that
connect centers, industrial and employment areas and in many cases, function as regional transit
routes.

However, most have a backlog of basic urban improvements that must be addressed in order to
fully implement the 2040 Growth Concept. Work is needed to define a long-term strategy for
transferring responsibility for these routes to local governments, which are best equipped to build
and maintain needed improvements. Some of these routes should also be evaluated for their role as
complementary facilities within the context of the regional mobility corridors, and prioritized
accordingly for needed multi-modal investments.

5.7.11 Emerging Communities

Emerging communities are areas that have been brought into the urban growth boundary since
1998, that have 2040 land use designations, and that lack adequate transportation and transit
infrastructure and financing mechanisms. Additional work is needed to better define the needs of
emerging communities and strategies needed to facilitate development in these areas, consistent
with the 2040 Growth Concept.
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5.7.12 Regional Active Transportation Work Program

A Regional Active Transportation Plan (ATP) was completed in 2014. Development of the ATP
provided updates to the bicycle and pedestrian networks, concepts, policies and performance
targets in the 2014 RTP.

Funding through June 2015 has been dedicated by the Metro Council to support a regional active
transportation work program. The program will focus on implementation activities identified in
Chapter 12 of the ATP. Metro will work with local jurisdictions and agencies, ODOT, TriMet, SMART,
and other stakeholders on these activities. The implementation activities are coordinated with
other Metro transportation planning activities, including activities related to Climate Smart
Communities and the regional safety work program, Regional Transportation Options, TSMO, and
corridor and freight planning.

5.7.13 Best Design Practices in Transportation

Starting in FY 2015, Metro staff will initiate an update to the Best Design Practices in
Transportation, formerly known as the Livable Streets handbook. Recommendations from the
Regional Freight Plan and the Regional Active Transportation Plan will be addressed as part of this
effort. The update to the guidebooks will incorporate designs for low-volume bicycle boulevards,
alternate designs for high volume arterial streets (e.g. cycle tracks) and regional trails. The
guidelines will address the added design elements that are needed when these facilities serve as a
bicycle parkway route, e.g. bicycle priority treatments and strategies for avoiding bike and
pedestrian conflicts, design guidelines for transit and bicycle interaction, especially at transit stops
and stations and along light rail and streetcar tracks, and best practices and successful case studies
integrating bicycle, pedestrian and freight facilities, especially within constrained roadways, to
guide future planning and project development. The outcomes of this process will be incorporated
into the next RTP update.

5.7.14 Intercity Passenger Rail and Thruway Motor Coach Service
Current Operations

The Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) Rail and Public Transit Division administers the
state-supported Amtrak Cascades intercity passenger rail service and the related and supporting
Thruway motor coach service. Passenger rail ridership in Oregon has steadily increased since its
beginning in 1994, setting record numbers of riders in 2011, up 5 percent from 2010. ODOT also
manages and finances the maintenance of two passenger rail train sets that run in the federally
designated Pacific Northwest Rail Corridor (PNWRC).

Planning Efforts

Over the next 20 years, the population in the Willamette Valley is expected to grow by
approximately 35 percent, reaching 3.6 million by 2035. During the same period, freight rail
volume is expected to grow by 60 percent. These increases will result in rail service demand that
exceeds Oregon’s available freight and passenger rail capacity in the Willamette Valley.

5-50 2014 Regional Transportation Plan | CHAPTER 5 | IMPLEMENTATION



Rail improvements are needed to provide additional passenger and freight rail capacity and to
improve passenger train reliability, frequency and travel times between Eugene and Portland.
Current passenger rail service runs on private freight rail lines owned by Union Pacific Railroad
(UP) and BNSF Railway Company. To ensure better on time performance, it is essential to eliminate
priority at grade crossings, at known conflict points between railroads and traveling public.

The viability of corridor rail service is driven by several key factors. Based on research conducted
by the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO),
approximately 81 percent of all intercity trips greater than 100 miles do not extend beyond 500
miles. Corridor rail service of 500 miles or less between major population centers can eliminate the
need to travel on congested highways, as well as to and from airports located in suburban areas.
Corridor rail service can also provide transportation to communities not served by regional air
carriers, help relieve aircraft congestion at major airports, and can become an attractive mode of
transport for business travelers and those taking single day round trips.

The State of Oregon is currently involved in two planning efforts that involve intercity passenger
rail, the Oregon State Rail Plan and the Oregon Passenger Rail Project. The Oregon State Rail Plan
and the Oregon Passenger Rail Project are separate but coordinated efforts. The Oregon State Rail
Plan development is a closely coordinated activity between the Oregon Transportation Commission
(OTC), ODOT, the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA), stakeholders and the public. The State
Rail Plan will look at policies, priorities, challenges and opportunities for the rail system statewide.
The Oregon Passenger Rail Project is studying ways to improve intercity passenger rail service
along the Portland to Eugene Corridor and is planning for the 20 year horizon.

The Oregon Passenger Rail Project is more detailed and focuses on important decisions that will be
made through a Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Oregon section of the PNWRC.
Through the Oregon Passenger Rail Project, ODOT is in the process of studying options for
improved passenger rail service between Eugene-Springfield and Portland - a 124-mile segment.
The Tier I EIS will help ODOT and the FRA make important decisions that include selecting the
general rail alignment, selecting communities where stations would be located, and determining
service characteristics (e.g., number of daily trips, travel time objectives, and technologies to be
used).

The purpose of the Oregon Passenger Rail Project is to improve the frequency, convenience, speed
and reliability of passenger rail service in a manner that will:

e Provide riders with an efficient, safe, equitable and affordable alternative to highway, bus,
and air travel;

e Be a cost-effective investment;

e Protect freight-rail carrying capacity;

e Support the ongoing implementation of regional high speed inter-city passenger rail in the
PNWRC between Eugene-Springfield metropolitan area and Vancouver, British Columbia;

e Be compatible with the Washington State portion of the PNWRC;

e Promote economic development;

e Avoid or minimize community and environmental impacts; and
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e Integrate with existing and planned multi-modal transportation networks.

The project is guided by the Governor-appointed Oregon Passenger Rail Leadership Councils whose
members include representatives of Metro, TriMet, and the cities of Portland and Milwaukie. The
project is scheduled to be completed in mid-2016 with the issuance of a Record of Decision by the
FRA. Upon project completion, the state will be eligible to apply for future federal funding for final
engineering and construction, when it becomes available.

Additional Projects

ODOT’s Rail Safety unit is working with TriMet and Portland Streetcar on their projects to ensure
safety compliance. With federal funding and guidance from the FRA, ODOT is developing
preliminary engineering and environmental protocol for three Portland-area railroad projects that
could improve passenger train performance if funded in the future.

Willbridge Crossovers - A pair of existing crossover switches connect BNSF Railway’s two main
tracks 4.3 miles northwest of Portland Union Station, allowing trains moving in either direction to
switch from one main track to the other main track. However, the existing turnouts that comprise
the crossovers restrict trains using them to 10 mph. This project would replace the old turnouts
with longer turnouts that would permit trains to navigate them at 30 to 35 mph, which will help
reduce congestion and contribute to improved intercity passenger service, velocity and on-time
performance. Plans and the environmental work are due to be completed in 2014.

North Portland Junction - This critical junction on BNSF Railway’s Portland-Seattle line provides
access to Union Pacific, whose trains share use of BNSF Railway Company’s trackage for 140 miles
north to the Tacoma area. The turnouts used by UP to enter and leave BNSF Railway’s line limit
train speed to 10 mph and some freight trains can require up to 10 minutes to transition from one
rail line to the other. This project will upgrade the switches, track and signal system to allow UP
trains to transit this junction at 25 mph to reduce congestion and reduce freight train interference
with the 12 daily passenger trains that currently operate through this facility. Because another key
junction called Peninsula Junction is just nine-tenths of a mile south, similar upgrades are being
engineered so that Union Pacific trains can maintain a steady 25 mph while passing through both
points, while entering or leaving the BNSF Railway line. The preliminary engineering and
environmental review will be completed in 2014.

Portland Union Station - This project will support the final design and construction of additional
track and building upgrades at Portland Union Station that were identified in 2001 by the Union
Station Facility Assessment and Seismic Work Plan. The improvements are expected to increase
yard ingress/egress speed to clear the mainline faster for meet/pass benefits and permit faster
crossover between tracks, resulting in improved intercity passenger rail service. Plans to overhaul
storm water drainage will be developed along with preparations for important support facilities
such as potable water and stand-by electrical power to maintain air conditioning, heating and
lighting for passenger trains lying over between runs. The proposed renovations will enable
current passenger service to operate more efficiently and accommodate forecasted increases in
train service. Future construction will reduce congestion and help decrease intercity passenger trip
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times, aid on-time performance and passenger safety and accessibility in the station. This project is
expected to be completed in mid-2015.

Funding

Amtrak Cascades, managed jointly by ODOT, the Washington State Department of Transportation
(WSDOT), and Amtrak, provides intercity passenger rail service between Eugene, OR and
Vancouver, B.C. Starting in October 2013, the federal government discontinued funding support for
intercity passenger rail service through Amtrak (Passenger Rail Investment and Improvement Act
of 2008 or PRIIA). Consequently, Washington and Oregon must absorb those costs to maintain the
service.

Oregon’s portion of the costs for the Amtrak Cascades service is covered in part with dedicated
funds from the sale of custom license plates and the transportation operating funds for an
approximate total of $10.1 million a biennium. With the advent of PRIIA this leaves a shortfall of
$18 million a biennium. The state highway fund cannot be used to pay for passenger rail activities.

If permanent funding is not found in the future, service will be reduced to one roundtrip per day or
less. If the daily roundtrips are reduced or eliminated, the capital cost required by the host railroad
to restore the service at a later date could cost Oregon $50 million or more and over 200,000 riders
per year will be forced to find other modes of transportation between Eugene and Portland. The
resulting increased highway traffic will likely further exacerbate congestion and have deleterious
impact upon greenhouse gas reduction goals.

Oregon’s two new Talgo passenger rail train sets would no longer run in Oregon if service is
eliminated. An arrangement to sell or lease the trains would need to be pursued, with possible
reimbursement of federal funds required.

ODOT will request permanent funding from the 2015 Oregon Legislature in an effort to continue
operating the Amtrak Cascades service and to improve intercity passenger rail in Oregon.

Funding for final design and construction of the Oregon Passenger Rail project is expected to be a
mix of federal, state and other funding. The most recent federal funding for similar passenger rail
projects was in 2010 and required a minimum 20 percent state match. A source for the state match
has not been identified and would probably require special funding.

5.7.15 Regional Safety Planning Work Program

As part of U.S. DOT’s quadrennial certification review of the region’s transportation planning
practices, Metro received recommendations to better incorporate safety into long-range planning.
Between 2009 and 2012, Metro worked with a purpose-built Regional Safety Workgroup composed
of local jurisdictions, agencies, and safety specialists to develop a safety work program which
culminated in the Regional Transportation Safety Plan (RTSP). The work program included a
discussion of ongoing efforts, best practices, and opportunities, crash data analysis, context
sensitive solutions, and performance measurement.
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The resultant RTSP provides a framework and set of strategies to address the region’s

transportation safety problems. The goals included in the RTSP replace the previous Safety
Performance Target. With the conclusion of the planning work program in 2012, Metro’s efforts are
focused on incorporating safety, particularly the strategies developed in the RTSP, into all
transportation-related activities within our work.

The Regional Transportation Safety Plan made the following recommendations. As part of the 2018
RTP and associated updates to the Regional Transportation Functional Plan, Metro will consider
these changes as well as recommendations from the Regional Active Transportation Plan.

Short-Term Recommendations

Finding Strategy or Strategies Actions
Alcohol and drugs, excessive Policies to reduce the Convene and/or coordinate targeted
v | speed, and aggressive driving prevalence of speeding and workgroups of safety professionals
g are the most common aggressive driving on surface (law enforcement, EMS, etc.) to
g contributing factors in serious streets and to reduce the develop targeted strategies to reduce
S crashes. Crashes involving prevalence of driving under the prevalence of driving under the
= | alcohol and drugs have a much | the influence of intoxicants. influence of alcohol and/or drugs,
< higher likelihood of being fatal speeding and aggressive driving.
than other crashes.
" Arterial roadways have the A regional arterial safety Develop systemic performance
‘D | highest serious crash rate per program to focus on corridors measures for identifying high severity
® | road mile and per VMT. 59% of | with large numbers of serious crash arterials across the region. Use
» | the region’s serious crashes, crashes, pedestrian crashes, strategies, including the Highway
8 | 67% of the serious pedestrian and bicycle crashes. Safety Manual, to address arterial
QE crashes, and 52% of the serious safety, such as medians, speed
5:’ bike crashes occur on arterial management, access management,
roadways. roundabouts and road diets.
Serious pedestrian crashes are | A focus on crosswalk and Research pedestrian/bicycle facility
disproportionately represented | intersection lighting where lighting best practices.
after dark. Serious nighttime pedestrian and bicycle activity Ensure bike routes and crosswalks -
pedestrian and bicycle crashes | is expected, as well as marked and unmarked - are
o occur disproportionately where | programs to encourage use of adequately lit.
.C—G street Iighting is not present. reflective equipment by Safety education campaign around “See
=] pedestrians and bicyclists. and be seen.”
é Further explore bicycle and pedestrian
5 safety and identify projects as part of
; the Regional Active Transportation
O Plan currently underway.
E Streets with more traffic lanes Policies to improve the quality Develop safe crosswalks on arterials
.2 | have higher serious pedestrian | and frequency of pedestrian and multi-lane roads, generally
R | crash rates per mile and per crossings on arterials and adhering to the region’s maximum
VMT. multi-lane roadways, as well local street spacing standard of 530
as enforcement of right-of- feet and at all transit stops.
way at crosswalks. Enforce existing laws through
crosswalk enforcement actions.
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Finding

Strategy or Strategies

Actions

Streets with more traffic lanes
have higher serious bicycle
crash rates per mile.

Policies to encourage
protected bicycle facilities
along roadways with high
motor vehicle traffic volumes
and/or speeds.

Along high-volume and/or high-speed
roadways, where feasible, provide
protected bicycle facilities such as
buffered bike lanes, cycle tracks, multi-
use paths, or low-traffic alternative
routes

Long-term Recommendations

Finding Strategy or Strategies Actions
" Increases in vehicle miles Policies that limit the need to ¢ Continued support of regional and
Q | travelled (VMT) generally drive, and therefore limit state policies that seek to reduce
=] ﬁ correlate with increases in vehicle-miles travelled. VMT, including multimodal facilities,
< £ | fatal and serious crashes. transit, RTO, and TDM.
&)
The most common serious Develop more detailed e Develop safety best practices based
crash types on surface streets | understanding of causes of the on the HSM for the region to address
were rear end and turning. most common serious crashes the most prevalent crash types.
For fatal crashes, the most in the region and the e Further analyze crash types.
common types were effectiveness of
pedestrian and fixed object. countermeasures.
Higher levels of congestion Revisions to state, regional, and | e Elevate safety to equal importance as
on surface streets are local mobility standards to mobility in regional policy as part of
correlated with lower serious | consider safety as equally the next RTP update that will start in
crash rates, likely due to important, at a minimum, as 2013.
" lower speeds. vehicular capacity.
o Higher levels of congestion Revisions to state, regional, and | e Elevate safety to equal importance as
@ on freeways are correlated local mobility standards to mobility in regional policy as part of
s with higher serious crash consider safety as equally the next RTP update that will start in
8 rates, except for severe important, at a minimum, as 2013.
8 congestion, which is vehicular capacity.
; correlated with lower serious
w1 crash rates.
Surface streets with more A regional arterial safety ¢ Include safety as an element of the
traffic lanes have higher program to focus on corridors update to the Metro Best Design
crash rates per road mile and | with large numbers of serious Practices guidebooks.
per VMT. This follows trends | crashes, pedestrian crashes, e Use strategies including Highway
documented in AASHTO’s and bicycle crashes. Safety Manual strategies to address
Highway Safety Manual. safety on multi-lane roadways, such
Roadway designs that as medians, speed management,
increase speed lead to access management, improved
increased crash severity in pedestrian crossings, roundabouts,
the absence of specific safety and road diets.
considerations.
This report identifies high- More detailed analysis of the e (Collect, maintain and analyze ODOT
level trends in regional causes of serious crashes, crash data.
g crashes, but more detailed pedestrian crashes, and bicycle | e Provide regional crash data for use in
< work is needed to identify crashes in the region TSP updates and other requests.
= specifically where and why
they are occurring in
disproportionate amounts.
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Finding Strategy or Strategies Actions

The analysis of the More detailed research on the o Work with OTREC to develop
relationship between land relationship between land use research project to further explore
use, neighborhood design, patterns and safety the linkage between transportation
and safety was inconclusive. safety, land use and the built

More research is needed to environment.

establish reliable
relationships between land
use, neighborhood design,
and safety.

Additional
Research

5.7.16 Congestion Management Program Data Collection and Monitoring

The great challenge for establishing and maintaining a monitoring program has been the
availability of data. Historically, collecting and managing data has been expensive and difficult. With
advancements in intelligent transportation systems in the region, more and better data is available
today and will continue to grow with implementation of data collection projects identified in the
Regional Transportation System Management and Operations (TSMO) plan.

Starting in 2008, the region approved ongoing funding for implementation, including an annual
allocation to fund Portal, the regional transportation data archived, housed and maintained by
Portland State University. PSU, in partnership with ODOT, TriMet, Metro and other local agencies,
provides data aggregation, maintenance and reporting on the region's roadways and transit
systems. Metro will continue to work with ODOT and other regional partners to expand existing
data collection and performance monitoring capabilities, in order to evaluate system performance
for all modes of travel.

This work includes supporting a data management system to facilitate data collection, maintenance
and reporting to support on-going RTP and MTIP monitoring. The performance monitoring will be
reported biennially as part of the Regional Mobility Program, consistent with the region’s federally-
approved congestion management process.

5.7.17 Freight system bottlenecks

As a critical West Coast domestic hub and international gateway for commerce and tourism, the
Portland area must maintain well-functioning river ports, rail connections and highways. The
Regional Freight Plan and RTP identify a small set of key highway bottlenecks on National Highway
System facilities critical to state and regional truck mobility. The plans also note freight rail
bottlenecks critical to access the region’s ports and intermodal facilities, as well as the need for rail
to carry its full share of existing and future commodities efficiently.

In order to address these long standing needs and to increase understanding of their economic
importance, the Regional Freight Technical Advisory Committee, with assistance from private
sector stakeholders (e.g., through a Regional Freight and Business Task Force), will develop criteria
and a methodology for ranking these locations in terms of their freight and business impacts. This
can be done by: (a) measuring the extent to which sensitive economic activities are affected by
those facilities, and (b) estimating the magnitude of potential economic benefit associated with
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making improvements to these facilities, using the best available methods and tools. Information
generated through this analysis will be used in future RTP updates to help prioritize investments
and may be needed in the future to qualify for certain federal funding categories.
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2018 RTP UPDATE | 2018 Council and Regional Advisory Committees Briefings

(dates are subject to change)

@ Metro

oregonmetro.gov/rtp

Month Who When | What
March Agencies begin 3/27 | * Agencies work through coordinating committees to update project
refining project lists lists following Metro Council direction
April TPAC/MTAC 4/4 | e« Draft RTP Policy Chapter Changes (goals and objectives, regional
workshop policies)
TPAC 4/6 | * Comments from the Chair: Update on refining 2018 RTP project
priorities by April 27
* Draft Freight Strategy
* Draft Transit Strategy
Metro Council 4/10 | ¢ Draft Safety Strategy
* Draft Transit Strategy
* Draft Freight Strategy
MTAC 4/18 | ¢ Draft Freight Strategy
* Draft Transit Strategy
* Draft Emerging Technology Strategy
JPACT 4/19 | ¢ Draft Safety Strategy
TPAC 4/20 | ¢ Draft Emerging Technology Strategy
(special meeting)
MPAC 4/25 | ¢ Draft Safety Strategy
* Draft Freight Strategy
Agencies complete 4/27 | * Agencies submit updated projects lists for evaluation and public
project list updates review during summer 2018
May Metro Council 5/1 | e Draft RTP Policy Chapter Updates (goals and objectives, regional
policies)
* Draft RTP Implementation Chapter (outline)
TPAC/MTAC 5/2 | ¢ Draft RTP Implementation Chapter (outline of proposed revisions)
workshop
MPAC 5/9 | ¢ Draft Transit Strategy
* Draft Emerging Technology Strategy
MTAC 5/16 | e Draft RTP (focus on policy and implementation chapters)
JPACT 5/17 | e« Draft Transit Strategy
* Draft Emerging Technology Strategy
* Draft Freight Strategy
MPAC 5/23 | e Draft RTP (focus on policy and implementation chapters)
June TPAC 6/1 | ¢ Draft RTP (focus on policy and implementation chapters)
Metro Council 6/5 | ¢ Draft Emerging Technology Strategy
TPAC/MTAC 6/6 | * Draft RTP Performance Results (Round 2)
workshop * MAP-21 Performance Monitoring, Target Setting and Reporting
(tentative)
Metro Council 6/19 | * Draft RTP Performance Results (Round 2)
JPACT 6/21 |  Draft RTP (focus on policy and implementation chapters)
* Draft RTP Performance Results (Round 2)
Metro Council 6/21 | * Direction to staff to release Draft 2018 RTP and draft strategies for
freight, transit, safety and emerging technology for public review
MPAC 6/27 | * Draft RTP Performance Results (Round 2)
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2018 RTP UPDATE | 2018 Council and Regional Advisory Committees Briefings

(dates are subject to change)

@ Metro

oregonmetro.gov/rtp

Month Who When | What
Comment period 6/29 | ¢ 45-day public comment period on Draft 2018 RTP and draft
begins strategies for freight, transit, safety and emerging technology,
including public hearing (June 29 to Aug. 13)
July Comment period continues ¢ 45-day public comment period continues, including public hearing
and consultation with tribes and federal and state agencies
TPAC 7/13 | * RTP Livable Streets Update
Metro Council 7/17 | * Emerging Technology Strategy — Direction to staff on initial
implementation actions
MTAC 7/18 | * RTP Livable Streets Update
August TPAC/MTAC 8/1 | * Transportation Resiliency and Emergency Routes (tentative)
workshop
TPAC 8/3 | * Discuss public comments and frame policy issues for JPACT
discussion
Metro Council 8/9 | * Public hearing on draft 2018 RTP and draft strategies for freight,
transit, safety and emerging technology
Comment period 8/13 | * 45-day public comment period ends
ends
MTAC 8/15 | e Discuss public comments and frame policy issues for MPAC
discussion
September | TPAC 9/7 | * Discuss public comments and policy issues identified for JPACT
discussion — Recommendation to JPACT
Metro Council 9/18 | e Discuss public comments and policy issues identified for JPACT and
MPAC discussion
MTAC 9/19 | e Discuss public comments and policy issues identified for MPAC
discussion — Recommendation to MPAC
JPACT 9/20 | ¢ Discuss TPAC recommendation
MPAC 9/26 | ¢ Discuss MTAC recommendation
October NOTE 10/4 | * DLCD notice due (35 days before 1st evidentiary hearing)
MPAC 10/10 | = Recommendation to Council on adoption of 2018 RTP and strategies
for freight, transit, safety and emerging technology
JPACT 10/18 | * Recommendation to Council on adoption of 2018 RTP and strategies
for freight, transit, safety, and emerging technology
November | Metro Council 11/6 | * Discuss JPACT and MPAC recommendations and provide direction to
staff on finalizing adoption package for Council consideration
Metro Council 11/8 | * Public hearing (1" evidentiary hearing) on Ordinance No. 18-1421
December | Metro Council 12/6 | * Public hearing and consider final action on 2018 RTP (by Ordinance)

and strategies for freight, transit, safety and emerging technology
(by separate Resolutions)
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Existing conditions: PM peak hour traffic volumes
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Existing conditions: Origins & destinations
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Average PM speeds have been dropping
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Impacts of bottleneck: unreliable travel times

To arrive on time, a driver in the PM peak must plan for
travel in the bottleneck area to take three times longer

than if there were no congestion

5th - 95th percentile = Median
3.2
3.0
28
26
24
22
20

1.8

Travel Time Index

1.6

14

1.2

1.0

0.8
2:00 2:30 pm 3:00 pm 3:30 M 4:00 pm

Iy




Future conditions in 2040 (f we do nothing)

Level of Service

Schematic A
Not to Scale
Basic
3250 B
] . o C
Exit 283 B 4 Wilsonville Rd.
(Wilsonville Rd.) On Ramp ~ D
Merge E
1500’
F
Exit 282B
(to Charbonneat.)
Basic
340’
Charbonneau
Diverge
\ /0 15007
Exit 282A VAN R
{to Canby-Hubbard) [l \ “Ey pp g
Exit 2828B to
Charbonneau
Diverge
1090’
Exit 282816 “
Canby-Hubbard
Basic
1575
Miley Rd.
On Ramp

‘Not:
Evaluated | Merge

10

WILSONVILLE
OREGOM




What are ramp-to-ramp lanes? Aka auxiliary lanes

* Improve operations
between closely-
spaced interchanges

« Reduce weaving and
merging conflicts

 Recent Portland metro
area examples
reduced crashes by
30-50%

@ Ramp-to-Ramp
¥ Lane




Build alternatives: sB ramp-to-ramp lane over the Boone Bridge

m Schematic

Not to Scale

Wilsonville Rd.\
On Ramp

0.66 Mile

Ramp-to-ramp
Lane

£
_

Exit 282A to
Canby-Hubbard

Exit 282B to
Charhonneau

\

L
o

Uil

WILSONVYILLE
OREGOMN

B Schematic

Not to Scale

Wilsonville Rd.\
On Ramp
e

0.89 Mile

Ramp-to-ramp
Lane

Exit 282B to
Charbonneau_~7

: e
Exit 282A to
Canby-Hubbard
Mile Rd\
On amp\

. Schematic

Not to Scale

Wilsonville Rd.
On Ramp\\

0.89 Mile

Ramp-to-ramp
Lane

Exit 282B to
Charbonneau/

ExirzszAto/,v"""

Canby-Hubbard ...

2nd Lane /
Added to
Off-Ramp

Miley Rd.
On amp\

12



How do the alternatives perform?

Performance measures Baseline Option A Option B | | Option C
(2040 PM peak hour) (No Build)

Worst speed observed 22 mph 45 mph 44 mph 52 mph

Performance compared to 1.09 0.95 0.89 0.88
state benchmark
(maximum v/c ratio of 0.99)

Number of vehicles per lane 79.3 40.2 36.7 35.0
per mile
Worst level of service observed F E E D

(A is great, F is terrible)

Key findings:
All three options improve operations

 The longer the ramp-to-ramp lane, the greater the benefits

« The alternatives with less congestion offer greater reliability
improvements

 Adding a second exit lane in Option C resolves weaving conflicts

* Project costs and potential for environmental impacts mostly come

?r from making the Boone Bridge wider and more stable (the same in

all options)

WILSON ﬁ_LE
OREGON



Recommended solution: C

A

Schematic
Not to Scale

Wilsonville Rd.
On Ramp\\ ;

0.89 Mile
Ramp-to-ramp
Lane

Exit 282B to
Charbonneau/ :
Exit 262A to /

Canby-Hubbard .-

2nd Lane
Added to
Off-Ramp

Miley Rd.
On Ramp

1w

Reasons for recommendation

Offers greatest operational benefits to I-5
(speeds stay above 50)

Resolves weaving conflicts in study area

Offers greatest safety benefits
Improves reliability

Reduces hours per day Wilsonville Rd
ramp meter is likely to activate

Reduces ramp meter queuing impacts to
traffic flow on Wilsonville Rd

Minimal cost differences between options
(<10%)

Environmental impacts likely to be similar
for all three options y



Planning process

I-5 Wilsonville Facility Plan: out for public comment
www.ci.Wilsonville.or.us/908/Southbound-1-5-Boone-Bridge-Auxiliary-La

October - March January - May April - June

Gather input &
preferences from
public &
stakeholders

July OTC Adoption Hearing
?ﬁ WILg(]}NI!!LLEl5

Technical analysis

of planning-level
benefits & impacts



http://www.ci.wilsonville.or.us/908/Southbound-I-5-Boone-Bridge-Auxiliary-La

Public & stakeholder involvement
January - May 2018 Technical advisory committee

In-person & online open house

News releases
Community stakeholder groups
Freight advisory committees

WCCC & C4 Metro

Public hearings at Planning
Commission & City Councill

Image source: https://cyclotram.blogspot.com/2008/11/boone-bridge.html 45' d ay p U b | | C CO m m e nt p e rl O d

Division 15 request for

comments from DLCD, Metro,
?g and affected local jurisdictions

WILSONVILLE


https://cyclotram.blogspot.com/2008/11/boone-bridge.html

Discussion:

Should we invest in improving I-5’s
operations in the project area?

Does the solution we’ve recommended
seem like the right one?

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD: APRIL 12 — MAY 29

17



Impacts of bottlenecks: congestion, poor operations

T . Spillback in the half-mile

No Scale

upstream of Exit 283
w A B bottleneck
9

SW WILSONVILLE RD ‘ BOttIeneCk - Falllng to meet
ODOT benchmarks

e Spillback  Volume-to-capacity (“v/c”

ratio = .98 compared to .99
target for max. acceptable
congestion

« LOS E through project area

Benchmarks are used to measure how
)ngested conditions are and how efficiently
vehicles can move through a road or
intersection

U

WILSONYILLE



Queues observed at the Wilsonville Road on-ramp meter

Wed 3/7 Thurs 3/8 Tues 3/6

Little Typical Significant
Congestion Congestion Congestion

Meter Off 8 el 440 - 6:00 8 A 330 - 6:05

b b I
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Predicted 2040 queues at the

Wilsonville Road on-ramp meter

2040 2040
R ft4t Build
11| Option C
8
f e
L Ee JL
: : Q\L Q : Not to Scale
(I gg
= | ||gga
3 ! ! ||ga
9 e
3 Y
1

2018

itd| Typical
Congestion

B kel +:40-6:00

J

Schematic
Not to Scale

Reducing congestion
on I-5 would reduce
gueues on Wilsonville

Road on-ramp.

* Ramp meter might
not activate every
day

* Ramp meter would

activate for fewer

hours/day

Ramp meter could

operate at faster rate

Some longer-distance

drivers might switch

to on-ramps farther
north

Least
Congestion

Most
Congestion
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Today’s purpose

Provide update on project list
refinements and draft RTP

Seek initial feedback on
implementation chapter

content




Project list refinements very

responsive to Council direction

High Injury Corridors Overlapping Communities of Color, English Language Learners, and Lower-Income Communities

This map shows the overlap of regional high injur lors and road intersections with cens ts with higher than regional average concentrations
and d he density of one or more of the people of color, people with low inco wd English language learners. Census tracts where

multiple demographic groups overlap are identified.

Overlapping Demographics
I POC o LEP, and Low Income
B rFoc o LEP

2018
REGIONAL

TRANSPORTATION
PLAN

Low khcome

Repional Average
POC=2T%

~ ' Diata Sources: Census 2000 {POC), ACS 20112015 {Low Ing2me, LEF) #ap Publication: 3/19/1%

Updates focused on
timing and adding
safety and equity
components

$24 billion in projects
identified™

$16.8 billion on the
Constrained list, with
S7.6 billion slated for
the first 10 years™

* Draft costs are preliminary and rounded, and do not reflect transit service operations and road maintenance



Examples of refinements based on

initial staff review...

Safety
 Nearly 150 projects now include safety as a primary objective

e 318 projects include reducing serious crashes as secondary objective

Portland
e 93 projects updated to add safety as an objective

e 13 active transportation projects moved to first 10 years

Washington County

e 26 active transportation projects moved to constrained list (from the
strategic) and unbundled so they can be included in the system
completion analysis



...Examples of refinements based

on initial staff review

Multnomah County (including Fairview/Wood Village/Troutdale)
e 15 projects updated to add safety as an objective

e 6 active transportation and complete streets projects moved to
first 10 years

Gresham
e Focused on projects in high injury corridors and race/income
equity focus areas

e 10 active transportation projects moved to first 10 years

e 10 active transportation projects moved to Constrained
(from Strategic )



RTP document under development

Executive Summary

Chapter 1: Toward A Connected
Region

Chapter 2: Our Shared Vision for
Transportation

Chapter 3: Transportation
System Policies to Achieve Our
Vision

Chapter 4: Snapshot of Our
Growing and Changing Region

Chapter 5: Our Transportation
Funding Outlook

Chapter 6: Regional Programs
and Projects to Achieve Our
Vision

Chapter 7: Measuring Outcomes

Chapter 8: Moving Forward
Together

Appendices and supporting
documents




Chapter 8 | Moving Forward Together

Implementation chapter

Section 1: Introduction

Section 2: Updates and
Amendments to the RTP

Section 3: Planning and Programs
Section 4: Projects
Section 5: Data and Tools

Section 6: Conclusion




Section 8.2 | Updates and Amendments to RTP

Updates and Amendments to RTP

Review of Federal and State
requirements

MAKING A

GREAT i

New, five-year update
schedule

Process for revisions Reglonal ................................

between scheduled updates Transportation Plan

Ongoing monitoring and
reporting to track progress




Section 8.3 | Planning and Programs

Local implementation

Westside Service L4 Beaverton
Enhancement Plan _ “3 Civic Plan

Transportation system > € growins tojether

plan updates

Concept planning

MULTNOMAH

CONNTY SGTON ¢
<

3
S

Subarea and topical
plans and studies

City of

Land use and WILSONVILLE
comprehensive plan
updates
mzﬁnh. i’ﬁ‘?&"ﬁ Hl?ﬁiﬁl () GROVEKG()N



Section 8.3 | Planning and Programs

Transit service planning

TriMet and SMART annual service Cotk I e e FoR

SENIORS & PERSONS WITH DISABILITIES

planning

Ongoing coordination with Metro,
ODOT, cities, counties and other
transit providers

Implements RTP, Regional Transit
Strategy and Coordinated
Transportation Plan for Seniors and
People with Disabilities

Climate Smart Strategy
Portland metropolitan region

Wilsonville

Transit Master Plan




Section 8.3 | Planning and Programs

Metro programs and investments

Grants and resources
v’ 2040 planning and development grants

Transit-Oriented
2040 planning and Development
development grants Program

v' Community placemaking grants
v’ Regional Flexible Funds Allocation
v’ Travel options grants

v’ System management grants

Community Travel options

Placemaking grants grants v’ Transit-oriented development program

v’ Equitable housing initiative grants

Technical assistance

Regional flexible
funding for

e tation Planning support and data

projects 1



Section 8.3 | Planning and Programs

Region-wide planning (next 5 years)

# [ r
Regional Mobility Policy Update

Regional Congestion Pricing Technical *:
Analysis ?

Jurisdictional Transfer Strategy for State
Arterials

Transportation System Management and
Operations Strategy Update

Enhanced Transit Corridors Pilot
Program Implementation

Emergency Transportation Routes
Project (pending resources)



Section 8.3 | Planning and Programs

Multimodal corridor refinement

planning

Develop shared investment
strategies to address unmet
multimodal transportation needs
within identified mobility
corridors®

Beaverton to Hillsboro

Link economic development,

housing and other goals with

multimodal management and
capital solutions

} i " B ot B - s B s gy T R Sl I
g :.: ‘ . _. -"*‘-,_,- Sy O PNt | ,.I 2l
S el Lhllboro, T R !
: 7 T e | A oo ; %
Lo .’..._q;'- E ]t :

Recommend strategies and
phasing to catalyze investment

* As defined by the Transportation Planning Rule (OAR 660-012-0025) 13
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Section 8.4 | Projects

Major project development

PORTLAND « TIGARD * TUALATIN

I 5 ROSE QUARTER IQ[[EQI'_
E @ Light Rail Project

RED LINE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

L] ® [ Center Airport
| | | i
Trackwor ose
and layover uarter
ion
ati
a [ ]

TRANSIT PROJECT

Highway 217
Corridor Improvements

1-205 WIDENING &
SEISMIC IMPROVEMENTS

Stafford Road ta OR99E
15



Section 8.5 | Data and Tools

Measuring and tracking outcomes

Innovative data and tools to o
address existing and emerging
planning and policy priorities:

e Data collection and
coordination

e Analysis tools (maintenance
and development)

e Monitoring and reporting
tools

16



May 2
May 16
May 23
June 1

June 5

June 19
June 21
June 21

June 29 to Aug. 13

MTAC and TPAC workshop (implementation)

MTAC review (policy and implementation)
MPAC review (policy and implementation)
TPAC review (policy and implementation)

Council review of draft Emerging Technology
Strategy (and policies)

Council review of draft performance results
JPACT review (policy and implementation)

Council direction to staff on releasing draft
2018 RTP (and policies) and draft strategies
for public review

Public comment period 17



Discussion

Feedback on the RTP
document outline?

Feedback regarding the
implementation chapter?




Section 8.3 | Planning and Programs

Refinement planning per the TPR

OAR 660-012-0020 of the TPR requires that
transportation system plans (TSPs) establish a
coordinated network of planned transportation
facilities adequate to meet identified transportation
needs.

OAR 660-012-0025 of the TPR allows a MPO to defer
decisions regarding function, general location and
mode as long as it can be demonstrated that the
refinement effort will be completed.

If a TPR determination cannot be made based on the
information available, a mobility corridor would
need a corridor refinement plan as defined by the
TPR.
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