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MEETING:
DATE:
DAY:
TIME.:
PLACE:
Approx.
Time *
7:00 PM
(5 min.) 1.
(5 min.) 2.
(5 min.) 3.
4.
7:15 PM 4.1
(5 min.)
S.
7:20 PM Sl
(20 min.)
6.
7:40 PM 6.1
(5 min.)
7.
7:45 PM 7/l
(10 min.)
8.
7:55 PM 8.1
(10 min)

A G E N D A

600 NORTHEAST GRAND AVENUE PORTLAND. OREGON 987232 273686
T EIL S0 e Y T 0N0 FAX 503 7987 1797

METRO
METRO COUNCIL REGULAR MEETING
May 25, 1995
Thursday
7:00 PM

Council Chamber

Lead Councilor
Presenter
CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL
INTRODUCTIONS
CITIZEN COMMUNICATIONS
EXECUTIVE OFFICER COMMUNICATIONS
CONSENT AGENDA
Consideration of Minutes of the May 16, 1995 Work Session , the May 18,
1995 Council Meeting, and the April 25, May 2 and May 3, 1995 Future
Vision Meetings.
INFORMATIONAL ITEM
1995 Independent Financial Audit Plan Hoffman -Bow
Waterman
ORDINANCES: FIRST READINGS
Ordinance No. 95-602, An Ordinance Relating to Administration, Amending
the Metro Code, and Declaring An Emergency.
CONTRACT REVIEW BOARD
Resolution No. 95-2154, For the Purpose of Requesting the Solicitation of Clem McCaig
Competitive Bids Pursuant to Metro Code Section 2.04.043 for
“REGGI}E/‘*, A Regional Government Information Exchange Network
RESOLUTIONS
Resolution No. 95-2138, For the Purpose of Adopting the 1995 Interim Cotugno Monroe

Federal Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)

For assistance/Services per the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), dial TDD 797-1804 or 797-1540 (Council Office)

* All times listed on the agenda are approximate; items may not be considered in the exact order listed.

Recycled Paper



Page 2
Approx.
Time * Presenter

8:05 PM 8.2 Resolution No 95-2139, For the Purpose of Amending the FY 1995 Metro Cotugno
(10 min.) Transportation Improvement Program to Allocate $1.026 Million to

Various Planning Activities and To set Priorities for the Region 2040

Reserve.

8:15 PM 9. COUNCILOR COMMUNICATIONS
(10 min.)

8:25 PM 10. LEGISLATIVE ITEMS
(10 min.)

8:35 PM ADJOURN

* All times listed on the agenda are approximate; items may not be considered in the exact order listed.

Recycled Paper
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AGENDA ITEM 4.1
Meeting Date: May 25, 1995

Minutes of Future Vision Meetings held “in the field” April 25, May 2 and May 3, 1995 are attached.
Minutes of Council Meetings held May 16 and 18 will be provided for consideration at today’s meeting.







.lomt Metro Council/Future Vision Commission
Gresham City Hall
_April 25, 1995

Metro Councilors Present: ' Susan McLain, Ruth McFarland, Ed Washington
Future Vision Commissioners Present: Fred Stewart, Marilyn Wall, Len Fraiser, Peggy Lynch, Bob
Texture

Councilor McLain called the meeting to order at 7:15 p.m.

Councilors and Commission members introduced themselves. _
Ty Weisdoerfer, Boring resident, appeared to testify. He noted he was a mink farmer, in RA2 Clackamas County
_ zoning. He stated he did not desire to build on the land at this time. He stated the map indicated the land was rural
reserves. Councilor McLain discussed the Future Vision Commission and the Region 2040 project concurrently.
She emphasized that a decision on site specific areas would not be determined until the comprehensive plans were
decided. Fred Stewart discussed the objectives. Peggy Lynch dlscussed the objective of preservation of farm lands
"in the document. N
Roger Miracle stated in concept the plan was noble. He questioned who bears the cost of the plan. He noted he
owned property off of Hogan Road that would be rural reserve under the 2040 plan. He said he was attempting to
develop the land and was having difficulty as a result of the designation of rural reserves. He read into the record
guarantees under the fifth amendment, Armstrong v. United States, 1960. He suggested softening the language of
the definition of rural reserves such that those designations might be more flexible. Councilor McLain noted the
vision called for promotion of individuality. Fred Stewart asked for comments from Roger Miracle following his
reading of the Future Vision document. Councilor McFarland noted the decisions about reserves had not yet been
made, but that those would affect people. She encouraged continued discussion. Peggy Lynch noted burden of the
cost of urban services needed to be identified.

David Tiley appeared to testify. He stated he lived in unincorporated Clackamas County. He noted rural character
existed in the area currently. He advocated for new people moving here to bear the cost of service increases. He said
the unincorporated areas needed administration. Peggy Lynch stated the communities would decide how to
administer themselves, either incorporating or not. Councilor McLain noted implementation of the plan had not yet -
been addressed. Mr. Tiley called for public involvement in the planning. Peggy Lynch noted Clackamas County had
an effort underway for opportunities for citizen communications. Mr. Tiley spoke to concems about the Pleasant
Valley area. He called for planning in the event of catastrophic events. He called for local awareness when
conducting community meetings. '

Claire Valerie Ingaabo spoke to concems about integrating diverse cultures in the metropolitan region.

Art Lewellan, Portland resident noted San Diego had not planned as well as the Portland area. He supported Max
development He stated he supported S/N light rail.

Jeanne Orcutt suggested early meeting notification. She asked for a summary of the document at the next meeting.
In response to Ms. Orcutt, Councilor McLain stated the Metro Council would adopt the statement, not local
governments. Councilor McLain noted a regular review of the Vision was also proposed. Ms. Orcutt called for
moratorium on building and limiting growth. She stated she objected to land banking and called for more freeways
for auto transportation. :

Lyn White stated he lived in designated rural reserves in the Sandy area. He noted he was aware of the prOJect for
over a year. He stated the concept was difficult to “pin down”. He questioned who was controlled by the vision
statement. He said the statement was required by the Metro Charter, but it did not relate to the other functions of the
agency.
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Jean Ridings appeared to testify. She stated she had specific amendments to the document and would forward
written comments. She expressed concemns related to urbanization of rural areas. She called for shuttles to Max and
fewer cars in garages. Peggy Lynch discussed carrying capacity. Len Fraiser spoke to the transient movement of the
US population.

Councilor McLain adjourned the meeting at 9:00 p.m.

Prepared by,

Susan Lee, CMC
Council Assistant



Joint Metro Council Future Vision Commission Meeting

West View High School
" Beaverton
May 2, 1995
Metro Councilors Present: Susan McLain
Present: | " Peggy Lynch, Robert Liberty, Wayne Lei, Bob Texture, Marilyn Wall, Mike Houck

Susan McLain called the meeting to order at 7:05 p.m.

Susan McLain noted the purpose of the meeting was to hear from the public with regard to the Future Vision
document. She stated specific questions would be addressed as possible. She reviewed the Region 2040 newsletter.

. Members present introduced themselves. Councilor McLain discussed the selection, composition and mission of the
Future Vision Commission. :

- In response to a question from Bill Bugbee, Robert Liberty discussed the function of the Future Vision Commission.
Mike Houck commented on the future of the region as function of the commission. Liberty discussed the Region
2040 Study in relation to the Future Vision document. He noted the Council would likely adopt a framework plan
consistent with the Future Vision Statement. Peggy Lynch spoke to tlie development of the vision based on the
needs of people. Ken Gervais, Metro Staff, discussed the differences between the Region 2040 Study and the Future
Vision Statement. He noted the 2040 study was the technical planning portion of the mission that Future Vision
established. Bob Texture used Palo Alto, California as an analogy of the mistakes that might occur in urban design
without proper planning. Mike Houck stated the development of the Future Vision Commission document was a
collaborative effort in terms of participation. Robert Liberty noted the document was not regulatory.

BillBugbee noted that at the local level decisions were being made that impacted people today. He noted the
existing growth was not being dealt with in the context of the plan. He called for early implementation of the plan.
He noted the objective was not to create a boundary, but to maintain livability. He called for a greater emphasis on
telecommuting opportunities. He noted IBM eliminated 20 million square feet of office space due to innovations in
telemarketing. He advocated methods to reduce vehicle miles traveled. He suggested government serve as a conduit
between vendors and potential users of such technologies. He called for natural resource protection and cost analyS|s
of development.

Mike Houck noted Metro was participating in a process to examine water resource needs in the area.

Cecilia Gregory supported the Future Vision Statement preceding development. She spoke to changes in the region
over the past forty years. She discussed responsible natural resource protection. She noted it was difficult to plan for
the use of property. She said water quality was essential to the region. She said society was being moved into two
classes. She said there were limited resources for the disadvantaged and poor in the region. She spoke to the need
for safe parks and recreation areas in communities.

Kelly Lundquist spoke to practical applications in planning. She noted the ideas were often good but that sometimes
neighborhoods would stop the development because people don't want things like greenspaces in their backyard.
She called for addressing the contradiction in these developments. Peggy Lynch called for discussions of these types
of issues. Lynch noted an annual review of the plan was proposed. Mike Houck called for developing mechanisms
for increasing citizen activism and education with regards to issues. Kelly Lundquist called for development of low
income housing equitably distributed in the region. She questioned if the business sector would be encouraged to
provide such services. Robert Liberty noted the document was not regulatory. He discussed several mixed use
developments that would meet the objectives discussed.

Tom Harvey commented on implementation issues. He noted he lived near the Peterkort Property. He expressed
concerns about the development of property. He favored mixed use development. He noted the housing market was
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going to continue to segment the population between the poor and the wealthy. He noted middle class housing was
not being developed. He said paths to the new light rail were not being constructed. He expressed concerns about
the zonal editions of the newspaper. He noted the Oregonian did not report on the events of the region, but
segregated them by geographic area. '

Maureen Warneking expressed concerns about implementing the plan. She stated she concurred with other persons
providing testimony. She said density was proposed to be increase, but that she did not want to live in a denser
neighborhood. She noted land prices were increasing. She spoke to infrastructure concems. She said some areas in
the urban growth boundary were proposed for development that could not be economically developed. She
expressed concerns about low income residential opportunities. She said minimum wage did not pay the rent in the
area. She noted 12,000 people were homeless in Washington County and that was understandable given the price of
housing. She said nothing was being done to address the housing problems in the region. She spoke to a desire to
“have adequate schools and parks. Roberty Liberty noted in times of increased growth, housing costs increased. In
response to Liberty, Warneking stated six houses per acre was too dense and children would not have a place to
play. Houck noted that options for density should be available for those interested. g

Mary Vogel expressed concerns about the divergence between the vision and the current development occurring.
She said parks and open spaces did not exist in the area. She said the current parks had no bio-diversity. She called
for restoration of natural areas and parks to their previous condition. She spoke to the Unified Sewerage Agency
(USA) planned development. She said transportation plans should be more comprehensive in terms of options. She
called for trees to be included in regional transportation plans. She discussed the community land trust project as a
mechanism for addressing economic housing needs. She envisioned watershed awareness in the region.

Greg Melanowski stated he lived on the edge of the urban growth boundary. He favored maintaining the existing
urban growth boundary and existing the exclusive farm use land. He said he operated an organic u-pick farm. He
said he dedicated five to ten percent of the land for wildlife preservation. He said his operation would provide a lot
of opportunity to the urban area. He spoke to being good neighbors and encouraged a stable UGB. He stated they
would commit to not developing if the tax exemption were maintained and the area was not condemned.

The group briefly discussed the development of farm lands within the urban growth boundary. Susan McLain noted
the Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives would address some of these types of issues. She noted they
would be reviewed as part of the 2040 process. A discussion occurred related to limiting growth or providing
planning to sustain livability. : ‘

Susan McLain reviewed the timeline for adoption of various plans discussed and announced methods by which to
communicate with Metro. - :

With no further citizens appearing to testify, Susan McLain adjourned the meeting at 8:50 p.m.

Prepared by,

Susan Lee, CMC

-5295.doc




Joint Metro Council Future Vision Commission Meeting
Lake Oswego City Hall
May 3, 1995

Metro Councilors Present: Susan McLain, Don vMorissette, Jon Kvistad

Present: Bob Textor, Robert Liberty, Marilyn Wall, Len Fraiser, Alice Schlenker, Fred Stewart,
Judy Davis, Peggy Lynch, Peter McDonald

Susan McLain called the meeting to order at 7:10 p.m.

Alice Schlenker, Mayor of Lake Oswego, welcomed the Future Vision Commission.and the Metro Council to the
City of Lake Oswego. She introduced herself and the mission of the Future Vision Commission.

Susan McLain introduced herself and opened the meeting. The members of the Future Vision Commission
introduced themselves. Susan McLain reviewed the Future Vision Commission documents and statement. She
discussed the relationship of the Future Vision Statement with the 2040 Growth Concept, Framework Plan and
comprehensive plans.

Peggy Lynch spoke to the plan being a document to address the people in the region, not specific planning
objectives.

Bill Atherton appeared to testify, he distributed and summarized handouts, copies of which are included in the
record of this meeting. He stated the document is important and thanked the commission for the opportunity to
discuss the document prior to adoption. He noted the 2040 Growth Concept was adopted in January, 1995 and the
Future Vision Statement should have occurred first. Mr. Atherton responded to questions by the Future Vision
Commission members. He discussed issues related to growth scenarios. Councilor Morissette noted population
growth would occur even if no new people moved to the region. Councilor McLain noted carrying capacity was
discussed on page three of the report.

Jay Woodward, 17705 SW Treetop Lane, Lake Oswego, spoke to concens related to the Region 2040 study. He
expressed concerns about differences between Metro and the local jurisdictions. He said Metro may not have
enough familiarity with the local communities. He said he had concerns about no new freeways to accommodate the
increased population. He said bicycles were discussed fourteen times in the concept and he noted bicycles were not
as common in the region. He said he had problems with the increased densities proposed. Finally, he said
infrastructure was paid for by system development fees and the developers are providing the infrastructure, not the
jurisdictions. N
Alice Schlenker noted the Future Vision Commission did not prepare the 2040 Growth Concept. She discussed the
adopnon process of the related planning components. '

Gordon Haber, 705 Country Club Dr., Lake Oswego resident, noted he was a bicyclist. He noted a substantlal
number of people commute by bicycle.

Sid Bass, Lake Oswego, appeared to testify. He discussed his concerns related to potential population growth. He
discussed growth scenarios and used analogies to illustrate examples. He spoke to alternative transportation options
being encouraged in high density areas. Alice Schlenker thanked Mr. Bass for his active participation in the
community. Mr. Bass spoke to community coordination and intergovernmental cooperation to address natural
resource concerns in the region.

John Gronewold, 17819 NE Couch, Portland, appeared to testify. He spoke to flexibility in the Future Vision
Statement such that implementation can be feasible. He used the North Portland Costco project as an example. He
commented on traffic and congestion problems. He noted people would commute if they like the area, noting many
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people today commute from Vancouver, Washington. Members of the Commlsswn exchanged dialogue with Mr.
Gronewold on the various topics raised.

Councilor Morissette spoke to the need for flexibility. He noted roads would need to be.examined as a method to
address increased population. He advocated locating services close to communities. He stated implementation of
2040 would require accommodations. He called for affordable housing and housing options for people.

Robert Liberty stated local jurisdictions are determining who can live in an area by determlmng minimum lot sizes.
He noted if communities were providing jobs, but not providing for housing related to the jobs in the community.

Linda White, 2661 Boreland Rd., Tualatin, appeared to testify. She noted her family had been in the area for
sometime. She expressed concerns related to planning issues. She spoke to quality of life issues. She said schools
were overcapacity. She discussed amenities in the Walker’s Comner area of the region. She said the area was going
to be sited for development. She expressed concerns about water quality. She recognized change would occur and
innovative ways needed to be developed to address the problems associated with change.

Carl Hoffman, 6695 S. Glennwood Court, Lake Oswego, appeared to testify. He discussed what attracted him to the
area specifically, large lot sizes. He spoke to the rise in housing prices and development in the area. He used
European analogies. He stated in Holland housing was very limited and young people lived in massive apartment
complexes operated by the government. He said few people would be able to afford housing in the region. He said

- parks and natural areas needed to be provided for apartments and large housing developments.

Catherine Mathias, 623 6th St., Lake Oswego, stated she concurred with Linda. She called for helping people
moving to the region by providing flexibility in planning. She called for neighborhood planning of communities.
She noted in her neighborhood secondary dwellings were allowed on current properties to allow for parents,
children or rental income opportunities. She advocated negatxve population growth. She called for addressing the
needs of an aging population.

'Bill Atherton recapped his summary of the meeting proceedings. He noted most people felt the area was going to be
worse. He said traffic would increase and air quality decrease. He called for a more detailed and serious discussion
about reaching the limits and carrying capacity.

Councilor McLain discussed the adoption process of the Future Vision Statement. Commission members gave
closing comments. '

Susan McLain adjourned the meeting at 9:00 p.m.

Prepared by,

Susan Lee, CMC
Council Assistant



AGENDA ITEM 5.1
Meeting Date: May 25, 1995
1995 independent financial audit plan. Presented by representatives fro KPMG Peat Marwick accounting

firm at the request of Metro Auditor, Alexis Dow. No written materials were submitted at the time agenda
was printed. . ' ‘
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AGENDA ITEM 6.1
Meeting Date: May 25. 1995

Ordinance No. 95-602
First Reading

An Ordinance Relating to Administration, Amending the Metro Code, and Declaring an Emergency.

|
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BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

ORDINANCE NO. 95-602

AN ORDINANCE RELATING TO )

ADMINISTRATION, AMENDING THE ) _
METRO CODE, AND DECLARING AN ) Introduced by Mike Burton,
EMERGENCY ) Executive Officer

THE METRO COUNCIL ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. The following sections of Metro Code Chapter 2.02 Personnel Rules are

amended as follows: R
|

(@) Section :2.02.030 is amended to read:

2.02.030 Deﬁnitions‘of Personnel Terms

(€)) "Auditor” means the elected Auditor of Metro or his/her designee.

(2)  "Council" means the elected governing body of Metro.

{(4) "Department” means a major functional unit of Metro.

)(3) "Department director” means a person responsible for the administra-
tion of a department or his/her designee.

{(6) "Division" means a major functional unit of a department.

{#) "Employee" means an individual who is salaried or who reccives wages
for employment with Metro.

A(8) "Executive Officer" means the elected Executive Officer of Metro or
his/her designee.

) "Exempt position" means a position exempt from mandatory overtime
compensation.

" "Fiscal year" means a twelve (12) month period beginning
July 1 and ending June 30.

Page 1 -- Ordinance No. 95-602
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"Flexible work schedule” means an alternative work schedule
other than the established normal work schedule, but which
includes the same number of total hours per pay period as other
full-time positions. -

"Full-time" means a position in which the scheduled?lours of
work are forty (40) hours per week and which is provided for in
the adopted budget. -

“*Hourly rate" means the rate of compensation for each hour of
work performed.

*Immediate family" means the husband, wife, son, daughier,
father, mother, brother, sister, father-in-law, mother-in-law,
grandparents or any relative living in the employee’s household.

"Layoff" means a separation from employment because of
organizational changes, lack of work, lack of funds, or for other
reasons not reflecting discredit upon the employee.

"Non-exempt" position means a position that is eligible for
overtime compensation. '

"Non-represented employee"” means an employee who is not in a
recognized or certified bargaining unit. '

"Part-time" means a position in which the scheduled hours of
work are less than forty (40) hours per week but at least twenty
(20) hours or more per week and which'is provided for in the
adopted budget. -

"Permanent employee"” means an employee who is appointed to
fill a budgeted position and who is not temporary or seasonal.
However, the term permanent does not confer any form of
tenure or other expectation of continued employment.

a920) “Permanent position” means a budgeted position which is not

temporary or seasonal. However, the term. permanent does not
confer any form of tenure or other expectation of continued
employment.

"Personnel action” means the written record of any action taken
affecting the employee or the status of his/her employment.

Page 2 -- Ordinance No. 95-602
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"Personnel director" means the employee appointed by the
Executwe Officer to administer the prov1sxons of this chapter

"Personnel file" means an employee’s official personnel file
* which is kept in the office of personnel.

"Personnel Procedures Manual" means a manual developed by
the office of personnel and approved by the Executive Officer to
implement the policies and provisions of this chapter.

"Probationary period" means a continuation of the screening
process during which an employee is required to demonstrate
fitness for the position to which the employee is appointed or
promoted. Successful completion of any probationary period is
for Metro’s internal screening process only and does not confer
any form of tenure or other expectation of continued employ-
ment. .

"Probationary employee" means an employee serving any period
of probation.

"Promotion" means the change of an employee from a position
in one classification to a position in another classification having
a higher maximum salary rate.

P28 "Reclassification" means a change in classification of a position

" by raising. it to a class with a higher rate of pay, reducing it to a

" class with a lower rate of pay, or changing it to another class at
the same rate of pay, based upon the duties currently assigned to
an existing position or to be assigned for a vacant position. If
the position is filled, the incumbent employee is reclassified
along with the position. N

"Regular employee" means an employee who has’ successfully
completed the required initial probationary period occupymg a
permanent position.

"Reinstatement" means the return of an employee to a position
followmg a separation of employment '

"Represented employee” means an employee who isin a
recognized or certified bargaining unit,

Page 3 -- Ordinance No. 95-602
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"Resignation" means voluntary separation from employment.

"Seasonal employee” means an employee who is employed
during peak seasons of the year and who may be scheduled as
- needed during the remainder of the year. -

"Separation” is the cessation of employment with Metro not
reflecting discredit upon the employee.

“Status" refers to the standing of an employee.

"Temporary employee" means a nonstatus employee appointed

‘ for the purpose of meeting emergency, nonrecurring or short-

; term workload needs, or to replace an employee during an

' approved leave period, for a period not to exceed 1,044 hours
within a fiscal year, excluding interns, work-study students, and
CETA employees, or similar federal and state employment
programs. :

"Termination" means the cessation of employment with Metro.

"Volunteer" means an individual serving in a non-paid voluntary
status. ' '

"Work schedule” means the assignment of hours of work by a
supervisor.

(b)  Section 2.02.080 is amended to read:

2.02.080 Recruitment and Appointment

(@) * All promotions and appointments to vacancies shall be based on the require-
ments of the position and organizational and operational needs.

()  Recruitment efforts will be coordinated by the office of personnel in coopera-
tion with the hiring department. Recruiting publicity will be distributed through appropriate
media and/or other organizations to meet affirmative action guidelines. Such publicity will
indicate that Metro is an affirmative action, equal opportunity employer and will be designed
to attract a sufficient number of qualified applicants. :

(c) Internal Recruitments. A regular employee who has successfully completed
his/her initial probationary period may apply for vacant positions and will be considered as
an internal applicant. Temporary employees must have completed a competitive recruitment
and selection process through the office of personnel to be considered as an internal .

Page 4 -- Ordinance No. 95-602

¢

lb



applicant. All apphcatlons wﬂl be considered wnhout prejudice to the1r present positions.
Regular, regular part-time and temporary employees who apply will be given first consider-
ation in filling a vacant position. Notice of internal recruitment shall be posted not less than
five (5) working days to allow for receipt of applications.

(d)  General Recruitment. If the vacancy is not filled as a result of inteT‘nal :
recruitment, recruitment outside the agency will commence. The period of general recruit-
ment shall be not less than ten (10) working days to allow for receipt of applications.

this chapter. However, the appointment of all department
and the general counsel;-er-ether-positions-whe-report-to

must be confirmed by a majority of the Council
prior to the effective date of each such appointment or promotion.

® All appointments of employees to the office of the Executlve Officer shall be
the sole responsibility of the Executive Officer.

@® Al appointments of employees to the Council department shall be the sole
responsibility of the Presiding Officer of the Council.

(h)  All appointments of employees to the ofﬁce of Auditor shall be the sole
responsibility of the Auditor.

fsta#f—m—the—e?ﬁee—ef—the—E—xeeutwe—Gfﬁeer—-de art-

tive Off staff in the office of the Auditor, and staff in the Counc1l
ithout going through the normal recruitment and selection process. AH

®

ment directors,

&t shall serve at the pleasure of the Executive Officer.

AH—eppemted—sS hall serve at the pleasure of the Auditor. Al
appemted—sStaff in the Council departmenti

shall serve at the pleasure of the Council.
(c) Section 2.02.325 is amended to read:

2.02.325 Definitions of Personnel Terms
0)) "Council" means the elected governing body of Metro.

- (2)  "Department” means a major functional unit of Metro.

Page 5 -- Ordinance No. 95-602
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€)
)

- ®
©

0
®
)

(10)

(11)

(12)

(13)

(14)

(15)

"Department director” means a person responsible for the administra-
tion of a department or his/her designee.

"Dismissal" means the termination of employment for cause (see
Termination). ' -

*Division" means a major functional unit of a department.

“Employee" means an individual who is salaried or who receives wages
for employment with Metro. -

"Executive Officer" means the elected Executive Ofﬁcér of Metro or
his/her designee. - '

"Exempt position" means a position exempt from mandatory overtime
compensation.

"Fiscal year" means a twelve (12) month period beginning July 1, and
ending June 30.

"Full-time" means a position in which the scheduled hours of work are
forty (40) hours per week and which is provided for in the adopted
budget. .

"Non-exempt" position means a position that is eligible for overtime
compensation. :

“Part-time" means a position in which the scheduled hours of work are
less than forty (40) hours per week but at least twenty (20) hours or
more per week and which is provided for in the adopted budget.

"Permanent employee" means an employee who is appointed to fill a
budgeted position and who is not temporary or seasonal. However, the

“term permanent does not confer any form of tenure or other expectation

of continued employment.

"Permanent position” means a budgeted position which is not tempo-
rary or seasonal. However, the term permanent does not confer any
form of tenure or other expectation of continued employment.

"Personnel Action" means the written record of any action taken
affecting the employee or the status of his/her employment.
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(16)

- an

(18)

(19)

20)

1)

(22)
(23)

24)

-"Personnel dlrector" means the employee appointed by the Executlve

"Personnel file" means an employee’s official personnel file which is
kept in the office of personnel.

*Probationary period" means a continuation of the screening process
during which an employee is required to demonstrate fitness for the
position to which the employee is appomted or promoted. Successful
completion of any probationary period is for Metro’s internal screening
process only and does not confer any form of tenure or other expecta-
tion of continued employment.

“Reclassification" means a change in classification of a position by
raising it to a class with a higher rate of pay, reducing it to a class with
a lower rate of pay, or changing it to another class at the same rate of
pay, based upon the duties currently assigned to an existing position or
to be assigned for a vacant position. If the position is filled, the
incumbent employee is reclassified along with the position. '

"Regular employee" means an employee who has successfully complet-
ed the required initial probationary period occupying a permanent
position.

“Represented employee" means an employee who is in a recognized or
certified bargaining unit.

"Resignation" means voluntary separation from employment.
"Status" refers to the standing of an employee.

"Termination" means the cessation of employment with Metro, whether
or not for cause.

Section 2. The foilowing sections of Metro Code Chapter 2.04 Metro Contract
Procedures are amended as follows:

(@  Section 2.04.010 is amended to read:

2 04.010 Definitions

(a) . "Competitive bids or bids" means a competitive offer in which price and
conformance to specification will be the award criteria.
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" means the Council is the Contract Review
with the powers described in ORS chapter

(®) "Contract Review Board or Bo
Board for i i istriet]
~ 279 and section 2.04.020 of this chapter.

(@  "Emergency" means an emergency for the purpose of this chapter means the
occurrence of a specific event or events that could not have been reasonably foreseen and
prevented, and which require the taking of prompt action to remedy the condition and
thereby avoid further physical damage or harm to individuals or the occurrence of avoidable
costs.

(d  "Emergency contracts" means a contract may be exempt from the competitive
bidding process if an emergency requires prompt execution of a contract, but only if the
contract is limited to remedying the emergency situation. S

¢e){fj "Exemptions from competitive bidding" means exemptions include any

exemption or exception from the regular competitive bidding process for Public Contracts as
defined in ORS 279.011 to 279.061, this chapter, and any exemption made by .the Board
pursuant to section 2.04.041 of the Code. '

(] "Intergovernmental Agreement” means a written agreement with any other unit

or units of federal, state or local government for the performance of any or all functions and
activities that a party to the agreement, its officers or agencies, have authority to perform.
"Unit of local government" includes a county, city, district or other public corporation,
commission, authority or entity organized and existing under statute or city or county
charter. (ORS 190.003 Definitions for ORS 190.003 to 190.110.) As outlined in ORS
190.010, the agreement may provide for the performance of a function or activity:

¢)) By a consolidated departmént;

(2) By jointly providing for administrative officers;

(3) By means of facilities or equipment jointly constructed, owned, leased
or operated;

@ By one of the parties for any other party; or

5) By a combination of the methods described in numbers (1) through (4)
above.
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"Notice of Award" means written communication to a responsive, responsrble_

‘bidder or proposer stating that their bid or proposal has been conditionally determined to be
the lowest, responsive, responsible bid or most responsive proposal and that the district
intends to enter into a contract upon completron by the bidder/proposer of all required

conditions.

-

@i "Personal Services Contract" means:

(1)  The following are personal services contracts:

A)

(B)

©

D)

(E)

Contracts for services performed as an independent contractor in
a professional capacity, including but not limited to the services
of an accountant, attorney, architectural or land use planning
consultant, physician or dentist, registered professional engineer,
appraiser or surveyor, passenger aircraft pilot, aerial photogra-
pher, timber cruiser, data processing consultant or broadcaster.

Contracts for services as an artist in the performing or fine arts,
including but not limited to persons identified as photographer,
film-maker, painter, weaver or sculptor.

Contracts for services of a specialized, creative and research-
oriented, noncommercial nature, including, but not limited to,
contracts funded by specially designated Metro revenue sources

such.as the "One Percent Well Spent” program to fund innova-
tive recycling projects.

Contracts for services as consultant.

Contracts for educational and human custodial care services.

(2)  The following are not personal services contracts:

(A)

®) .

Contracts, even though in a professional capacity, if predomi-
nantly for a product, e.g., a contract with a landscape architect

to design a garden is for personal services, but a contract to

design a garden and supply all the shrubs and trees is predomi-
nantly for a tangible product. '

A service contract to supply labor which is of a type that can
generally be done by any competent worker, e.g., janitorial,
security guard, crop spraying, laundry and landscape mainte-
nance service contracts.
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(C)  Contracts for trade-related activities considered to be labor and
materials contracts.

(D): Contracts for services of a trade-related activity, even though a
- specific license is required to engage in the activity. _Examples
* are repair and/or maintenance of all types of equipment or
- : . structures. o

(k) "Public agency" means any agency of the federal government, state of Oregon,
- or any political subdivision thereof, authorized by law to enter into public contracts and any
public body created by intergovernmental agreement. :

.other than agreements which are for personal services. Public contracts may be obtained by
~ purchase order as determined by the Executive Officer. ‘

{m) "Public improvement" means projects for construction, reconstruction or major
renovation on real property by or for a public agency. "Public improvement" does not
include emergency work, minor alteration, ordinary repair or maintenance in order to
preserve a public improvement.

@{fij "Purchase Order" means a public contract for purchase of goods in any

amount, or for goods and services $500 or less, or for services $500 or less.

¢m){0) "Request for Proposals or RFP" means a request for proposals is the process
described in section 2.04.050, "Personal Services Contracts." This process may be used for
public contracts only when the Board has granted an exemption for that type of contract or
for a particular contract as set out in section 2.04.041, "Requirement of Competitive
Bidding, Exemptions.” The Board may adopt a particular RFP process for a particular
contract by setting forth the amendments in the exemption approval.

){p) "Sole Source Contracts” means contracts for which it can be documented there

is only one qualified provider of the required service or material. '
()  Section 2.04.030 is amended to read:

2.04.030_Rules and Procedures Governing All Personal Services-and Public Contracts

(@ Applicability. All personal services contracts and public contracts are subject
to the applicable selection, review and approval procedures of this chapter.
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H—P I Services-EvaluationE

contracts shall be rev1ewed as follows
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| (1)  Any contract which deviates from a standard contract form, exceeds
$25,000 for a personal services contract or a public contract, or is with
another public agency must be reviewed by the general counsel.

- 2 Contracts involving federal or state grant funds must be revigwed by
the i & 2 T,

{G) Disadvantaged Business Program. All contracting and purchasing is subject to

the Metro Disadvantaged Business Enterprise Program. Metro will take affirmative action to

Enterprises. The Centracts-Division-of-the

will maintain a directory of disadvantaged
businesses which shall be consuited and used in all contracting and purchasing of goods and
services. If a disadvantaged business is included in the directory that appears capable of
providing needed goods or services, that business should be contacted and given an opportu-
nity to compete for Metro business. Contracts awarded subject to the program may be
exempted from the competitive bidding process by resolution of the Contracting Review
Board.oo000

do business with Disadvantaged

such monthly report need not include purchase orders under $500.

()(8) Federal/State Agency Approval. When required by federal or state law or
regulations, review-and approval of Metro contracts shall include prior concurrence or
approval by appropriate federal or state agencies.

@){f] No contract or contract amendment may be approved or executed for any

amount in excess of the amount authorized in the budget. -

(c) Section 2.04.040 is amended to read:

2.04.040 Public Contracts, General Provisions

_ @) Competitive Bidding. Metro may enter into an intergovernmental agreement
with the State of Oregon to make purchases from State Price Agreement established by the
State of Oregon by competitive bids. Metro may purchase directly from these price
agreements that are based on the state’s competitive bids. Unless exempt from public
bidding, all other public contracts shall be awarded to the lowest, responsive, responsible
bidder responding to competitive bids by Metro.

®) Oregon Preference. In all public contracts, the district shall prefer goods or
services that have been manufactured or produced in Oregon if price, fitness, availability and
quality are otherwise equal. Where a contract in excess of $10,000 is awarded to a contrac-
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tor not domiciled or registered to do business in Oregon, the initiating department shall
assure compliance with the provisions of ORS 279.021.

© Rejection of Bids. The Executive Officer er-the-Deputy-Executive-Officer
may reject any bid not in compliance with all prescribed public bidding procedures and
- requirements and may, for good cause, reject any or all bids upon a finding that it is in the
public interest to do so, for example, when all bids exceed the budget or estimate for that

prOJect

(d) Bonds. Unless the Board shall otherwise provide, bonds and bid security
requirements are as follows:

(1) Bid security not exceeding ten percent (10%) of the amount bid for the
contract is required unless the contract is for $25,000 or less.

(2)  For public improvements, a labor and materials bond in an amount
equal to one hundred percent (100%) of the contract price is required |
for contracts over $15,000.

(3)  For public improvements, a performance bond in an amount equal to
one hundred percent (100%) of the contract price is required for
contracts over $10,000. If the contract is under $50,000, the perfor-
mance bond and labor and material bond may be one bond; if the
contract is $50,000 or more, there shall be two (2) bonds.

(4)  Bid security, labor and material bond and performance bond may be
required even though the contract is of a class not identified above, if
the Executive Officer determines it is in the public interest.

) Bid security and labor and performance bonds will not be required for
food products procured pursuant to section 2.04.090.

(6)  Bid security and bonds may be provided in the form of a surety bond
cash, cashier’s check or certified check. :

(d)  Section 2.04.043 is amended to read:
2.04, Public Contracts Between $2 and $25
(a) Selection Process. Unless completely exempt from competitive bidding under
section 2.04.041, when the amount of the contract is $2,500 or more, but not more than
" $25,000, the district must obtain a minimum of three (3) competitive quotes. The district

shall keep a written record of the source and amount of the quotes received. If three (3)
quotes are not available, a lesser number will suffice provided that a written record is made
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of the effort to obtain the quotes. “Prior to selecting any contractor for a public contract
greater than $10,000, but not more than $25,000%, the contracting department shall notify the
Department-of-General-Serviees; of the nature of the proposed contract,
the estimated cost of the contract, and the name of the contact person. The Department-of
ieespry shall publish notice of the intent.to solicit competitive
quotes, including a summary information supplied by the contracting department. No
contract selection may be made until at least five (5) days after such publication and after

consideration of all quotes received.

(1)

the E ive O : h ’ A
" General-Services-may-sign-eontraets: No contract may be approved or

executed for any amount in excess of the amount authorized in the
budget. ‘ '

() All contracts are subject to the rules and procédures> of section 2.04.030,

~ "Rules and Procedures Governing Personal Services and Public Contracts."

(€) - Section 2.04.044 is amended to read:
2.04.044 Public Contracts Over $25,000

@ Selection Process. Unless exempt from competitive bidding by section
1, the following competitive bidding procedures shall apply to all contracts

@){1) A request for bids will be advertised in the manner required by law and

in a local minority newspaper, and in any appropriate trade magazine.
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Additional advertlsement may be appropriate dependlng upon the nature
- of the contract.

~I

: recelved

() Approval Process. All initial contracts with a contract price of more than
$25,000 shall be appfeved—&nd executed by the Executive Ofﬁcer-ef-Bepaty—E*ee&ave

eeﬁ&aets—ef—s%;gggr No contract may be approved or executed for any amount in excess of
the amount authorized in the budget.

©) | Within thirty (30) days of award of a constructlon contxact the Geﬂtfaete

required by ORS 279.363.

(d All contracts are subject to the rules and procedures of section 2.04.030, ‘
"Rules and Procedures Governing Personal Services and Public Contracts."

()  Prior to the award of a contract to any bidder other than the apparent low
bidder the Executive Officer shall obtain the prior approval of the Contract Review Board.

() Section 2.04.051 is amended to read:

2.,04.051 Personal Services Contracts Under $2,500

(@) Selection Process. For personal services contracts of less than $2,500, the
department director shall state in writing the need for the contract. This statement shall
include a description of the contractor’s capabilities in performing the work. Multiple
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Proposals need ot b e ~—This-statement-will-be-kept-in-the-Department-of Finance
®)  Approval Process. For personal services contracts of less than $2,500, the

director qof the initiating department, or a designee of the director approved by the ] Executive
Officer, may sign contracts if the following conditions are met:

Q) A standard contract form is used.

(2)  Any deviations to the contréct form are approved by the general
counsel. ;

(€)) The expenditure is authorized in the budget.
(4  The contract does not further obligate district beyond $2,500.
(5)  The appropriate scope of work is attached to the coniract.

(6)  The Contract is for an entire project or.puréhase; not a portion of a
project or purchase which, when complete, will amount to a cost of
$2,500 or more. -

(7)  No contract may be approved or executed for any amount in excess of
the amount authorized in the budget.

(c) All contracts are subject to the rules and prbcedures of section 2.04.030,
wRules and Procedures Governing Personal Services and Public Contracts." ~

(& Section 2.04.052 is aménded to read:
2.04.052 Personal Services Contracts Between $2,500 an_d 25,000

‘

@y Svelection Process. For personal services contracts $2,500 or more but not
more than $25,000, the department director shall use the following process:

(1) Proposals shall be solicited from at least three (3) potential contractors
who, in the judgment of the department director, are capable and :
. qualified to perform the requested work. Prior to sélecting any con-
v : tractor for a personal services contract greater than $10,000 but not
more than $25,000, the contracting department shall notify the Bepart-
frent-of-General-Servieesprocuren ' of the nature of the

contact person. The ] ‘
0 shall publish notice of the intent to solicit competitive proposals,
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including a summary of the information supplied by the contracting
department. No contract selection may be made until at least five (5)
days after such publlcatlon and after consideration of all proposals
received.

(2)  The initiating department shall document the fact that at least three (3)
- proposals have been solicited. Preferably, the proposals should be
written, but this is not required. The district reserves the right to reject
any or all proposals for any reason.

(3)  Evaluation, as determined by the department director, may require oral
presentations and shall include use of a contractor evaluation form.
The objective is the highest quality of work for the most reasonable
price. The quality of the proposal may be more important than cost.

"(4)  Personal Services Evaluation Form. The personal services evaluation
form shall document the reasons for the selection. Proposals shall be
- evaluated according to predetermined criteria. The evaluation process
may include the evaluators assigning a quantifiable score on how each
aspect of a proposal meets the predetermined criteria. The contract
may be awarded to the firm receiving the highest average score.

(5) Notification of selection or rejection shall be made in writing after final
‘review by the initiating department.

(b) Review Process After selectlon and prior to approval the ust be

revrewed by the

(c) Approval Process. Fer—eContracts of $2, 500 or more—efthers ali

geﬂefa}-semees—ﬁ’ray—srgn—eentﬂet&——No contract may be approvcd or executed for any

amount in excess of the amount authorized in the budget.

(d) All contracts are subject to the rules and procedures of section 2.04.030,
"Rules and Procedures Governing Personal Services and Public Contracts."

(h) Section 2.04.053 is amended to read:

2.04.053 Personal Services Contracts of More than $25,000

.(a) Selection Process. For perscnal services contracts of $25,000 or more an
evaluation of proposals from potential contractors shall be performed as follows:
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(1)

@

@)

“)

OF

(6)

Q)

A request for proposals shall be prepared by the initiating department
and shall be reviewed by the general counsel and the procurement
officer. Where appropriate, notice of the.request shall be published in
a newspaper of general circulation or in trade magazines. In addition,
Metro shall notify in writing at least three (3) potential contractors,
who, in the judgment of the department director, are capable and .
qualified to perform the requested work. The initiating department will
be responsible for maintaining the file and making the appropnate
notification.

All requests for proposals shall at a minimum contain a description of
the project and a brief summary of the project history, contain a
detailed proposed scope of work or other specifications setting forth
expected performance by the contractor, include a descnptlon of the
criteria that will be utilized to evaluate proposals and the estimated
budget for the project.

Evaluations of proposals shall include use of a contract evaluation
form. The use of an oral interview or an evaluatlon team is recom-
mended.

Personal Services Evaluation Form. The personal services evaluation
form shall document the reasons for the selection. Proposals shall be
evaluated according to predetermined criteria. The evaluation process
may include the evaluators assigning a quantifiable score on how each
aspect of a proposal meets the predetermined criteria. The contract
may be awarded to the firm receiving the highest average score.

After evaluation is complete, the department director will recommend
final selection

General-Serviees.

S

Notifications of selection and rejection shall be made in writing by the

initiating department.

Personal services contracts with the scope of work must be approved by
the department head and then forwarded to the Centracts-Division-of
cer for internal

review and execution. General counsel review is required.

®) Approval Process. All initial contracts with a contract price of greater than
$25,000 shall be appfeved-&nd—executed by the Executrve Ofﬁcer-er—Deputy-E*eeus%
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eeﬂ&&eﬁs—ef—mefe-thaﬂ—silS-GOO—No contract may be approved or executed for any amount

in excess of the amount authorized in the budget

(0)

"Rules and Procedures Govemrng Personal Services and Public Contracts. "

All contracts are subject to the rules and procedures of section 2.04.030,

-t

@ Section 2.04.054 is amended to read:

2.04.054 Personal Services Contract Extensions and Amendments

(@)

(b)

)

@)

A)

Selection Process

A personal services contract may be renewed without receiving compet-
itive proposals if the contractor is performing a continuing activity for -
the agency. This applies, but is not limited to contracts for construc-
tion observation, public relations consulting, outside legal counsel and
annual auditing. Except as provided in subsection (2) below, competi-
tive proposals must be solicited for these services at least once every
three (3) years and annually if the contractor proposes

a price or rate increase of more than ten percent (10%) over the prev1-
ous year.

Personal services contracts may be renewed, extended or renegotiated
without soliciting competitive proposals if, at the time of renewal,
extension or renegotiation, there are fewer than three (3) potential
contractors qualified to provide the quality and type of services re-
quired and the initiating department makes detailed findings that the
quality and type of services required make it unnecessary or impractical
to solicit proposals. - '

In addition to the requirements of this subsection, any contract amend-
ment or extension exceeding $10,000 shall not be approved unless the
Contract Review Board shall have specifically exempted the contract
amendment or extension from the competitive procurement procedures
of section 2.04.053. '

Approval Process
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amendments—&nd—e*tenﬁens— No contract amendment or extensmn may ‘
be approved for an amount in excess of the amount provided for in the
budget.

(c) All contracts are subject to the rules and procedurea of section 2.04.030,
"Rules and Procedures Governing Personal Services and Public Contracts."

() Section 2.04.090 is amended to read:

2.04.090 Food Items and Food Service Contracts
(a)‘ Selection Process
(1)  All food items and food service contracts will be procured through

competitive bidding, except as provided in sections (2) through (5)
below.

2 Competitive bldS or quotes are not required when food items other than
those routlnely stocked by a Metro department are needed for requested
catering services.

(3) - Competitive bids or quotes are not required for fully or partially
prepared food items which require:
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(A)  The use of a specific recipe provxded and/or developed in con-
junction with a Metro department; or

(B)  The use of a proprietary recipe or formula which is the property
- of a vendor. _
- In the event a procurement is made pursuant to the exception listed in
this section (3), the initiating department must document that the food
product is within the criteria set out in 3)(A) or (3)(B).

(4  (A) Purchases of the following food products may be limited to
vendors who have been prequalified according to the procedures
set out at section (4)(B) below:

@) Groceries, i.e., food items that are purchased in a pre-
served state (e.g., canned or frozen);

(ii) - Meat and poultry;
(i) Produce. |

(B)  Upon a determination by the Executive Officer that it is in the
best interest of Metro to purchase the food products listed in
(4)(A) from pre-qualified vendors, the agency may develop a
pre-qualified suppliers list. The initiating department shall make
reasonable efforts to inform known companies which provide the
required food products that a pre-qualification process will be
conducted. At a minimum, the initiating department’s efforts
shall include the publication of an invitation to pre-qualify in at
least one (1) newspaper of general circulation, a local minority
newspaper and any appropriate trade publications in the area.
The invitation to pre-qualify shall specify the deadline for sub-
mission of pre-qualification applications; minimum standards
which must be met to pre-qualify as a potential supplier; and .
shall provide an estimate of the quantity of the product which
may be required during a designated time period. All vendors
who submit the documentation required in the invitation to pre-
qualify shall be listed as pre-qualified suppliers of the food
products covered by the solicitation unless the agency disquali-
fies the prospective vendor upon a finding that:

@) The vendor does not have sufﬁment financial ability to’
- perform the contract;
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(ii) The vendor does not have the equiprﬁent available to.
perform the contract; '

~ (i) The vendor does not have key personnel available of
sufficient experience to perform the contract; or

- : (iv)  The vendor has repeatedly breached contractual obliga- |
tions to public and private contract agencies.

In the event a prospective is disqualified, the agency shall notify
the vendor in writing. The notice shall specify the reasons for
the disqualifications and shall inform the vendor of its rights to
a hearing under ORS 279.043 and 279.045.

Vendors who fail to meet the above criteria during the period
covered by the prequalified vendor list may be disqualified from
the pre-qualified vendor list.

(C)  Monthly firm price quotes shall be required of all pre-qualified
suppliers. Once a pre-qualified vendor list has been created, all
" food products listed in section (4)(A)(i) through (iii) shall be
ordered from the pre-qualified supplier whose products meet the
minimum product specification and who submits the lowest price
quote for the period covered by the required monthly price .
quote. In the event the supplier that submits the lowest price
quote is unable to provide the ordered products, the food prod-
ucts may be ordered from the supplier whose quote is the next
lowest and whose products meet the minimum product specifica-
tions. ’

D A pre-qualiﬁed supplier may be removed from the pre-qualified
suppliers list for any of the reasons listed in section (4)(B)
-above. : :

(E)  Pre-qualification lists shall be opened annually for prospective
suppliers to submit the documentation required for placement on
the pre-qualified suppliers list. Placement on the pre-qualified
suppliers list will be for a period of three years, unless-a suppli-
er is removed for one of the reasons listed in section (4)(B)
above.

(5)  Competitive bids or quotes are not required for food items which the
Executive Officer authorize for a market test. A market test is used to
determine whether a food item should be added to the district’s menu
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or to develop the spemﬁcatlons for a particular food item. The test
should clearly define the period of time for the market study, not to
exceed one (1) year, and the statistical method used to determine the
value of the food item as part of the regular menu. A written report
shall be made and a copy placed in the district’s central contract files.
If a market test food item is accepted for regular sales, it will be
subject to the appropriate competitive purchase procedures described
under section 2.04.090. If a food product identified during a market
test fits within one of the product categories identified in subsection (3) -
above, the food product may be procured without competitive bids or
quotes. ‘

(b) Review Process. After selection and prior to approval, the contract must be

reviewed by the director of Finance and Administration.

© Approval Process '

)

@

$2,500 and Under. All contracts and amendments and extensions
which are $2,500 or less or which result in a total contract price of
$2,500 or less may be approved by the director of the initiating depart-
ment or by a designee of the director approved by the Executive
Officer if the following conditions are met:

(A) A standard contract form is used.

(B)  Any deviations to the contract form are approved by the general
counsel

(C) The expenditure is authorized in the budget.

(D) © The contract does not further obligate the district beyond
$2,500.

(E) The appropriate scope of work is attached to the contract.
(F)  The contract is for an entire pfoject or purchase; not a portion

of a project which, when complete, will amount to a cost not
greater than $2,500.

Qver $2,§g!! All contracts and amendments
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3) Exceptions. Emergency contract extensions and amendments may be
approved by the Executive Officer or his/her designee.

-

(d  All contracts are subject to the rules and procedures of section 2.04.030,
"Rules and Procedures Governing Personal Services and Public Contracts."

Section 3. Metro Code Section 9.01.070 Emergency Succession is amended to read:

2,521,079 Emergency Successw In the event of the death of the Executive Officer or the
tion of a vacancy in that ofﬁce the epart:

shail in emergency session desxgnate a qualified person to so serve 0

Section 4. Emergency Clause

_This ordinance being necessary for the health safety or welfare of the Metro area, for
the reason that the administrative reorgamzauon effected by this ordinance will save '
substantial resources an emergency is declared to exist and this ordinance shall be effective
upon adoption by the Council.

" ADOPTED by the Metro Council this day of -, 1995,

J. Ruth McFarland, Presiding Officer

ATTEST:

Recording Secretary

gl

1229
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AGENDA ITEM 7.1
Meeting Date: May 25, 1995
Resolution No. 95-2154

Before the Contract Review Board

For the Purpose of Requesting the Solicitation of Competitive Bids Pursuant to Metro Code Section
. 2.04.043 for “REGGIE", A Regional Government Information Exchange Network.
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STAFF REPORT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF REQUESTING THE SOLICITATION OF
- COMPETITIVE FIDS PURSUANT TO METRO CODE SECTION
~2.04.043 FOR “REGGIE,” A REGIONAL GOVERNMENT -
INFORMATION EXHANGE NETWORK

Date: May 25, 1995 Presented by Ann Clem
- FACTUAL BACKGROUND ANb ANALYSIS .

The Information Services Strategic Plan , completed this fiscal year, identifies
Metro’s need for high speed computer linkages to other governments’
computer systems. Such a Wide Area Network (WAN) can support many of
the network services available on a Local Area Network (LAN) such as the
one in use at Metro. A diagram of the proposed network is included.

The South/North LRT project currently has the greatest need for linking the
12 locations involved in the planning and environmental phase of this
project. A large quantity of work is being jointly authored via Fax and hand
carried floppy diskettes.

Grant funds are available from WSDOT to cover the costs of connecting the
12 sites and also the monthly U. S. West Communications charges for three
years. The maximum project cost is $125,633. These funds must be expended
on the capital items before June 30, 1995. Council approval is sought for
immediate issuance of a Request for Bids (RFB). An amendment to the
budget will come before the Council on June 8, 1995 for a capital outlay of

$44,960.

Therefore, a trial phase is proposed connecting the 12 offices involved in light rail
projects. The ability to electronically transfer documents, GIS maps and
communicate through e-mail will produce immediate benefits. These offices
include:

City of Portland, Department of Transportation

Tri-Met Central Office

C-TRAN (Clark County)

Regional Planning Council (Clark County)

Oregon Department of Transportation, Metro Region Offlce
Metro Regional Center

Clackamas County

Multnomah County

City of Milwaukie

0 City of Vancouver

SO PN LN
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© 11. Washington Department of Transportation
12. Oregon City :
For cost reasons, this first phase will employ less expensive medium speed
technology to evaluate effectiveness for large file transfers such as RLIS maps,
drawings and photographs. Services will be purchased from US West _
Communications, employing their Frame Relay technology.

We have chosen an acronym for this network - REGGIE-- for Regional
Government Information Exchange. If this initial phase proves to be cost justified,
it establishes the base for a broadening of REGGIE that could provide an “Internet
like” telecommunications network for governments in this region. Information
exchange will be instantaneous, presenting new possibilities for intergovernmental
~coordination and communication.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S RECOMMENDATION

The Executive Officer recommends adoption of Resolution No. 95-2154

YO



BEFORE THE METRO CONTRACT REVIEW BOARD
FOR THE PURPOSE OF REQUESTING ) RESOLUTION NO. 95-2154
THE SOLICITATION OF COMPETITIVE )
BIDS PUESUANT TO METRO CODE ) Introduced by Mike Burton,
SECTION 2.04.043 FOR "REGGIE," ) Executive Officer -
A REGIONAL GOVERNMENT )
INFORMATION EXCHANGE NETWORK )

WHEREAS, the Regional Transportation Plan has designed the South/North transit
corridor as the region’s next priority for development following completlon of Light Rail Transit
in the Westside Comdor and Hillsboro Extension; and

WHEREAS, this high pnonty project will benefit from a computer network linking the
12 bi-state governments cooperatively involved in this study via a Frame Relay data transfer
technology regional computer network which has been dubbed "REGGIE;" and

WHEREAS, there are grant funds from the Washington Department of Transportation
available to cover the maximum expected costs of $125,633 for the procurement, installation,
and three (3) years of telecommunications charges projected as outlined in Exhibit A attached,
if the hardware and software is purchased prior to June 30, 1995; and

WHEREAS, Section 2.04.041 (c) of the Metro Code allows the Contract Review Board
to exempt a specific contract from one form of competitive bidding, and direct the use of
alternate contracting and purchasing practices; and

WHEREAS, the formal competitive bidding process for Public Contracts Over $25,000
as defined by Metro Code Section 2.04.044 would not allow the competitive bidding and
execution of contract(s) within that timeframe, but Section 2.04.043 for Public Contracts
Between $2,500 and $25,000 would; now, therefore, :

BE IT RESOLVED THAT,

The Metro Council acting as Metro’s Public Contract Review Board, hereby approves
the solicitation of competitive bids for REGGIE, a wide area computer network between the
Metro Regional Center and the 12 governments participating in the South/North High Capacity
Transit Study pursuant to the process outlined in Section 2.04.043 of the Metro Code, and
authorizes the Executive Officer to execute the purchase order(s) and/or contract(s) necessary
to accomplish its acquisition with grant funds prior to June 30, 1995.

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this ___ day of , 1995.

J. Ruth McFarland, Presiding Officer
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REGGIE costs for Metro & 12 o'therAsites:

EXHIBIT "‘j

2) Twelve remote sites: ODOT, WashDOT, PDOT, C-TRAN, Tn-Met. RTC,

Clackamas Co, Clark Co, Multnomah Co, City of Milwaukie, City of Vancouver, and Oregon City.

3) All remote sites will be 56KBps, our site will be T1(1 44MBps)

. 4) All remote sites are within the US West LATA or are already accessable through the State of Oregon.

-One Time Monthly One Site One Site One Site One Site 10 Site
Per site: " Cost Service 1stYear 2nd Year 3rd Year  3yr Total Total
56KBps Frame relay, 1 PVC per site $375.00 $74.03 $1,263.36 $888.36 $888.36 $3,040.08 $30,400.80
FastComm monoFRAD $1,750.00 $1,750.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,750.00 $17,500.00
ACC Danube Brouter; cable, etc. $1,551.00 $1,551.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,554.00 $15,510.00
Connection Software $1,000.00 $1,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,000.00 $10,000.00
- Total $5,664.36 $888.36 $888.36 $7,341.08 $73,410.80
: One Time Monthly State State State State State
State Connection: Cost - Service ‘1st Year 2ndYear 3rd Year 3 Year Total Total
To access Mutt Co & ODOT. $975.00 $1,011.00 $13,107.00 NA N/A $13,107.00 $13,107.00
1st year costs will be picked up : . Paid by Paid by
by Reggie Project. Subsequent ISD ISD
years will be picked up by Metro ISD. Total $13,107.00 $0.00 $0.00 $13,107.00 $13,107.00
One Time Monthly Metro Metro Metro Metro- Metro
» For Metro: Cost Service 1stYear 2nd Year 3rdYear 3YearTotal  Total
T1 Frame Relay service, 10PVCs $537.00  $545.24 $7,079.88 $6,542.88 $6,542.88 $20,165.64 $20,165.64
ADTRAN T1 CSU/DSU, single port $950.00 $950.00 $0.00 $0.00 $950.00 $950.00
Two (2) Cisco Brouters $6,000.00 $6,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $6,000.00 $6,000.00
Two (2) Firewall Servers $5,000.00 $5,000.00 $0.00 " $0.00 $5,000.00  $5,000.00
Connection Software $7,000.00 i $7,000.00 $0.00  $0.00 $7,000.00 $7,000.00
o Total $26,029.88 $6,542.88 $6,642.88 $39,115.64 $39,115.64
) Grand total $125,633.44
Assumptions:
_ 1) Three year contract.

| Planning Department Budgetary Information:

. The Following Spending Authority is required from Councll.

Capital
Reggie Hardware
M&S
Reggie Network Svc
" Reggie Software .

Total

$44,960.00

$63,673.44
$17,000.00

$125,633.44
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AGENDA ITEM 8.1
Meeting Date: May 25, 1995
Resolution No. 95-2138

For the Purpose of Adopiing the 1995 Interim Federal Regional Transportation Plan (RTP).
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' Date:  April 20, 1995

To:

TPAC

From: Michael Hoglund, Transportation Planning Manager

Re:

Interim Federal RTP

TPAC will be asked to recommend approval of the Interim Federal
Regional Transportatlon Plan (RTP) at their April 28 meeting.
Attached for your review prior to the meetlng are the follow1ng
itenms: _

1.

A staff report and proposed Metro Council/JPACT resolution
recommending adoption of the federal RTP. Please note that
the resolution contains a resolve that adopts the April 199s.
draft Interim Federal RTP and an amendments report. We
anticipate changes resulting from.agency and public review.
Agreed-upon changes will be included in the amendments
report. A final federal RTP will be prepared following Metro
COunc11 adoption.

An April 19, 1995 memo from Larry Shaw, Metro Senior Assis-
tant Legal Counsel, describing a strategy to temporarily
proceed with “decoupllng state and federal RTPs. Tradi-
tionally, all state and federal requirements are met in a
single RTP. The conflict between the need to keep the RTP
current for federal purposes and the need to do more work for
state purposes, does not allow that to happen at this time.

The proposed strategy will allow the region to proceed with
adoption of an RTP to meet federal requirements and use
federal transportation funds, while recognizing additional
work is necessary to satisfy state land use and transporta-
tion planning requirements through the refined 2040 Growth
Concept, RUGGOs, and RTP phase II.

General criteria for financially constraining the RTP.
Chapter ‘7 of the draft federal RTP identifies 20-year system

. costs and revenues for both the state system and for the

“regionally significant” non-state system. ODOT has de-
veloped a general approach for prioritizing projects within
estimated revenues of an additional $410 million over the
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TPAC
April 20, 1995
Page 2

revised $1.8 billion of need. Bruce Warner presente€d their
approach to JPACT on April 13.

estimated revenues of $738 million. 1In general, the criteria
reflect the opoT approach. They recognize a significant

" shortfall and concentrate on high priority. projects that
focus on implementing the Region 2040 growth concept while
maintaining the strength of the current system.

This item and the resulting constrained system will obviously
be a major item of TPAC discussion. Metro staff, with some

. assistance from the RTP work teams, will apply the criteria

' and present a first draft of 4 constrained system at the
meeting. :

In order that we can quickly review and incorporate comments, as
appropriate, into an amendment 'document, please bring written
comments to the TPAC meeting which highlight any major issues,
comments, or suggestions. Comments can also be sent prior to the-
meeting to Tom Kloster, RTP Project Manager (mail or FAX, 797-
1794). .

The document was subject to extensive distribution upon its
release. All TpAC members and most alternates, all local juris-
dictions and transportation agencies, and a large number of
interested citizens should have copies. However, if you do not
have a copy, or would like another, please contact Jan Faraca at
797-1757.

MH: 1mk

Attachments
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STAFF REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 95-2138 FOR THE PURPOSE OF
ADOPTING THE 1995 INTERIM FEDERAL REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION
PLAN (RTP)

-’
Date: April 20, 1995 Presented by: Andrew C. Cotugno

PROPOSED ACTION

This resolution would: 1) bring the region into compliance with
federal ISTEA transportation planning regulations set forth in 23
" CFR Part 450 and 49 CFR Part 613; 2) leave the 1992 Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP) in place for the purpose of satisfying
State of Oregon plannlng requirements; and 3) establish a pOllCY
context .for merging (recoupling) the state and federal ver51ons
of the RTP in Phase II of the RTP update.

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANATLYSIS

The interim federal Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) is the
culmination of a four-month regional effort to bring the plan
into compliance with federal ISTEA regulations and establish a
policy context for Phase II of the RTP update. Key revisions
included in the federal RTP are: .

1. Updated regional transportation policy (Chapter 1 of the
federal RTP) that reflects an increased emphasis on multi-
modal transportation planning, the relationship between land:
use and transportation, demand management, new system
management technology and con51derat10n of regional

-transportatlon fundlng constraints.

2. Limited revisions to the planned regional system that reflect
multi-modal transportation considerations (including new
bicycle, transit and freight system maps in Chapter 4 of the
federal RTP) and other regional system needs that have
emerged or changed since adoption of the 1992 RTP.

3. An update of the 20-year list of needed transportation
improvements and programs (Chapter 5 of the federal RTP) that
reflects projects completed since the last major RTP update
and the revised system needs identified in Chapter 4.

4. A framework for completing a comprehensive analysis of system
performance, including the use of the intermodal and conges- °
tion management systems (Chapter 6).

5. A methodology for developing a "financially constrained"

network that is limited to current and reasonably anticipated
funding sources (Chapter 7).

47



6. A financially constrained transportation network and analysis
of how financial constraints affect the 20-year project needs
identified in the federal RTP (Chapter 7). ‘

7. An expanded discussion of outstanding issues (Chapter 8) and
ongoing RTP activities (Appendix) that will provide greater
plan continuity in future updates. :

This resolution is the first of three needed to adopted the
interim federal RTP. This resolution adopts the required federal.
transportation elements. Two companion resolutions will follow,
one addressing air quality conformity requirements (set forth in
the federal Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 (CAAA) and state DEQ
new state conformity rule), and another adopting public involve-
ment procedures for transportation planning.

In Phase II of the update, these new features of the federal RTP
will be further refined and the plan substantially revised to
address the state Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) and the
Region 2040 growth concept. Until completion of the Phase II
effort, however, the 1992 RTP will remain in effect for purposes
of state planning requirements, and the federal RTP will serve
concurrently to satisfy federal regulations. Adoption of the
interim federal RTP will allow the region to continue to use
federal funds during the Phase II process.

The public involvement program for the RTP update spans both
phases. In Phase I, public involvement activities featured the
“Choices We Make: A Regional Transportation Fair," and four
"priorities '95" town meetings held throughout the region. The
RTP Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) was also selected during
Phase I, and will continue to serve throughout Phase II of the
update. ’ '

EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S RECOMMENDATION

The Executive Officer recommends approval of Resolution No.
95-2138.

TK:bnk
95-2138.RES
4-20.95
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Date: . April 19, 1995 _
To: _ Mike Hoglund, Transportation Plahning Manager
~ From: Larry Shaw, Senior Assistant Counsel

Regarding: RTP ADOPTION STRATEGY DISCUSSION
Qur file: 10. 3 J

1992 RTP/Functional Plan - Ordinance No. 92-433 Coupled

ORS 268.390 requires that Metro adopt a state RTP, a transportation functional plan It may
contain "recommendations and requirements" for local comprehensive plans per

ORS 268.390(4). Chapter 8 contains local plan consistency and dispute resolution processes.
Functional plans must be consistent with RUGGO. So, the 1992 RTP is consistent with 1991
RUGGO, parhcularly Objective 13.

The federal "Reglonal Transportation Plan" (RTP) is now called "Metropolitan Transporta-
tion Plan" in post-ISTEA federal regulations. It is the mandatory transportation systems plan
that (1) is the basis for the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), and (2) now must be
ﬁnancmlly "constrained."”

The 1989 and 1992 RTPs coupled the federal mandatory RTP and state RTP (rnandatory
functional plan) in the same document adopted by Ordinance No. 92-433.

TIP/RTP Resolutions - Decouplmg

I understand that several prOJects brought into the TIP since 1992 by resolution have been
brought into the RTP by the same resolution. This may comply with federal law which
requires that a project must be in the RTP to qualify for the TIP. However, if this has
occurred, these RTP amendments are not yet included in the coupled RTP/Functional Plan
that was adopted by ordmance

MTP Resolution - Decouple in 1995

The ISTEA based "metropolitan transportation plan (MTP)" will be a "constrained” federal
systems plan update that uses an interim 2015 forecast derived from the 2040 Growth -
Concept proposal, not acknowledged comprehensive plans. So, it will contain post 1992
TIP-added projects and fewer long term unfunded projects. The bicycle/pedestrian mode
share will be increased based on the 1994-95 study instead of the 1985 data. Fewer areas
outside the UGB will need to be served than under comprehensive plan use policies.
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Mike Hoglund, Transportatxon Planning Manager
February 8, 1995
Page 2

Narrower South/North choices can be shown tﬂan in 1992. Adopted Westside station area
- minimum densities can be used for those areas. -

Assuming -no federal law difficulty with adoption of the MTP by resolution, the initial
‘adoption of a separate federal RTP for funding purposes in June-July 1995 would leave the
1992 RTP in place for state land use purposes until the TSP is done in mid 1996. Obviously
this would require (1) review of differences between the federal RTP and 1992 RTP (state)
for any 1995-96 comprehensive plan or project problems and (2) a short “decoupling”
ordinance amendment to clearly take the federal RTP role out of Ordinance No. 92-433.
Arguably, this would make the federal RTP resolution only a set of funding premises under
state law, not a land use decision. Federal RTP projects would still have to be in local
comprehensive plans and not inconsistent with the 1992 Functional Plan.

Federal RTP/TSP - Recoupled in 1996.

After 1995 RUGGO acknowledgment by LCDC, Urban Reserves designation, any interim
Growth Concept planning, and at the time the regional Transportation Systems Plan (TSP) is
ready in 1996, the amended federal RTP and transportation functional plan could be adopted
together by ordinance, again. The recoupled RTP/TSP functional plan and framework plan
component probably would not be appealed for its status as the federal MTP. It is likely to
be appealed on some basis for its regulatory impact as the regional TSP.

gugzﬁg Amendment Impact - July 1995

Both the refined 2040 Growth Concept and updates of RUGGO Goal II objectwes are
scheduled to be adopted into RUGGO in July 1995. That amendment action is a land-use .
decision and amended RUGGO will be submitted to LCDC for acknowledgment.

Since functional plans must be consistent with apphcable RUGGOs, state RTP update
adopted as a functional plan must comply with the RUGGO:s in effect at the time it is
adopted. Even if there is little change in the 1995 RUGGO Transportation Objective, there
would be confusion if a state RTP/Functional Plan update were adopted under amended
RUGGO:s that will be undergoing LCDC and, probably, court review. Such confusion
presents opportunities for successful appeals and LUBA remands.

Recommendation

"Decouple” the federal RTP from the 1992 Functional Plan in 1995 l&vmg it as the state
RTP and consider "recoupling” them with the TSP in 1996.

Ipj19so

cC: Tom Kloster

ho




Proposed Financial Constraint Selection Criteria
for the
Regionally Significant Non-State System
1995 Interim Federal RTP

_ Object?ve:

Develop criteria to guide allocation of re51dual capital resources to the
Regionally Significant Non-State System for the purpose of financially
constraining 1995 Interim Federal RTP. The exercise is a first cuf attempt at
developing such a system. The purposes of the exercise are 1) to define a -
system for air quality conformity purposes, and 2) to identify the funding
shortfall anticipated between forecast revenues and 20 year needs.

Assumptions:
. : Maintenance, preservauon operatmg, and routine safety needs
_are met.
. - Only projects of regional significance are eligible (as defined or

mapped in Chapters 1 and 4 of the interim federal RTP).

. The ODOT methodology will be used to constrain the state
: " system, subject to revision through the adoption process.
Criteria:

The first two criteria are borrowed from the ODOT methodology and may
have implications for the non-state system.-

1. TIP Committed. Include projects that were committed to during the
- ODOT STIP cut process (e.g., completion of Westside related Sunset
Highway projects, I-5/Kruse interchange).

2. Phases. Include second or final phases of projects which have initial
phases completed or funded (e.g., Wilsonville Interchange; 60th
Avenue Connection).

3. ATMS Plan. Similar to maintenance and safety, management of the
‘ existing system should be a top priority. The ATMS capital program of
$50 million should be completed. The $50 million includes both state
and non-state facilities. The basis for the number is ODOT’s ATMS
study which identified an $80 million, 18-year program. About $30
million is for maintenance; $50 million for capital.

4. Big Safety projects. Include major, justified safety projects as
~ determined by ODOT and jurisdictions. Projects in this category cross

51



10.

11.

12.

all modes and should identify major expenditures. which are intended
to address high accident locations with major property damage and/or
loss of life. -

Congestion > 1.0. Include projects (or phases) which address LOS areas
which are greater than 1.0 now and in the future. Generally, these are
areas with chronic congestion and minimal alternatives, either -
through land use or alternative modes, or routes or access links
identified on the RTP freight system. '

Congestion: LRT Corridors. Tolerate higher 2015 congestion (1.15 v/c)
in LRT corridors. This criteria acknowledges that higher v/c can lead
to peak hour spreading and recognizes that higher congestion can be

tolerated where alternative modes have been provided.

12040 Implementation (Roads). Fund roadways which serve major 2040

land use areas that do not conflict with above LRT objective (e.g.,

- Columbia Corridor, 217, I-5 South climbing lane, Gresham N/S arterial,

Beaverton E/W arterial, etc.). :

Geographic Coverage. 20 to 30% for each area: E. County, Clackamas,
City of Portland, Washington.

Bridges. -Maintain existing bridge system. Replace Sellwood Bridge
with constrained revenues and incorporate Multnomah County share
of HBR “big bridge” funds to downtown bridges.

Transit. Assume some level of federal flexible funding to Tri-Met for
capital to allow service expansion above 1.5 percent per year (based on
payroll tax and farebox estimates).

Note: Staff is determining the amount flexible funds necessary to .
purchase Tri-Met capital that would translate into an additional .5
percent per year growth over 10 and 20 years. The information will be

available at the April 28 meeting.

Access Oregon Highways. ODOT assumes that without significant new
revenue, none of the three AOH projects (Sunrise, Mt. Hood, Western
Bypass) will proceed. '

Pedestrian. Pedestrian needs are still being identified. High potential
pedestrian areas consistent with Region 2040 (Central City, Regional
and Town Centers, and Main Streets) should be eligible for significant
pedestrian funds. Staff will allocate funding to pedestrian deficient
2040 areas and provide a cost estimate at the meeting.

Page 2-
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13.

Information will be available at the meetzng

14..

MH
Metro
4/20/95

Bike. Define a critical bicycle network to serve Region 2040 concept and
complete gaps in high potential bicycle areas.

Note: Staff is defining the system and developmg cost estimates.

-

Freight. Fund critical priorities which maintain freight system
- mobility needs to serve high growth commodity terminals.

Page 3
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Oregon

Date: April 20, 1995 INTEROFFICE

MEMO
To: Andy Cotugno , .
- Metro " | -
- AR o
From: Dave Williams, Manager o

Transportation Analysis Unit

Subject: Financially Constrained RTP

The federally mandated financial constraint assumptions make the “Interim
Federal Regional Transportation Plan" different from past RTPs. This RTP can
include only a limited set of transportation improvements upon which air quality
conformity and subsequent TIPs can be based.

In submitting the 'attached list of improvements for inclusion in the “federal" R"I'P,
we have tried to acknowledge the full range of transportation issues facing the
region while confronting less than optimal assumptions of available revenue.

Specifically, the attached list of improvements is based upon the following
considerations: . ) :

¢ We acknowledge the priority JPACT gave to certain projects
delayed in the last TIP. -

¢  We gave priority to projects which were the second phase of
previously programmed improvements.

L 4 We propose to- continue the regional ATMS plan, albeit at a
somewhat slower pace.

¢ We have tried to address the need for efficient freight movement.

2 We tried to reflect the access néeds of regional centers inherent in
2040 plan.

4 We need to address our worst freeway safety and operational
problems. : : '

L 4 We want to implement low cost TSM improvements in several
corridors needing attention. '

7310281 (9-91)
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We want to address several partlcular bike/pedestrian improve-
ments on the state system.

We want to encourage the use of local matching funds for state-
owned arterials and NHS routes not on the state system_ which
could be a leveraging mechanism for a regional arterial program.

We need to perform reconnaissance/EIS work in several places
before specific solutions can be proposed for funding.

- I-5 North

- 1-205 Corridor

- 1-405/US 26 Connection

- AOH MIS reports

- Special freight-only treatments

Bl



ODOT Constrained Project List

TIP Committed

Us-26 Camelot - Sylvan (Phase 3)* 29.6 gillion
- Reconstruct Sunset mainline, replace Canyon Road overcrossing and
- add third lanes.

US-26 Hwy 217 - Camelot* 8.747 million

- Add 3rd lane EB, noise walls, remove Wilshire on-ramps and close local
accesses.’ :

OR-217 et Hwy - . 24.15 million

Widen Highway and structure and complete ramp work.

US-26 u vd, - * 10.2 million
- Improve freeway and ramp operations by providing 6 through lanes
between Highway 217 and Murray Blvd. interchanges and providing
westbound braided ramps between ORE 217 and Cedar Hills Bivd.

interchanges. | ' v

-5 . @Hwy. 217 (Phase 2) | *1.2 million
- Improve ramp and freeway operations by constructing Phase 2 of the
project.

* Westside Projects

Completion of Committed Projects

I-5 Wilsonville Interchange (Phase 2) ' 6.479 million
: -- Complete the interchange improvements by lengthening the ramps and
extending the storage lanes on Wilsonville Road to allow for improved
traffic operations on the freeway and on Wilsonville Road.

ATMS

Advanced Traffic Monitoring System 26.3 million

- The ATMS program will facilitate the transportation systems
management element of the RTP by metering all freeway ramps, initiating
an arterial street program, installing closed captioned television, and
commencement of an operation center.
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Ereight

US-30B NE 33rd or NE60th 8 millian

- Provide a better connection between Columbla Blvd. and Lombard
- Street to facilitate east/west commercial (freight) traffic ﬂow in the

VICII"Ilty of NE 33rd or NE 60th.
US-30B Killingsworth @ Columbia - 9.82 million

- Widen railroad overpass to improve clearances for freight movement
and provide for additional lanes on the north leg of the Columbia
Blvd. / Killingsworth Street intersection.

-84 Troutdale Interchange - Jordah Interchange (Phase 1) 7 million
- Phase 1 will widen the Sandy River Bridge and provide auxiliary
. lanes between the Troutdale and Jordan lnterchanges to improve
freeway and ramp operations.

1205 ortland Freew ' 224 (Sunrise Unit 1
(Listed under Safety and Congestion)

2040 _

OR-217 , IV Highway to 72nd 96 million
- Widen to three lanes plus auxiliary lanes each direction.

I-5 - Greeley - N. Banfield (Phase 1)

(Listed under Safety and Congestion)

Safety and Congestlon

|-5 Greeley - N, Banfield (Phase 1) : 36 million

- Eliminate severe bottleneck conditions on I-5 southbound between
Broadway and 1-84 interchanges by constructing the first phase of

a widening and ramp modification improvement to -5 in the vicinity-
of the Memorial Coliseum / Oregon Convention Center. Phase 1

will consist of constructing frontage roads to facilitate traffic flow in
the vicinity of the freeway. Phases 2 and 3 will braid the freeway
ramps between Broadway and 1-84 to improve freeway and ramp
operations.

1-205 E. Portland Freeway @ Highway 224 (Sunrise Unit 1) 114 million
2
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- Improve the congestion caused by weaving conflicts on [-205 between
the Milwaukie Expressway and the Clackamas Boring Highway and
improve the through-movement capacity and industrial access by
rebuilding the 1-205/ Highway 224 interchange and constructing a new
<timited access facility from 1-205 to Highway 212 at approximately 185th.

us-308 Killingsworth @ Columbia
- (Listed under Freight)

Westside Projects
(Listed under TIP Commltted)

Transportation System Management

ORE 99W  |-5 - Durham Road | 1 million

- Interconnect traffic signals to improve traffic progression.

Us-26 Cornell to Bethany- 0.025 million

- Provide interconnect between lnterchange traffic signals at Cornell and
Bethany to improve traffic progression.

ORE-8 (TV) 209th Ave. - Brookwood ' 0.3 million
- Interconnect traffic signals to improve traffic progressnon and reduce
delay.

ORE-43 - Hid i 0.02 million
- Interconnect traffic signals to improve traffic progression and reduce
delay.

ORE-217 B off- Is 0.341 million
' - Reduce congestion and improve freeway and ramp operation by
widening the off-ramp to provide dual left turn lanes, and by replacing the
signal controller to improve progression.

I-5 NB [-205 Exit ' ' 2 million
- Provide a two-lane off-ramp from |-5 northbound onto 1-205 to i improve
freeway and ramp operations.

Pedestrian / Bikeways

ORE-99E rrison Street - Oregon Ci ing Center 2.5 million
- Improve pedestrian safety by mstalllng Ilghtlng and constructing and
replacing sidewalks along McLoughIm Boulevard.

3
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ORE-10 (SW Beaverton-Hillsdale Hwy.) SW 65th to Hwy 217 6.075 million
- Construct bicycle lanes and sidewalks

‘OR-QQ,W (Barbur Bivd.)  Terwilliger Blvd. to Multnom' ah Blvd, 3.3 milljon

- Construct bicycle lanes and sidewalks

OR-99W (SW Barbur Blvd.) Hamilton St. to Front St. 1.9 million

- Construct bicycle lanes and sidewalks

Hall Bivd.  Qak St. to Pacific Hwy. 1 million
- Construct bicycle lanes and sidewalks

I-205 Multi-use Trail Intersection Improvements ~ 0.213.million
- Improve several street crossings along the 1-205 trail to improve bicycle
access. :

OR-8 (Canyon Road) SW 110th to SW Canyon Dr, 3.667 million

- Construct sidewalks

Overmatch

US-26 Palmquist/Orient Drive : -~ 1 million
Improve intersection.

UsS-26 - Birdsdale to Eastman . 4 million -
Widen to five lanes.

ORE-8 (TV Hwy)  200th/219th | 2.5 million
- Realign 209th on the south with 219th on the north to improve
operations. '

ORE-10 (Farmington)  209th Ave. -172nd Ave, 10.8 million

- Provide a three-lane section to improve traffic flow and safety.

ORE43  Terwilliger Intersection ' . 1.1 million

- Construct northbound left turn lane on State Street to Terwilliger;
reconfigure Terwilliger at its intersection with State Street; install traffic
signal. '

ORE-43 A Avenue Intersection 0.58 million

- Improve turning radius from A Avenue for southbound turn onto Highway
- 43, restripe turning lanes, and upgrade signal.
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ORE-43 McVey/Green Street Intersection - 1.282 million

- Construct turn lanes for both northbound and southbound traffic on

nghway 43.
- ' . ' ’ - N
ORE-43 West A Street Realignment 1.22 million
~ - Realign West A Street with Failing Street and install traffic signal.
"ORE+43 Willamette Falls Drive | , 0.165 million
- Signalize and restripe approaches to the intersection.
ORE-43 - Failing Street | 0.2 million
- Install traffic signal at Fallmg Street; close six streets on east side of
Highway 43
ORE-43 imlico Stree ' ' ~ 0.15 million
- Install traffic signal.
ORE-43  Jolie Point Road - | 0.12 million

- Install traffic signal at Jolie Point Road to complement ODOT Highway -
.43 improvements.

ORE-210 (Scholls Ferry Road) &QILS/_B:HLQES_QD_B_QQCL 12 million

- Improve the intersection of Beaverton Hillsdale Highway / Scholls Ferry
Road / Oleson Road to reduce congestion and delay and improve safety.

ORE-213 - Beavercreek Road ‘ | 10 million
- Improve regional access into developing areas in Clackamas County by
constructing an interchange at Beavercreek Road and the Oregon City
Bypass.

" ORE-213 (82nd Avenue) Schiller to Crystal Springs 5.5 million

- Implement transportation system management to improve traffic flow.
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BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

FOR THE PURPOSE OF APPROVING THE ) RESOLUTION NO. 95-2138
1995 INTERIM FEDERAL REGIONAL )
TRANSPGRTATION PLAN (RTP) ) Introduced by -

Rod Monroe, Chair
JPACT

WHEREAS, Pursuant to Title 23, Code of Federal Regulations
(CFR) Part 450 and Title 49 CFR part 613, Metropolitan Planning’
Rules, the fedérél Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency
Act (ISTEA) regulations require metropolitan planning
organizations to update transportation plans'every three years;
and |

WHEREAS, The federal iSTEA requires fihahcially constrained
plans; the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 (CAAA) requires that
metropolitan transportation plans do not result in worsened air
quality; and the American with Disabilities Act (ADA) requires
that metropolitan transportation plans address the needs of the
. disabled; and |

| WHEREAS, The interim'federal Regional Transportation Plan®
(RTP) establishes the policy framework for the region'é
transportation system and satisfies federal ISTEA regulations;
and

WHEREAS, This interim federal RTP provideé the scope for
transportation improvements eligible for funding through the
Metro Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP); and

WHEREAS, Approval by resolutioh of the federal RTP is

required to receive federal transportation planning funds; now,

therefore,

N



BE IT RESOLVED,
That the Metro Council hereby declares:

1. That the interim federal RTP, attached as Exhibit A, is

approved. -

2% fhat staff is instructed to incorporate revisions in
Exhibit B for final submittal to the Federal'Highway |
Administration (FHA) and Federal Transit Administration'(FTA) for
certification. |

3. That épprovél is contingent upon demonstréting
conformity of the federal RTP with CAAA.

4. That staff is instructed to proceed with Phase II RTP
updatelactivities to fully address both state and federal

transportation planning'requiremehts.

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this day of ' .

1995.

J. Ruth McFarland, Presiding Officer

TK:lmk
4-20-95
95-2138.RES
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AGENDA ITEM 8.2
Meeting Date: May 25, 1995
Resolution No. 95-2139 A
-

For the Purpose of Amending the FY 1995 Metro Transportation Improvement Program to Allocate $1.026
Million to Various Planning Activities and To Set Priorities for the Region 2040 Reserve.
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'STAFF_REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 95-2139A FOR THE PURPOSE OF
AMENDING THE FY 1995 METRO TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT
PROGRAM TO ALLOCATE $1.026 MILLION TO VARIOUS PLANNING
ACTIVITIES AND TO SET PRIORITIES FOR THE REGION 2040 RESERVE

Date: April 21; 1995 ~Presented by: Andrew Cotugno

PROPOSED ACTION

Adoption of this .resolution would approve allocation of $1.029
million of the Region 2040 Reserve to carry out planning activity
scheduled in the FY 96 Unified Work Program (see Exhibit A of the
Resolution). It would also eliminate the current allocation of
funds to implement ATMS priorities within the region's various
MACS corridors. The balance of these funds -- $3.2 million --
would instead be allocated to a Highway 43 MACS Corridor Reserve
fund to implement projects that will be determined ‘after comple-
tion of the OR 43 MACS Corridor Study in late FY 96 or early FY
97. Finally, it would approve, for further deliberation, a list
of projects totaling approximately $52.1 million to which the
residual Region 2040 Reserve (and miscellaneous other unallo-
cated or unobligated funds) will be considered further.

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

Source of Funds. In . January of 1994, Metro and ODOT jointly
approved reduction of the ODOT Six-Year Program in order to
balance the program against available revenue. More was cut than
was needed. After addressing priority transit needs, including
Hillsboro LRT Extension related expenses, the excess -- $16
million -~ was stored in a Region 2040 and an Alternative Mode
Reserve fund for allocation to projects supportive of the Region
2040 Land Use Concept under development at that time.

Additionally, Metro transferred the balance of anticipated FY 96
and FY 97 regional STP funds -- approximately $11 million -- into
a consolidated Region 2040 Reserve fund. .

Solicitation and Public Participation. On January 18, 1995,
Metro initiated allocation of the 2040 Reserve and Alternative

Mode funds at the Metro Transportation Fair. The funds were
described and a set of draft intermodal technical and adminis-
trative project selection criteria were circulated for comment.
In February, Metro announced a six week solicitation period for
project nominations from the region's jurisdictions and operating
agencies. Projects totaling approximately $150 million were
nominated (roughly $30 million for each county, the City of
Portland and the Port of Portland). Staff applied the technical
criteria to these projects and on April 14, 17 and 18, Metro,
Council and JPACT hosted public meetings throughout the region to
solicit public testimony on the resulting project rankings.
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Technical and Administrative Criteria. The originally released
technical criteria were revised based on comments received from
the Transportation Fair and from TPAC during regular and special
meetings throughout February and March. The final technical
criteria evaluated eight transportation modes based on five
common factors including use potential, safety, support of 2040
land use concept, cost-effectiveness and support of multiple
travel modes. The administrative criteria focused on implemen-
tation feasibility, public and jurisdiction support (including
overmatch), phasing potential, regional equity and relationship
to other scheduled projects. JPACT endorsed the criteria during
its regular March meeting. :

TIP Subcommittee Recommendation. Staff evaluated the testimony
Yeceived at the April public meetings and then applied
administrative considerations to develop a recommended list of
'$27 million worth of projects. Additionally, some $2.7 million
of miscellaneous other regional funds that to date are either
unobligated or unallocated to specific projects, including CMAQ,
MACS implementation and "0ld" FAU funds, were identified to
support some projects.

This 1list was then submitted to the TIP Subcommittee for
discussion on April 26. The Subcommittee made two recommenda-
tions. First, they recommended allocation of funds to support
Metro's FY 96 planning program. These projects require grant
approvals by July 1 and account for $1.026 million of the total
of $27 million of reserve funds.

Secondly, the Subcommittee recommended expanding the $27 million
1ist to retain a variety of projects of importance to individual
jurisdictions. They recommended that this expanded project list
be evaluated by TPAC and JPACT before arriving at a final
recommendation for the remaining $26 million. This will delay
the recommendation by approximately one month, leading to a final
allocation decision and adoption by Metro in late June rather
than late May. : : :

TPAC Action. TPAC considered the resolution at its April 28
meeting and took two actions. First, it approved allocation of
Metro's planning funds in order to ensure that July 1, 1995
grants are released. Second, it concurred with the TIP Subcom-
mittee recommendation to refine the original $150 million of
project nominations to a "short 1list" of approximately $50 mil-
lion (see Exhibit B of the resolution). TPAC noted that it would
be particularly important for jurisdictions to assess the phasing
" potential of each project on the list to ensure that critical
project objectives are met at the least cost to the total pro-
gram. This might include reduction of a request for full con-
struction to meeting PE and right-of-way needs, or reducing
project requests to construct only critical links. Staff will
‘work with the jurisdictions to obtain this information and to
revise requested funds appropriately. :

JPACT Action. JPACT considered the resolution at its May 18

meeting. The main motion to adopt the resolution was approved
with several amendments discussed below: ' .

710



Three OR 43 Projects. JPACT approved two amendments to the
resolution relative to these projects. First, the three OR
43 projects identified in Exhibit B of the resolutlon
(technically ranked 10th, 28th and 38th of 48 projects) were
removed from the short llst. Second, the resolution was
amended to allocate $3.2 million of ODOT MACS Implementation
Reserve funds to a newly created Highway 43 MACS Corridor
Study Implementation Reserve. The intent is that three
projects will be considered within the OR 43 MACS Study for
implementation and will compete against other Highway 43
Corridor projects for receipt of the newly earmarked reserve
funds. This process would also apply to two other OR 43
projects which were ranked (38th and 46th of 48) but not
recommended by TPAC for further consideration. Further
discussion of this action is contained in Attachments 1 and 2
of this Staff Report.

Mill/Henry Street LRT Connection. JPACT approved amendment
of Exhibit B to include this project on the "short list." It
had previously been ranked as a road expansion project (No.
35 of 48). At the request of the City of Beaverton, staff
re-ranked it as a Transit-Oriented Development project where .
it placed third out of elght projects. Further discussion of
this action is contained in Attachment 3 of this sStaff
Report.

Beaverton Creek Master Plan. JPACT amended Exhibit B to
include this TOD project on the short list (fourth ranked of
eight pro;ects) Further discussion of this action is
contained in Attachments 1 and 2 of this Staff Report.

Cornelius Tualatin Valley Highway Corridor Study. JPACT

. approved amendment of Exhibit B to include this unranked

study project contingent on the Legislature failing to fund
the second round TGM grant program. It was noted that the
second round TGM grants would be the most appropriate funding
mechanism for thls study.

Foster Road: 162nd to Jenne Road. JPACT approved amendment
of Exhibit B to include this project on the short list (17th

. ranked of 48). Attachment 2 discusses the project further

but overstates costs of the currently proposed phase whlch
would requlre only $600,000 (not $2.1 million).

Portland Area Telecommute. A motion to include this project
on the short list was defeated, largely because CMAQ funds
have been allocated to a 51m11ar project. The sentiment was
that results of the currently funded project should be
published before dedicating additional funds to the same type
of novel project (see Attachment 4).

The Chair discussed three other projects which received testimony
at the May 4 Metro Council hearing: the Marine Drive widening to
Terminal 6; the Hillsdale pedestrian improvements - Phases I and

II; and the Gresham pedestrian to MAX - Phase II project. No

1
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motions were made to amend the short list to include any of the
three projects. In the case of the Marine Drive project, the
Port of Portland represeritative acknowledged that the other
freight projects already on the list were of higher priority. It
was noted that the highest priority and most expensive of the
Hillsdale projects was already on the list. A City of Gresham
. representative acknowledged that the $1 million of CMAQ funds
allocated to the first phase of the pedestrian to MAX program was
sufficient for the time being. A

EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S RECOMMENDATION

The Executive Officer recommends adoption of Resolution No. 95-
2139A.
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ATTACHMENT 1

Date: May 16, 1995

To: JPACT
From: Andy Cotugno, Planning Director
Region 2040 Reserve - Short List

1

It is recommended that JPACT consider two adjustments to the
Region 2040 Reserve "Short List" as follows.

1.

Delete Highway 43 projects from consideration. ODOT has a
$3.2 million "Metropolitan-Area Corridor Study" (MACS)
reserve fund that they are prepared to commit to the High-
way 43 MACS Corridor Study, scheduled to be completed later
this year. All of the candidate Highway 43 projects now
under consideration could be considered through that MACS

study. A TIP amendment to incorporate those projects would

be required at that time. The appropriate action at this
tlme would be as follows: : .

a. Delete Highway 43 projects from the "Short List" as
reflected on Exhibit B.

b. Add a Resolve to the resolution as follows:

"That the'$3.2 million MACS Reserve is hereby committed
to implement the Highway 43 MACS Corridor Study."

- .Beaverton Creek TOD project should be considered further as

an element of the Metro TOD Program or, if a Metro TOD
Program is not funded, as a stand-alone project. It ranked
well through this process but negotiations are still underway
with the developers regarding the conditions for receipt of
these funds and CMAQ funds previously allocated to this
project. If the conditions are met, it is an appropriate
project to consider for funding. . . .

ACC:1mk
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ATTACHMENT 2

Date: May 9, 1995
To: Rod Monroe, JPACT Chair
From: vykndrew C. Cotugno, Planning Director

Re: Region 2040 Reserve Public Hearing (Resolution No. 95-
2139) :

 On May 4, 1995, the Metro.Council conducted a public hearing on
an.initial narrowing of candidate projects for the $27 million of
Region 2040 Reserve funds. Most of the testimony was in support
of projects already reflected in this resolution. As such, :
‘adoption of the resolution would be consistent with that testi-
mony. There was, however, testimony in support of the following

projects that are not-currently reflected in Resolution No. 95-
2139: ' T ’

Highway 43/A Street/Failing . . . .

CRXt 112 . . . . . $1,094,645
CRXt 13 . . . Highway 43/Failing Street . . . . . . . 140,000
PRX 3 . . . . SE Foster Road - 162 to Jenne Road. . . 2,112,900
PF 4. . . . . Marine Drive Widening to Terminal 6 . . 2,400,000
PP 1. . . . . Hillsdale Pedestrian Improvements -

Phases II and IIT . . . . . . o o e o o 600,000
MP 4. . . . . Gresham Ped. to MAX - Phase II. . . . . 481,000
WIOD 2. . . . Beaverton Creek Master Plan . . . . . . 1,000,000
. ‘ $7,828,545

JPACT and the Metro Council should consider the public testimony
and decide ‘whether or not to add any of these projects to the
initial narrowing reflected in Resolution No. 95-2139. If the
resolution is amended, they will be considered further as subse-
quent narrowing decisions are made.

ACC:1mk
Attachment

CC: . JPACT
Metro Council
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ATTACHMENT 3
PAGE 1

.NDUM

600 NE Grand, Portland, OR 97232
Phone (503) 797-1700/Fax (503) 797-1794

Date: May 12,1995
To: JPACT - -
From: Mike Hoglund, Transportation Planning Manager

Subject: $27 Million Regional Reserve; Mill Avenue/ Henry Street
.Connection Project |

Attached is a letter from Beaverton Mayor Rob Drake requesting that JPACT
include the Mill Avenue/Henry Street Connection Project in the Region 2040
Reserve Allocation - Short List (Resolution No. 95-2139, Exhibit B). Mayor
Drake will move inclusion of the project at the May 18 meeting. Consistent
with the process to ultimately identify a $27 million Region 2040 capital
program, any additions or deletions to the Exhibit B short list at this time are
subject to JPACT approval. | '

As noted in Mayor Drake’s letter, the project has been re-ranked using transit
oriented development (TOD) criteria. The City noted that the project is a key
component of its development objectives for the area near the Beaverton
Central Light Rail Transit Station.” Consistent with other projects ranked as
.TOD:s as part of this exercise, Metro staff agrees the project should be ranked as
aTOD. |

As a result of the new ranking, the project has a technical score of 81 (third of
eight TOD proposals). Addition of the $1.7 million dollar project will increase
the Region 2040 short list total to around $49.3 million. The TOD list would
increase from $7.34 million to about $9.1 million. The attached letter

. provides more information for your consideration.

MH
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ATTACHMENT 3
PAGE 2

CITY of BEAVERTON

4755 S.W. Grifiith Drive, P.O. Box 4755, Beaverton, OR 87076 TEL: (503) 526-2481 V/TDD FAX: (S03) 526-2571

Date: May 11, 1995
To: JPACT Members

From: Rob Drake,
Mayor of Beaverton

Re: TOD Rankmg for the Mill Avenue/Henry Street Connection Project
Submitted by Beaverton for Funding by the FY '96 Metropolitan
Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP)

The Mill Avenue/Henry Street Connection Project was submitted by Beaverton for -
funding in the amount of $1,740,665 by the FY '96 Metropolitan Transportation
Improvement Program. The nomination form requested identification of "Project Type"
and we identified both the "Transit Oriented Development" category and the "Road
Expansion" category. The project was ranked as a "Road Expansion" project and as such
did not rank high and is not included in Exhibit B to Resolution 95-2139, Region 2040
Reserve Allocation - Short List.

The Mill Avenue/Henry Street Connection is more appropriately a TOD project and I
have requested that it be ranked as such by METRO staff. Staff today assigned a score of
81 to the project, ranking it third among the submitted TOD projects. I will propose a
motion at our May 18th meeting to add the Mill Avenue/Henry Street Connection Project
to the Region 2040 Reserve Allocation - Short List, Exhibit B for Metro Resolution No.
95-2139. I expect to continue advocating for the project throughout the ranking and”
selection process. :

I would like to share with you my thoughts regarding this vital project. The Mill
Avenue/Henry Street Connection will provide access to the Beaverton Central Light Rail
Transit Station, access not now available. The City owns a nine acre site surrounding the
Station and it is our intent to develop the site in phase with the opening of Light Rail
Transit through Beaverton. We expect to lead TOD development throughout the
Beaverton Regional Center. This project is one of the first critical links in that process.

19



ATTACHMENT 3
PAGE 3

The Beaverton Regional Center is identified in the 2040 Transportation Prioritization
Criteria as a high priority location for transportation investments. The Mill/Henry
Connection meets four of the six types of investments described in the Criteria as priority
transportation investments, five when characterized as a transit facility, which we do
because the project is integral to our transit access system. ' -

I believe that a regional commitment to building ridership and transit oriented
development in the Beaverton Regional Center is critical to the success of the Westside

Light Rail Project.

cc: Beaverton City Council
METRO Executive Mike Burton

80



ATTACHMENT 4

I

May 11, 1995

DEPARTMENT OF

ENERGY

Andrew Cotugno

Metro

600 N.E. Grand Ave
~Portland, Or 97232

Dear Mr. Cotugno:

Recently the Oregon Department of Energy (ODOE) submitted a proposal for expanded
funding of the Portland area telecommutmg project under FY 96 STP funds. We understood
that this type of prOJect is a priority in the 2040 regional plan and specifically is included as a
recommended strategy in the Regional Transportation Plan. We are disappointed to learn that
after administrative and technical criteria were applied, ODOE’s telccommutmg project was not
included in either list of recommended pro_jects

Telecommuting is an cﬁ'ectlve tool to reduce smgle occupancy vehicle trips. It reduces fuel
use, cuts traffic congestion and helps maintain cleaner air. Telecommuting also helps increase
employee productivity and satisfaction. Portland area businesses and government agencies
support ODOE’s activities in telecommuting,

'We believe that the Portland area has a large potenhal for increased telecommuting activity.
Continued funding of ODOE’s project would help us tap this potential and quantify results.

We respectfully request that Metro reconsider and include the telecommuting proposal on its
second list of proposals to receive further discussion by J-PACT. If this is not possible, in an
effort to be more effective in future proposals, we would appreciate a copy of Metro’s
documentation that shows how administrative criteria were applied to submitted proposals.
Please include information on how Metro quantified scores and used them to rank competing
proposals. :

"I would welcome the opportunity to discuss this proposal and Metro’s process for decision
ma.kmg w1th you. You may reach me at (503) 378-5268.

Sincerely,

%%M%W

William P. Nesmith
Administrator

Conservation Resources Division

625 Marion Street NE
Salem, OR 97310
(503) 378-4040

FAX (503) 373-7806

Toll-Free 1-800-221-8035
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BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

FOR THE PURPOSE OF AMENDING RESOLUTION NO. 95-2139A

.THE FY 1995 METRO TRANSPORTATION ;
IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM TO ALLOCATE ) Introduced by
$1.026 MILLION TO VARIOUS PLANNING) Rod Monroe, Chair
ACTIVITIES AND TO SET PRIORITIES ) JPACT 4
FOR THE REGION 2040 RESERVE )

wHEREAS, Metro and ODOT jointly agreed to creation of_a
$27.19 million Region 2040 and Alternative Mode Reserve account
during the last update of the Metro and ODOT Transportation
Improvemeht Programs (MTIP and STIP) funded with both regional
and state STP reserve fuﬁds; and - R '

WHEREAS, Metro and ODOT have identified $4.2 million of
miscéllaneous additional transportation funds, including some
progfam funds never allocated to specific projects and somé
project funds never obligafed; and

WHEREAS, Metro solicited its regional partners for bicycle,
pedestrian,‘fpeight, transit, road expansibn and preservation,
transportation demand managément, and transit-oriented develop-
‘ment project nominations selected from previously approved‘local
plans and programs that reflect support of the Region 2040 Land
Use goals and objectives approved by Metro Council in December
1994; and’

WHEREAS, Approximately $150 million of such pfoject nomina-
tions were received; and

WHEREAS, Metro staff applied technical and administrative
multi-modal ranking criferia'to prioritize these nominatéd
projects; and

WHEREAS, Metro sponsored a widely advertised Transportation
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Fair in January and four widely advertised public meetings held
..throughout ﬁhe region in April and has heid numerous advertisedv
meetings of TPAC, JPACT and the Metro Council inbetween during
which these fﬁnds, the project nominations and the ranking
pfocess have been discussed and been the subject of public
teétimony; now, therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED:

1. That the FY 1995 Metro TIP be amended to allocate $1.026
million to the list of projects identified in Exhibit A.

2. ' That the list of prdjects_totaling approximately $48.4
million dollars identified in Exhibit B be further considered as
the basis of a final recommendation for allocation of the
remaining $26.16 miilion of Region 2040 Implementatién Program
funds.u

3. That the $3.2 million MACS Reserve is hereby committed

to implement the Highway 43 MACS Corridor Study.

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this day of _ '
1995.
J. Ruth McFarland, Presiding Officer
95-2139A.RES
5-19-95
TW:imk
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EXHIBIT A ' -

REGION 2040 RESERVE ALLOCATION
(Funds To Support Metro FY 96 Plan_ning Program)

Planning
Metro ISTEA/Rule 12 Planning  $525,000
Commodity Flow - $170,000
Local Technical Assistance $75,000
Westside Station Area Planning $209,000
-5/Hwy 217 Study ' $50,000
TOTAL 2040 RESERVE ALLOCATED $1,029,000
REGION 2040 RESERVE $27,190,000
~ BALANCE $26,161,000
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EXHIBIT B

REGION 2040 RESERVE ALLOCATION - SHORT LIST
(Excludes funds allocated to Metro FY 96 Planning Program)

PROJECTS

Rank |Roadway Projects

of 48
1 Sunnyside Rd.
2 Murray Signal Interconnect
3 238th/Halsey
4 99W/Tualatin Rd.
6 Scholls Ferry Signal Interconnect
7 1-5 SB/Front Ramp Metering
8 Greenburg/Mapleleaf
9 Murray N. Signal Interconnect
10  Hwy. 43/Willamette Falls
11 Johnson Crk. Bivd Phase Il
12 Sandy Blvd. Signal Interconnect:
12 Powell Signal Interconnect
12 TV Highway Signal Interconnect

- 12 Division Sig Interconnect (60th/SE 257th)

13  1-5/1-84 Ramp Metering
.17 Foster Road: 162nd to Jenne
24 Hwy. 43 Signal Interconnect
30 Water Ave Extension
38 Hwy. 43/A Avenue
na Lovejoy Ramp Removal - PE
na McLoughlin-Harrison thru Milw. CBD
REGIONAL 2040 RESERVE TOTAL
FAU-STP
PROJECTS MOVED TO OR-43 EARMARK

rank | Reconstruction Projects

of 6 -
1 Hawthorne Brdg Deck Structure
2 I-5/Kruse Way Reconstruct
4 SW Front Avenue _
REGIONAL 2040 RESERVE TOTAL

$5,000,000
$31,000

~ $376,531
$4,486,000
$31,000
$90,000
$358,900
$9,000
$115,500
$1,272,301

$167,000 -
$50,000

$250,000
$186,000
$449,000
$600,000
$1,122,000
$1,600,000
$406,000
$1,054,000
$833,000
$16,010,732
$833,000
$1,643,500

$5,159,200
$1,200,000
$2,368,720

$8,727,920 -

Bold projects are add-backs to original $27 million staff recommendation

'SUMMARY OF ADMINISTRATIVE CONSIDERATIONS

. Phasing potential not yet assessed

Phasing potential not yet assessed

JPACT approved removal from 2040 allocation process; eligible for new $3.2 M earmark for OR 43 MACS projects.
Add-back by request; potential overmatch from FAU funds.

ATMS arterial corridor priority; projects ranked as package of 5 @ $1 M.

ATMS arterial corridor priority; projects ranked as package of S @ $1 M.

ATMS arterial corridor priority; projects ranked as package of S @ $1 M; muiltiple jurisdiction benefit

ATMS arterial corridor priority; projects ranked as package of § @ $1 M; multiple Jurisdiction benefit

ATMS Program priority; provides infill of existing {-5/1-84 ramp metering

Added by JPACT; original lower ranking was in error; strong public support

JPACT approved removal from 2040 allocation process; eligible for new $3.2 M earmark for OR 43 MACS projects.

JPACT approved removal from 2040 allocation process; eliglb]e for new $3.2 M earmark for OR 43 MACS prdjects.

Unranked “Planning” project
FAU-STP SUPPLEMENT: Unobligated funds currently allocated to hi ranked reg. FAU project.

Hawthorne Brdg subject to extensive structural weakening; phasing potential under analysis

Phasing potential not yet assessed



Exhibit B (Page 2)

Rank | Freight Projects

of 6 :
1 COP/Port Columbia/N. Lombard OXing (PE
3 N. Columbia Blvd./N.Burgard Intersection
4 NE Columbia Blvd. Improvements
5 Lower Albina OXing (PE)

REGIONAL 2040 RESERVE TOTAL

Rank | TDM Projects

of 6
1 Regional TDM Program
283 CentralCity/Regional TMA -
a. CMAQ Unallocated*
b. Candidate Project Total*
5 Swan [sland TMA
REGIONAL 2040 RESERVE TOTAL
‘ CMAQ

Rank | Transit Projects

NA _
NV Transit Finance Task Force
® 5 Gresham LRT Station
REGIONAL 2040 RESERVE TOTAL

Rank |Bike Projects

of 19
1 Hawthorne Bridge Bike Lanes
" 2 Barbur @ Front Bike Lanes
3 Walker Rd Bikeway Improvement
4 Gateway & Hollywood bike Access
REGIONAL 2040 RESERVE TOTAL

$987,000
$886,000
$250,000
$600,000
$2,723,000

$718,000

$207,000
$580,000
$150,000

$1,448,000

$207,000

$320,000
$1,500,000
$1,820,000

$1,560,000

$1,440,000-

$296,000
$400,000
$3,696,000

Port add-back due to logical refationship to Columbta/Burgard Intersection project planning

Originally ranked as $4 M construction request

CMAQ SUPPLEMENT: Reallocated from former Cedar Hills bicycle project CMAQ priority. -

Total of nominated Central City/Regional Center TMA projects competing for allocations.

Tech. score from TOD criteria; 10-year ridership projection higher than all current Gresham stations combined

Cannot be added to super-structure until painting and deck restoration complete.
Critical link between two completed system legs accessing Downtown to West Hills

Phasing potential not yet assessed

* Programming of any new TMA funds should be coordinated with DEQ's TMA Program currently authorized at $897,250 of CMAQ funding.




Exhibit B (Page 3)

Rank | Pedestrian Projects

of 24
1 Pacific Ave. - Forest Grove : .$91,000
2 Hillsdale - Phase | ' $520,000
3 Woodstock Bivd $200,000
9 A Avenue - Lake Oswego . $8,000
11 Cully Blvd Bike & Ped : $1,680,000
16 Broadway/Weidler $2,500,000
19 Springwater Corridor (190th Phase) $204,700
REGIONAL 2040 RESERVE TOTAL  $5,203,700
Rank | TOD Projects

of 7 o
1 Metro TOD Program - ' $4,500,000
3 Mill Ave./Henry St. Connection to LRT $1,740,655
4 Beaverton Creek Master Plan $2,220,544
5 Gresham N/S Collector $1,844,000
8 Hillsboro Ground Floor Retail $1,000,000

®©

REGIONAL 2040 RESERVE TOTAL  $11,305,199

-0 Rank IPIanning

NA

Metro ISTEA/Rule 12 Planning $525,000
Commodity Flow $220,000
Local Technical Assistance _ $75,000
Westside Station Area Planning © $209,000
I-5/Hwy 217 Study $60,000
Clackamette Cove Master Plan $60,000

Cornelius Tualatin Valley Hwy Corridor Stu $60,000
REGIONAL 2040 RESERVE TOTAL  $1,209,000

REGIONAL 2040 RESERVE GRAND TOTAL $52,143,551
CMAQ/FAU $1,040,000
GRAND TOTAL ~ $53,183,551

Highest priority/cost of three phases; rank reflects all three phases as single project '

Highest priority of 3 phases; rank reflects 3 phases as single project

Land resale leverages program; agency land ownership leverages public/private development agreéments
Added by JPACT, originally ranked as Road Expansion, re-ranked as TOD
Added by JPACT

- Collector Is essential to leverage initial TOD-oriented site development.

Staff recommended priority reduced if garage retail elements can be phased to market demand

FY 97 program funding only
FY 97 program funding only
FY 97 program funding only
FY 97 program funding onfy

Added by JPACT; eligible for funding if legislature does not renew TGM Grant program
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To: Presiding Officer, Ruth McFarland

Metro Council &y/
From: Mike Burton \)\
Date: ~-May 25, 1995
Re: Openspaces Acqu1s1tlon Strategy

The successful passage of Metro’s bond measure for Open Space acquisition is
good news to us all. Congratulations and thanks to everyone for the support and
effort it took to make that vote a success--not only for the region but for Metro as

well. I particularly want to acknowledge Patricia McCaig for the fire that she gave
" to the campaign. - |

Of course, with the success of that measure comes new respon31b111ty for Metro to
manage the acquisition of property. There are two priorities in my mind:

- coordinating open space acquisition with the adopted 2040 Growth Concept and
getting the public “the most bang for our buck” so to speak.

When I took office last January, I asked the Parks and Greenspaces department: “If
the ballot measure passes on Tuesday, what do we do on Wednesday?” Not much
thought had been given to that question so I formed a committee of experts in the
field of land acquisition, real estate and development and asked them to come up

' with some recommendations for me about how Metro should manage this project.
Attached, please find a memo that outlines the committee’s thoughts and
recommendations about implementation of the bond measure and how to best spend
the money. It also lists the names of the committee members.

While the committee very strongly advocated that the depaitment should begin
gearing up for the implementation immediately, it was my belief that as little staff
resources and time should be devoted to this prior to passage of the bond measure.
Bearing this in mind, there may be some lag between the date of passage with a
fully ramped up program for acquisition of property.



Openspaces Acquisition, page 2

As the Director of the Regional Parks and Greenspaces Department, Charlie
Ciecko will head up this implementation strategy. He has appointed Nancy
Chase as an interim program director. Depending on the strategy formulated
for implementation, I anticipate a formal recruitment process to fill that
position for the long term. - '

In addition, I have asked a number of Metro staff to assist Charlie in testing
the ideas for this implementation strategy and developing a timeline for the’
Greenspaces Department. I have asked the following people to participate on
that team: Doug Butler, Dan Cooper, John Fregonese, Bern Shanks, Jennifer
Sims and Lisa Godwin. On my staff, Heather Nelson will be the lead cori_tact_.




_ Open Space, Parks, and Streams Bond Measure
Implementation Strategy Committee Recommendations

February 6, 1995 ‘

The Implementation Strategy Committee ("Committee”) was convened at the request of
Executive Officer Mike Burton to provide him with advice on how Metro should approach the
implementation of the Open Space, Parks, and Streams Bond Measure if it is approved by the
voters on May 16, 1995. The Committee included the following individuals:

John Bates Maurene Bishop Emie Platt

Financial Consultant Pacific Power and Light Matrix Development Co.
Jim Desmond - John Gould g John Sherman

The Trust for Public Land Lane, Powell, Spears, Lubersky Friends of Forest Park
Russell Hoeflich Isaac Kalisvaart Ed Simpson

The Nature Conservancy HGW, Inc. US Bancorp

The Committee met twice with members of the Metro Executive Officer's staff and the Parks,
Finance, and General Services Departments in developing their recommendations. They have
. agreed to meet one more time in the future to offer additional advice, if required.

The Committee's charge from Executive Officer Burton was to help the staff answer the
question: . : '
“If the Open Space, Parks, and Streams Ballot Measure is
approved on Tuesday, what will we do on Wednesday?"

In answering this question, the Committee considered Metro's program objectives and plans for
the potential use of the Bond ‘funds iri order to-better understand what will be required to achieve
- those purposes. They did not, however, discuss or offer advice regarding the program specifics
(i.e., sites, priorities, costs, etc.) .

dkdekk Background dekkkk

Collectively, the Committee has extensive experience in real estate acquisition and development,
financing, property management, trail and natural resource protection and management, and
related fields. After the initial informational meeting, a "brainstorming" format was used for
tapping their collective expertise and while there were no formal votes on recommendations,
there seemed to be a'general consensus on most points. (NOTE: All of the Committee members
were given an opportunity to review a draft of this report and any dissenting or- clarifying
comments have been incorporated into the body of the report.)

Implementation Strategy Committee Recommendations
‘ . Page 1



This section is intended to provide the reader with some brief background which will provide a
context for the recommendations which follow.

The basis for the bond measure is the Metropolitan Greenspaces Master Plan. Adopted in
1992, the Greenspaces Master Plan is the growth management strategy which details the vision,
~ framework, goals and objectives for a cooperative interconnected system of parks, natural areas,
-greenways and trails for wildlife and people. The Plan identifies 57 regionally significant natural
areas and 34 regional trails and greenways which are intended to link these and our existing parks
and greenspaces. Implementation of the Plan is intended to assure that places for nature and
outdoor recreation are protected as our region continues to grow.

d AKX % PDONG IVICASUIC

Based on the recommendations of advisory groups and the general public, Metro has referred a
bond measure to the voters which will authorize the issuance of $135.6 million in general
obligation bonds. These funds will be focused in three specific areas:

A11{

0 to acquire 6000 acres in 14 specific regionally significant target areas. i
0 to acquire four regionally significant trail corridor segments and to actually construct trail
improvements for a fifth segment. '
0 to share $25 million of the bond proceeds among the cities, counties, and parks districts
' within the region for them to buy land and/or build facilities to enhance public use and
enjoyment of locally significant natural areas.

Implementation Process :
The Committee organized its discussion around the major activities or sequence of events
associated with the implementation of the Bond Measure. The chart below is intended to

. summarize this sequence of events. Each will be defined more precisely as an introduction to the

Committee's recommendations in that area. (NOTE: These: events are discussed in non-
chronological order in order to facilitate a clearer understanding of the requirements and
recommendations.)

Target Areas/ R Refinement Acquisition| .| Stabilization

Trails

Mobilization |

Local ) Contract
Projects Administration

Implementation Strategy Committee Recommendations

Page 2’



L kkkk Recomm_endations.*****

Refinement -

While many of the areas targeted for acquisition are specifically deﬁned there are others which
are described more generally (e.g., a trail may be desngnated along a stream but a specific
corridor has not yet been determined). The process of more specifically defining what is to be

acquired is identified as "refinement". As discussed by the Committee, the refinement process
includes the following steps:

Local Government

Coordination
Regional Parks & Metro
Gather | Greenspaces Council -
Data [ K Advisory —) Approval >
A ' Committee
Citizen
’ Input B

According to the Committee, this process is critical in allowing for:
0 Citizen involvement; :
. 0 Awareness of local government plans;

0 Approval from and parameters set by Metro Council in advance of negotiations; and (thus)
0 Most efficient use of staff/contractor time.

Additionally, the Committee made the following recommendations:

- @ Use the Regional Parks and Greenspaces Advisory Committee to help staff develop and
screen potential acquisition targets and parameters. (In other words, advise staff and

“Council on the specific game plan for each acquisition area without getting involved in the
specific real estate transactions.)

o Staff should prepare, for its own use, detailed tax lot maps for each target area and
color code them to reflect key features, general purpose, and other pertinent
information which will help determine which parcels need to be acquired/controlled.
Acqulsmon objectives should be yery specific before beginning the formal acquisition
process.

- For what purpose (generally) is the land to be acquired?

- Which tax lots or portions thereof are to be targeted? :

- Which ones are essential (don’t want any of the adjacent ones if this one isn’t available)
and which ones are desirable as buffers?

e While it is important to determine what the purpose is in acquiring specific parcels, it is
also important not to be inflexible in establishing the official screening parameters

- The more inflexible your plans, the hghter the negotiation points and the more "precious”
the land becomes.

Implementation Strategy Committee Recommendations
Page 3



Tax lots would not be made public knowledge.
Individual real estate negotiations should be kept confidential.

e Maximize coverage/publicity of the overall plan, the specific strategies and target sites;
get the community involved as an active partner.

Consider processes like those which have been used in Massachusetts and eastern
Maryland where the government basically held community meetings where they
explained what they wanted to accomplish and how much money they had to spend and
then let the community figure out (negotiate) how to achieve that purpose.

\ cquisiti |
The process for acquiring the rights to the land is referred to here as "acquisition”. In many
cases, this may be for an actual fee simple purchase of the land, but it is also likely to include a
number of other transactions (as discussed below) which may provide the access/protection that
is desired without actually purchasing the fee interest in the property.

e Streamline the acqulsmon process as much as possible; thls, typically reduces both land
and acquisition costs and improves the odds of success.

The Committee recommended a streamlined acquisition process, summarized below:

Acquisition
Specialist

PriorCownc - W\~~~ !

Approval © - : Real : Agreement Approval Executive Signed Due Close
of Target Sites and Estate M on i "by Legal ol Officer | Agrecment b Diligence |3 Transaction
- Acqmslno s : : Terms Counsel | Signatre from Owner

Lo "

This recommended process incorporates three basic changes to that which is currently used in the

options program:

It charges the Regional Parks & Greenspaces Advisory Committee with helping to define
the appropriate, specific target sites and appropriate acqulsmon parameters (i.e., the limits
within which the staff must ncgonate)

It asks the Metro Council to review and approve the staff and Regional Parks and
Greenspaces Advisory Committee recommendations on specific target sites and
acquisition parameters prior to beginning the acquisition process. It then eliminates the
need for further Council approvals of individual real estate transactions (providing those
transactions are fully within the established parameters).

It has the Executive Officer sign legal agreements before they are submitted to the
property owner. This allows for greater control and, again, wﬂl hclp speed the process.

" Implementation Strategy Committee Recommendations
Page 4



It is desirable to use options initially rather than direct purchases whenever possible in

order to avoid ending up with numerous disaggregated parcels which do not achieve the

intended purposes:. Ideally, these options would not be exercised until all of the essential

parcels within a given target area have been "tied up".

- The options should be price specxﬁc (not just as appraised for "fair market value ') in
order to minimize surprises and wasted efforts.

- Options for a year or more are desirable but difficult to negotlate

- In many cases, it may be virtually impossible to obtain options (or at least, cost effective
ones).

In general, it is not a good idea to purchase land that may not be desired/needed
ultimately. There may be specific instances where it makes good sense to purchase a larger
parcel and then sell an unneeded portion, or to buy land that can't be protected any other way
before you have other essential parcels tied up. Many people believe that government already
owns too much unused land and it will certainly create some controversy if Metro proposes in
the future to sell land which is perceived to have any natural resource value.

Do not use fee simple purchases exclusively; consider a very wide range of interests
which may be appropriate to the intended purposes and are potentially less expensive
than fee. Although there was no attempt to create a comprehensive list of the interests which
might be considered, some of the interests mentioned specifically included: purchase of
timber or development rights, sale/transfer of development rights, conservation easements,
and trail or access easements.

Leverage bond funds to the greatest extent practical. Work with other governmental
agencies, foundations, non-profit organizations, "Friends of ..." groups and neighborhood
‘associations, etc. to insure that other possible sources are consndered to supplement/supplant
the relatively limited bond funds.

The acquisition parameters set by Council in advance need to be both specific enough
and flexible enough to truly empower staff to negotiate creative and cost effective
agreements. Anxious sellers want to be dealt with in a professional and timely manner, and
land owners are typically reluctant to negotiate with someone who does not have the
authority to make a decision.

It is acceptable to continue Metro's current practice of doing "due diligence! " work

after the real estate transaction is fully negotiated, provided the agreement is

appropriately structured to protect Metro.

- Itisimportant to be very. clear in both negotiations and legal agreements that there will be
a due diligence period following the execution of legal agreements.

Due diligence work is all of the detailed investigation needed to make sure that the title and
the property are exactly as they appear or are represented to be. This work may include things
like:” Level I and Il environmental assessments; biological, archeologlcal and land surveys;
more detailed title and legal investigation; etc.

lmplemenlauon Stratcgy Committee Recommendations
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- Some members of the Committee also thought that it might be important to do some due

~ diligence work before acquisition negotiations are complete in order to speed the process
and overcome seller resistance. They also noted that this approach could result, in some
cases, in spending time and money on work that is not needed ultimately.

o - The use of contracted services to help minimize staff requirements is an appropriate
way to approach target areas (particularly in those cases where there are a large
number of ownerships involved); in some cases, local realtors with detailed knowledge
and established relationships in a target area can be a real asset as well.

Stabilizati

“Stabilization” is the term the Committee used to describe those one-time activities which
Metro, as the new owner of a parcel of land, would want to accomplish to safeguard both the
property and the public. Typically, this might include such things as installing gates and fences;

posting signs; removing garbage and abating hazards; cleaning up contammated soil; removing
derelict structures, etc.

[%

. During the negotiation and due diligence periods, use common sense and carefully
~ assess what is needed to operate/maintain/protect the property over the long term.
When appropriate, have the seller assume responsibility for completing required work before
Metro takes title to the property (or, alternately, have the seller assume responsibility for
related costs through purchase price reductions or placement of fuinds into escrow at closing).

Mobilizati

The Committee used the term "mobilization" to describe the process of getting ready to actually

. begin implementing the bond-funded program. Typical activities will include: preparing,

marketing and selling bonds; formal budget amendments; recruiting and hiring new staff;
competitively bidding and selecting contractors; developing detailed work programs; preparmg
standard contracts; dcvclopmg informational and marketing materials; etc.

(NOTE: There is no money or staff in the Budget for doing work in advance of the Bond
Measure. In addition, the staff and Executive Officer have indicated that they feel that the voters
might interpret any expenditures which assume a favorable vote as an act of arrogance or bad
faith. The key issue here is that there is 2-3 months of mobilization work to get ready to
implement this program. While the voters may be critical of any advance work, they may be
equally critical of any delays in getting started.)

- o  Minimize expenditures but begin preparing to implement the program now, placing

emphasis on work that will allow at least some aspects of the program to be

implemented quickly. The Committee offered several specific suggestions:

- Revise the workplan for existing staff to accomplish some of this work.

- Do internal work that does not require large expenditures or. high visibility (e.g.,
" developing standard contracts/intergovernmental agreements, recruit (but not hire) new

Implementation Strategy Committee Recommendations
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staff, pursue options on highly visible parcels more vigorously, develop detailed
. workplans, design negotiation and community involvement strategies, design
informational materials, etc.).

- Consider approaching some of the cities and counties which will be beneficiaries of the
bond funds about potential interest in providing staff or funds to help Metro begin
preparing to implement the program.

- At least one Committee member suggested that staff were being "hypersensitive" and that
"... the whole world is not looking at you."

Staffing -
Current Metro staff suggested that their aim would be to minimize the number of new/permanent
staff assigned to implement the program and that consultants (or perhaps temporary employees)
could be used as needed to help accomplish this objective. In specific, staff indicated that they
wotld envision employing a Program Supervisor, 4 Acquisition Specialists, a Trails Specialist,
and a Finance/Contract Administrator. The target areas would be divided up on a'geographic
basis, and assigned to the 4 Acquisition Specialists. The Committee supported this approach in
general and offered the following speciﬁc comments:

Estabhsh gradations of authority so that AcqulsmonIT rails Specialists are empowered
to make deals.

Hire Acquisition/Trail Specialists who are right for the job; not everyone is right to
negotiate, to close, and to be entrepreneurial. '

Maintaining continuity of staff is very important in establishing rapport with land
owners, friends groups, local governments and other interested parties. Thus, these
positions should be long-term and should pay well enough to minimize turnover.

Contracts/Consultants

When selecting appraisers, it is more important to hire the right one in the first place
than it is try to hire others to review their work. ‘Hire one that knows the area, this type of
property, etc. and then sit down and discuss the issues in advance. When possible, try to get
draft appraisals for review in order to raise concerns or answer questions before the report is

“cast in stone".

In completing due diligence work—particularly environmental assessments-—trj to
obtain pro bono assistance or to structure agreements so that initial (e.g., Level I
assessments) are provided gratis or at a discount in exchange for the opportunity to

provide subsequent work. (NOTE: Staff will research whether public competitive bidding -

requirements will permit this type of arrangement. At a minimum, price breaks and turn-
around times should be considered in selecting consultants).

Implementation Strategy Committee Recommendations
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o Look for ways to diminish or share responsibilities for the long term protection and
maintenance of acquired property by seeking assistance from ‘Friends of ...",
neighborhood, or civic groups, considering an “Adopt-A-Property” program (like
Adopt-A-Highway), other parks providers, etc. in order to reduce costs. Also remember
that volunteer assistance is not free, but includes costs .associated with recruitment, training,
tumover, etc. | :

e Provide information to target area property owners on the benefits of donation.

e Publicity and public relations is very important and should be given a high priority.

Specifically, a number of supporting suggestions were offered by the Committee:-

- Promote the vision, provide information, create interest, report progress, support
momentum which will help facilitate the purchase negotiations.

- Give as much publicity to donors as possible; press releases, proclamations, plaques,
medals, naming sites or facilities after donors, etc. should all be considered. Don't
overlook consultants involved in the acqu1smon process who agree to donate all or part of -
their services.

- Similarly, give lots of recognition to groups or r individuals who take respon51b1l1ty for the
ongoing care on acquired property.

(NOTE: Staff realize that the above work would require hiring/contracting of additional

staff.)

e Brief the Council regularly on work efforts, progress, difficulties, etc.; its
understanding and support will be essential if it is necessary to consider revnsed

acquisition parameters or the possxble use of eminent domain.

e Remember that this is a big, ambitious project that will be a national model.

*%%%* The staff sincerely appreciates the Committee's assistance. *****

C:\wpwih60\wpdocs\grocnspc.rpl
: lmplcmcntatlon Strategy Committee Recommendations
Page 8



Date: May 24, 1995

To: Metro Staff

From: Mike Burton, Executive Officer

Re: Metro Reorganization Plan

Introduction
This memo outlines my plan for consolldatmg Metro’s administration. It also presents a

number of new roles, responsibilities and relationships, and associated budget and
-staffing changes. :

Current Executive Officer Priorities -

e Build partnerships with local governments.

Build good relationship with the Metro Council.

Promote a clear vision for the Metro region.

Establish a clear model for Metro’s role and structure in achieving that vision. |
Develop effective and efficient internal management systems, and a productive
interdepartmental team.

Organizational Plan Objectives

My plan for reorganization is intended to help achleve a number of purposes:

e Build an effective management team. -

Establish a structure and provide staffing to address inter-departmental issues.
Focus on administrative policy matters.

Focus staff contacts with Council. ,

"Use reorganization to strengthen key functions/relationships for improved outcomes.
Increase emphasis on'long range funding and othér financial issues.

Current Organizational Model

Under the current model, there are nine departments one commission and three offices
of elected officials. These thirteen existing organizational units fall lnto four categorles

e Four direct service providers;

e One planning department;

e Five support services departments; and

« Three offices of elected officials.

Ten organizational units report directly to me, in addition to members of the executive
staff. The Office of General Counsel reports to both the Executive Office and Council.



The New Organization Plan ‘

The first step in the reorganization is the creation of a new Admlnlstratlve Serwces
Department.  This unit merges three support services departments (Flnance
Personnel, and General Services) into one administrative unit. It simplifies the
organizational structure and enhances coordination among support service functions.
A key function is financial planning and financing. The Administrative Services
Department will be positioned to serve Metro’s operating units at varying levels of
service depending on organization needs and the degree of autonomy deemed
appropriate.

Administrative Services Department Responsibilities

e Provide administrative services in support of Metro’s operating units and elected
officials.

e Lead Metro's financial planning efforts (for example, long-range funding strategies,

~ financial planning, and annual budgets).

o Establish and manage various funding mechanisms as needed for Metro operatlons

¢ Manage all Council action items related to finance and administrative services.

- Administrative Services Director

o Direct accountability to the Executive Officer for the efficient operation and
management of the Administrative Services Department

Interdepartmental coordination;

Management Team facilitation;

Strategic planning and team building; and

Service, information and coordination to Council.

Chief Financial Officer

‘e Serve as a member of the Management Team;

» Provide financial advice and assistance to the Executive Officer and Council;

o Directly supervise accounting, financial planning, electronic and print services, and
risk, contracts and grants management;

e Develop a Management Information System; and

o Formulate a long-range funding strategy for Metro.

Structurg

The proposed Administrative Services Department will merge all administrative
functions of the organization into one department. The services provided by the

Department are realigned into six divisions. This structure pulls together similar or -

related functions and eliminates areas of redundancy. The primary areas of
responsibility will be: :

Accounting;

Financial Planning;

Risk and Contracts Management;

Electronic and Print Services;

Personnel; and '

Property Services.




"

The structure would consist of six divisions reflective of each of these basic services.

Future
Analyst

DIRECTOR
Doug Butler

Administrative
- Secretary
(proposed)

l

Chief Financial
Officer
Jennifer Sims

l

Accounting Financial Electronics & Risk & Contracts Property Services Personnel
Planning Office Services Management
Don Cox Craig Prosser Ann Clem Scott Moss (open recruitment) Paula Paris
Accounting - Budget Information Risk Construction Policy
Investment/ Financial Services Contracts Development/ Administration
Cash Mgmt. Planning Printing/Mail Real Estate Classification &
Credit & Debt. Mgmt. Creative Facilities Mgmt. Compensation
Coliections Services ADA Recruitment
Dept. Office Fleet Benefits
" Management Security Labor Relations
Reception Telephones
Contractor’s
License
Conclusion .

[ believe that these organizational changes are a step toward a higher level of efficiency
and effectiveness within the agency. Over time, | expect that they will lead to other
administrative changes which will encourage even greater empowerment, excellence

- and responsnveness in the future.

cc: Metro Auditor
Metro Council
Council Staff




- STAFF REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF ORDINANCE NO. 95-602 WHICH AMENDS
THE METRO CODE TO REFLECT THE NEW ORGANIZATIONAL
STRUCTURE CREATED BY THE EXECUTIVE OFFICER AND
DECLARES AN EMERGENCY.

Date: May 12, 1995 Presented By: Mike Burton
Background

Key provisions of Ordinance No. 95-602 are as follows:

e It creates the position of Chief Financial Officer, appointed by the Executive and

_ confirmed by the Metro Council. 4

o It amends the definition of Personnel Director to reﬂect that the position need not be a
department head.

e It restates and clarifies that department directors, the Chief Financial Officer, the
Personnel Director and General Counsel are not subject to normal recruitment and
application procedures required for other positions.

e It eliminates references to a Deputy Executive Officer and the Department of General
Services in the Contract Procedures Code.

e It allows the Executive Officer to delegate the Executwe s signature authority for
execution of contracts and amendments. (This does not change any requirements for
Council authorization of contracts or amendments.)

¢ It amends the Emergency Succession provisions of the Metro Code to substitute the
Director of Administrative Services for the Deputy Executive Officer.

Recommendation

The Executive Officer recommends Metro Council approval of Ordinance No. 95-602.



Date: May 18, 1995
To: Metro Council

FromJF?/Andrew C. Cotugno, Planning Director

Re: Regional Transportation Plan

Attached are additional materials relating to the
Regional Transportation Plan that reflect discussion
and action taken at the May 18, 1995 JPACT meeting.

ACC: 1mk

Enclosures



BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

FOR THE PURP(SSE OF APPROVING THE ) RESCLUTION'NO. 95-2138A
1995 INTERIM FEDERAL REGIONAL ) :
TRANSPORTATION PLAN (RTP) ) Introduced by

Rod Monroe, Chair

JPACT

.WHEREAS,‘Pursuant to Titie 23, Code of Federal Regulations
(CFR) Part 450 and Title 49 CFR part 613, Métropolitan Planning
Rules, the federal Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency
Act (ISTEA) regulations require metropolitan planning
organizationé to update tranqurtation plans every three yeafs;
and |

WHEREAS, The federal ISTEA requires'financially constrained
plans; the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 (CAAA) requires thét
metropolitan transbortation plans do not result in wqfsened air
quality; and the American with Disabilities Act (ADA} requires
that metropolitan transportation. plans addressvthe needs of the
disabled; and ‘

WHEREAS, The interim federal Regional Transportation Plan
(RTP) establishes the policy framework for the.regibn's
transportation system and satisfies federal ISTEA regulations;
and |

WHEREAS, This interim federal RTP provides the scope for
transportation improvemehts eligible for funding through the
Metro Tfansportation Improvément Program (MTIP); and

WHEREAS, Approval by resolution of the federal RTP is

required to receive federal transportation planning funds; ‘now,

therefore,



BE IT RESOLVED,
' That the Metro Council hereby.declarest

1. That the intérim federal RTP, attached as Exhibit A,.ié
approved.
v 2. That staff is instructed to incorporate revisiohs in
Exhibit B for final submiftal to the Federal Highway _
Administration‘(FHA) and Federal Transit Adﬁinistration (FTA) for
certification.

3. That approval is contingent upon demonstrating
conformity of the federal RTP with CAAA.

4. That staff is instructed to proceed with Phase II RTP
update activities to fully address both state and federal .

tranSportation planning requirements:

5. That TPAC will consider key City of Gresham comments
that were made on behalf of Multnomah County Cities regarding.
text or policy language for inclusion in the Interim Federal RTP
and will forward necessary amendments for JPAéT[Metro Council
considération by no later than July 1995. ‘

—

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this  day of ,

1995.

J. Ruth McFarland, Presiding Officer

TKimk : : . ‘
5-18-95
95-2138A.RES




STAFF REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 95-2138A FOR THE PURPOSE OF
ADOPTING THE 1995 INTERIM FEDERAL REGIONAI, TRANSPORTATION
PLAN (RTP)

Date: April 20, 1995 . Presented by: Andrew C. Cotugno

PROPOSED ACTION

This resolution would: 1) bring the region into compliance with
‘federal ISTEA transportation planning regulations set forth in 23
CFR Part 450 and 49 CFR Part 613; 2) leave the 1992 Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP) in place for the purpose of satisfying
. State of Oregon planning requirements; and 3) establish a pollcy
context for merging (recoupling) the state and federal versions
of the RTP in Phase II of the RTP update.

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND_ ANALYSIS

The interim federal Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) is the
culmination of a four-month regional effort to bring the plan
into compliance with federal ISTEA regulations and establish a
policy context for Phase II of the RTP update. Key revisions
included in the federal RTP are:

1. Updated regional transportation policy (Chapter 1 of the
federal RTP) that reflects an increased emphasis on multi-
modal transportation planning, the relationship between land
use and transportation, demand management, new system
management technology and consideration of regional
transportation funding constraints.

2. Limited revisions to the planned regional system that reflect
multi-modal transportation considerations (including new
bicycle, transit and freight system maps in Chapter 4 of the
federal RTP) and other regional system needs that have
emerged or changed since adoption of the 1992 RTP.

.3. An update of the 20-~year list of needed transportation
improvements and programs (Chapter 5 of the federal RTP) that
reflects projects completed since the last major RTP update
and the revised system needs identified in Chapter 4.

4. A framework for completing a comprehensive analysis of system
performance, including the use of the 1ntermoda1 and conges-
tion management systems (Chapter 6).

5. A methodology for developing a,"financially constrained"
network that is limited to current and reasonably anticipated
funding sources (Chapter 7).

6. A financially constrained transportation network and analysis
of how financial constraints affect the 20-year project needs
identified in the federal RTP (Chapter 7).



7. An expanded discussion of outstanding issues (Chapter 8) and
ongoing RTP activities (Appendix) that will provide greater
plan continuity in future updates.

This resolution is the first of three needed to adopted the .
interim federal RTP. This resolution adopts the required federal
transportation elements., Two companion resolutions will follow,
one addressing air quality conformity requirements (set forth in
the federal Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 (CAAA) and state DEQ
new state conformity rule), and another adopting public involve-
ment procedures for transportation planning.

In Phase II of the update, these new features of the federal RTP
will be further refined and the plan substantially revised to
address the state Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) and the

- Region 2040 growth concept. Until completlon of the Phase II
effort, however, the 1992 RTP will remain in effect for purposes
of state planning requirements, and the federal RTP will serve
concurrently to satisfy federal. regulatlons. Adoption of the
interim federal RTP will allow the region to continue to use
federal funds during the Phase II process.

The public involvement program for the RTP update spans both
phases. 1In Phase I, public involvement activities featured the
"Choices We Make: A Regional Transportation Fair," and four
"Priorities '95" town meetings held throughout the region. The
RTP Citizen Advisory cCommittee (CAC) was also selected during
Phase I, and will continue to serve throughout. Phase II of the
update. :

On _May 18, JPACT approved the federal RTP as shown_in Exhibit A
with recommended amendments shown_in Exhibit B. The recommended
amendments are in response to comments on the plan received at
the four Priorities '95 meetings held in April, the Council
public hearing on May 4, and other comméents submitted during the
. 30-day RTP public comment period. These comments are compiled in
a_separate document and_included with the Council review packet.

In addition, JPACT also approved an_amendment to the resolution
that will allow TPAC to consider comments regarding RTP text or
policy language from the cities of East Multnomah County that do
not affect the RTP air quality conformity process (i.e., comments
that do not affect the adopted project matrices). .Any resulting
RTP amendments must be forwarded by TPAC for JPACT/Metro Council .
consideration no_later than July 1995,

EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S RECOMMENDATION

The Executive. Offlcer recommends approval of Resolution No.
95-2138. . .

TK:Imk
95-2138A.RES
5-18-95




Date: May 18, 1995
To: Metro Council and Interested Parties
From: Andrew C. Cotugno, Planning Director

RE: JPACT Recommendations on Comments Received Regarding the
Interim Federal RTP

Attached are JPACT recommendations on comments received from citizens and
agencies on the interim federal RTP. Comments are presented in summary form,
but the original letter or testimony may be referenced according to the source that
follows each comment in parenthesis (original testimony and letters are provided
. separately). JPACT recommends discussion of five specific comments contained
in the “Discussion” section of this packet. JPACT recommends that the
remaining comments be approved by general consent. Consent items follow the
discussion section, and are grouped according to subject areas.

DISCUSSION ITEMS

e Recommended discussion items 1
CONSENT ITEMS

® General RTP Issues 4

e Multi-Modal Roadways - 8

e Transit & TODs 16 .
e Bicycle & Pedestrian ' 19

¢ Freight and Intermodal Facilities 22

e Transportation System Management 24

e Transportation Demand Management 25
e Air Quality : 26

¢ Future Analysis & Policy ‘ 28

e Land Use 28

e RTP Relationship to the MTIP . 28

¢ Additional JPACT Amendments - - 29

JPACT recommendations follow each comment, with specific text revisions
included where appropriate.



(% 4

EXHIBIT ‘B’

Summary of Comments
& JPACT Recommendations

DISCUSSION ITEMS

. . Comment: The use of the term “accessibility” in lieu of mobility is not

consistent with ISTEA, wh1ch specifically sets national goals for “moblhty”
(ODOT)

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 1: Disagree; the goal of

“accessibility” was determined in conjunction with ODOT and other MPOs in
Oregon as improvement on “mobility” as an objective the provision of adequate
transportation services and facilities. Further, current performance measures in
the RTP reflect accessibility rather than mobility. Accessibility is a better term
for understanding direct urban transportation and land use relationships,
although the comment correctly states that mobility is necessary for the
transportation disadvantaged, and for certain through-movements in the region.

However, the concept of accessibility warrants further refinement, and the
following language is recommended to address this need and the concerns
expressed the comment:

* Add to end of first paragraph under “Civil nghts/'I‘ransportatlon
Disadvantaged” on page 9 of Chapter 1:

“The RTP should provide for adequate levels of mobility and accessibility for
these segments of the population.”

* Revise System Goal 1 on page 7 of Chapter 1 to read as follews:

“Provide adequate levels of accessit;ility and mobility within the region.”

» Add to last bullet of item no. 11 on page 27 ef Chapter 8:

“to evaluate the quality of accessibility from place to place within the region by

various modes, and to evaluate mobility for the transportation disadvantaged as
required by the Federal ISTEA. These measures would...”




* Add to last paragraph on page 27 of Chapter 8:

“The accessibility measure, intended to provide access to and from various land

uses and activities by various modes, would be balanced against mobility issues
related to the need to move efficiently through and within the region.”

2. Comment: Replaee “Cost/Benefit” paragraph on page 4 of Chapter 6 and page
27 of Chapter 8 with the following text (Tigard):

“Cost/Benefit. Cost/benefit analysis is a tool which helps identify projects
that create the greatest social benefit and can help compare the impact of

different travel modes. Metro will develop and test a cost/benefit method in
1995-96 that may be applicable to both the RTP and MTIP.”

. JPACT Recommendation on Comment 2: Disagree; no change to the current
text is recommended.

3.  Comment: Replace the Goal 1 on page 27 of Chapter 1, and add as a first bullet
on page 5 of Chapter 4, the following (Tri-Met): '

“Promote walk'ing as the preferred mode for personal trips.”

' JPACT Recommendation on Comment 3: Agree, revise w1th the followmg
modified language:

“Promote walking as the preferred mode for short trips.”

4. Comment: The polrcy link between the federal RTP and the Region 2040
‘ Growth Concept is too weak; need an explicit policy connection (Tri-Met).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 4: Agree; recommend adding the
following text to the end of the first paragraph on page 1 of Chapter 2andasa
new bullet at the top of page 5 of Chapter 4:

“The region will glve top priority to strategic transportation investments which

leverage and reinforce the urban form outlined in this plan.”

5. Comment: There should be a better discussion in the Introduction about the roles
of the different elements of the RTP, including plan goals, objectives and maps.
What has the force of law, what is advisory and what is explanatory? What will
be adopted by ordinance or resolution (Washington County)? ™~

JPACT recommendatiorl on Coniment 5 agree; recommend the following new
- language be added to page 10 of tlre Introduction:

Exhibit ‘B’ - JPACT Recommendatzons on Proposed Text Amendments to the Federal RTP
May 18,1995 .
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F. Role of Federal RTP Goals, Objectives and Maps

This Interim Federal RTP, adopted by resolution, contains policies and projects

which will be used to evaluate and implement transportation solutions for federal
funding. The interim period is until adoption of a fully updated RTP after a
completed 2040 Growth Concept. As such, the goals and objectives in this
federal RTP are part of the fiscally constrained and air-quality tested federal plan.
They are not the direct recommendations in a state functional plan to which local
comprehensive plans are compared for regional plan consistency.

The federal funding process, then, works as it has when federal and state planning
functions were accomplished within the same RTP. To qualify for federal
funding, a project must be in the federal RTP and in the current TIP. Projects in
the federal RTP will be consistent with federal RTP goals and objectives. For
inclusion in the TIP, projects must be consistent with local land use '
comprehensive plans. In this manner, adopted local comprehensive plans may be
affected indirectly by the federal RTP goals and objectives if local plans must be

amended to reflect projects ready for inclusion in the TIP for current funding.

The federal RTP maps have the same effect. Projects for current funding in the
TIP must be consistent with the federal RTP maps. Projects proposed for
inclusion in the TIP which are not consistent with the federal RTP maps require
an amendment to the maps in order to be included in the TIP. Whenever the

federal RTP is amended, it must remain fiscally constrained and be tested for air

quality conformity, and therefore, federal RTP maps may affect local land use

comprehensive plans indirectly if fiscally constrained projects ready for mcluswn

in the TIP are not consistent with adopted local plans.

The relationship of the federal RTP goals, objectives and maps to the state RTP
(1992 RTP) is indirect during the interim. During this period, much of the federal
RTP will be a lesser included, fiscally constrained version of the 1992 RTP. To

- the extent that projects for current funding are included in the TIP, both local
_comprehensive plans and the 1992 RTP should not be inconsistent with the

federal RTP. Any perceived inconsistencies between TIP projects and the 1992
RTP should be reviewed under the consistency process in Chapter 8 of the 1992

'RTP for possible amendment of the state RTP prior to its full update.

In conclusion, interim federal RTP goals, objectives and maps do not have the
effect of a transportation system plan (TSP) or transportation functional plan
under state law. Therefore, RTP policies are not directly binding on local land use
comprehensive plans. However, projects in the TIP must be consistent with both
the federal RTP and local comprehensive plans to be federally funded. -

Exhibit ‘B’ - [PACT Recommendations on Proposed Text Amendments to the Federal RTP
May 18, 1995
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CONSENT ITEMS

GENERAL RTP ISSUES

L.

" new tool for coordinating transportation modes....

Comment: Change first sentence on page 3, Section C of Introduction (Portland):

“Many of the region’s transportation problems can be directly attributed to ene
two causes -- rapid growth and increasing VMT per capita.”

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 1: Agree.

Comment: Change ﬁrst paragraph of vision statement on page 4 of Chapter 1 to
read (Portland):

“The federal Regional Transportatlon Plan seeks to balance the need for

continued economic-development accessibility and protection of the region’s
natural environment consistent with the goals set forth in the Regional Urban

Growth Goals and Objectives (RUGGOs) and regional policy.”

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 2: Agree.

Comment: Third paragraph on page 5 of Chapter 1 states that IMS will serve as
the primary tool for coordinating transportation modes, when the RTP itself

serves. this function (Portland):

JPACT Recommendatioh on Comment 3: Agree; recommend text change as
follows:

“The Intermodal Management System (IMS) will be the-primary an important

”

Comment: Amend third bullet on page 1 of Chapter 3 as follows (Portland):

“...Columbia Corridof Study, Central City Transportation Management Plan
(CCTMP), Sandy MACS and the Port of Portland...”

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 4: Agree.

Comment: Add a footnote to the various system maps in Chapter 4 that clarifies

the maps as “preferred”™ systems that are subject to financial constraints.
(ODOT). -

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 5: Agree; recommend the following
caption be added to the Chapter 4 maps:

Exhibit ‘B’ - JPACT Recommendations on Proposed Text Amendments to the Federal RTP
May 18, 1995 »
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10.

11.

(14

This map represents the region’s preferred transportation system, but

' significantly exceeds what can actually be improved with transportation revenue

expected over the 20-year plan period.”

Comment: ISTEA idescription on page 3, éﬁapter 1 should be revised to reflect
new “flexibility” not “priorities” in federal funding (ODOT).

Comment: ISTEA description on page 3, Chapter 1 should be revised to include
the emphasis on freight movement included in ISTEA (Port).

JPACT Recommendation on Comments 6-7: Agree; revise as follows: |
“...The act has led to changes in priorities... environmentally sound. The act

also speaks to the importance of freight movement and intermodal connections
in the nation’s economic health and global competitiveness.”

Comment: Add the following to the chronology on page 4 of Chapter 1
(ODOT):

N

- %1992  The Oregon Transportation Commission adopted the Oregon

Transportation Plan (OTP), the state’s first comprehensive
transportation plan.”

JPACT Recommendation on Commént 8: Agree; revise as proposed.

Comment: Delete Federal Railroad Administration and Federal Transit
Administration as members of TPAC on page 8 of Chapter 1 (FHWA).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 9 Agree; revise as proposed

Comment: Replace the second chronology item on page 4 of Chapter 1 with the
following (FHWA):

“1993  The Statewide Planning and Metropolitan Planning Final Rule (23CFR
Part 450 and 49 CFR Part 613) is published in October. Although
ODOT has the lead role in statewide planing, and Metro the lead in
metropolitan planning, both sections apply to each agency. The

Management and Monitoring Systems Interim Final Rule is published

in December, and also applies to both agencies”

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 10: Agree; replace as proposed.

Comment: Add the following new objective to goal 2, page 8, Chapter 1
(Tigard): : ’

Exhibit ‘B’ - JPACT Recommendations on Proposed Text Amendments to the Federal RTP
May 18, 1995
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12.

13.

14.

15.

4. Objective: To develop a project specific list of solutions that maximizes the
total social benefit of the public transportation investment.

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 11: Disagree; recommend including
this item as an “outstanding issue” in Chapter 8 for future consideration and
refinement. :

Comment: Revise last paragraph on Section B, page 3 of the Introduction to read
(Metro counsel):

“The 1992 RTP revision has been found to be consistent with the Regional
Urban Growth Goals and Objectives and statewide land use planning goals. It
will remain the “state RTP,” Metro’s transportation functional plan, until
1996.”

JPACT Recommendatieli on Comment 12: Agree; revise as proposed. -

Comment: Revise the State Planmng Requlrements section on page 6 of the

introduction to read (Metro counsel):

“_.(see also 1992 RTP Chapter 8, Section E),”

e then add:

“The 1992 RTP will remain as Metro’s functional plan for transportation under
state law until amended an adopted as the regional TSP.”

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 13: Agree; revise as proposed.

Comment: Add the following new text to the third paragraph on page 2 of
Chapter 2 (Metro counsel):

“This analysis is based upon the 2040 Growth Concept currently undergoing
review, amendment and analysis before final adoption as part of regional goals
and objectives. However, the following land use-compenents. concepts and
associated growth forecasts ef from the Region 2040 Concept Analysis are the
long-range growth assumptions for the interim federal RTP:”

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 14: Agree; revise as proposed.

Comment Add the followmg new before section B on page 2 of Chapter 8
(Metro counsel)

“This interim federal RTP has been separated from the 1992 RTP, which is now
the “state RTP,” Metro’s state law-required transportation functional plan.
Local plans by state law must be consistent with the state RTP. That plan has

Exhibit ‘B’ - JPACT Recommendations on Proposed Text Amendments to the Federal RTP
May 18, 1995
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16.

17

a local plan consistency process in Chapter 8, section F. It allows Metro to
review and respond to any possible local plan inconsistencies by amending its
RTP to maintain local plan consistency with the state RTP. To the extent that
this fiscally constrained interim federal RTP identifies policies or projects
different from current local comprehensive plans that are, in turn, inconsistent
with the state RTP (1992 RTP), metro will consider an immediate amendment
to its state RTP when local plans are amended. Since most projects in this
constrained federal RTP are already in both the adopted TIP and adopted local
comprehensive plans, few such consistency reviews are anticipated.”

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 15: Agree; revise as proposed.

Comment: Add the followiﬁg objective to Systém Goal 3 on page 9 of Chapter 1
(O’Reilly):

“9, Objective: Provide safe, convenient options to driving for trips under 2

miles in length.”

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 16: Agree; however, no supporting
data has been developed as part of the Phase I process to specify preferred
travel modes by actual trip lengths. Recommend the following modified version
of the proposed language, which can be further refined as part of the Phase II

effort: :

“9, Objective: Provide safe, convenient options to driving for short trips.”

- Comment: Include language in the preface (or ekecutive summary), the

introduction, and in Chapter 8, Implementation which clearly explains the

“decoupling” of the state and federal RTP (TPAC).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 17; -Agree; recommend the following
text in preface, introduction, and Chapter 8:

“This interim federal RTP has been separated from the 1992 RTP, which is now
the “state RTP.” Metro’s state law required a transportation functional plan. -
Local plans by state law must be consistent with the state RTP. That plan has

.a Jocal plan consistency process in Chapter 8.F. It allows Metro to review and

respond to any alleged local plan inconsistency by amending its RTP to
maintain local plan consistency with state RTP. To the extent that this fiscally
constrained interim federal RTP identifies policies or projects different from
current local comprehensive plans that are, in turn, inconsistent with the state
RTP (1992), Metro will consider an immediate amendment to its state RTP
when local plans are amended. Since most projects in this constrained federal
RTP are already in both the adopted TIP and adopted local comprehensive
plans, few such consistency reviews are anticipated.” '

Exhibit ‘B’ - ]PACT Recommendations on Proposed Text Amendments to the Federal RTP
May 18, 1995 '
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MULTI-MODAL ROADWAYS

18.

19.

20.

21.

2.

23.

Comment: Adopt guidelines for regionally-funded roadway facilities that ensure
that pedestrian and bicycle movement is enhanced (Burkholder).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 18: Agree; the roadway system
components described in Chapter 1, pages 14-17 assume bicycle lanes on most
regional routes, and bicycle and pedestrian connections where local street
connections are not poss1b1e

Comment: Need more research on the effect of different roadway configurations
on pedestrian and bicycle mobility (Burkholder).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 19: Agree; roadway design issues
will be addressed in detail as part of the Phase II update effort.

Comment: Determine which areas now 6ccupied with roads should be

- abandoned for other uses (McFarling).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 20: Disagree; the RTP emphasizes
efficient use of land resources through more effective use of existing and new
regional roadways; further, local jurisdictions are the appropriate forum for
addressing possible right-of-way vacations.

Comment: Initiate user fees to offset loss of property tax revenue from public
use of right-of-way; initiate user fees to offset cost of storm sewers or other
facilities necessitated by road construction (McFarling).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 21: Disagree; storm sewers and other
local facilities are funded locally accordmg to the needs and conditions of
1nd1v1dua1 jurisdictions.

Comment: Metro should look at options for regional and local funding options
to provide additional funding for multi-modal roadway 1mprovements
(Hillsboro). :

~ JPACT Recommendation on Comment 22 Agree; JPACT and the Metro

Council have directed staff to proceed with an arterial street funding package
that would be referred to voters of the region for approval.

Comment: Consider collector system for regional funding (Hillsbbrq)-. n
JPACT Recommendation on Comment 23: Agree; with few exceptidns,

collector street are of local significance. Exceptions include areas where
collectors function as a regional travel route or are part of an urban center or

Exhibit ‘B” - JPACT Recommendatwns on Proposed Text Amendments to the Fedeml RTP
May 18, 1995
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24,

25.

26.

217.

- corridor that is identified for special funding consideration as part of Region
-2040 implementation. Collectors of regional significance should be reflected in

Figure 4-1 of the RTP (Roadway Functional Class) and are eligible for regional
funds. Other collectors that are not regionally significant may be funded if
found to be consistent with the RTP, but are not specifically reflected in the
plan. The process for determining eligibility and for prioritizing these collectors
will be developed during Phase II of the RTP Update

Comment: Western Bypass should be in RTP; unprovements to nghway 217
are not an adequate alternative (Hillsboro).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 24: Disagree; while the portion of
the Western Bypass that connects I-5 to 99W is an important part of the Region
2040 concept (and is included in the RTP preferred network), the Western
Bypass study has not concluded. Upon completion of the study, a
recommended alternative for the entire Western Bypass corridor may be
included in the RTP (consistent with the 1992 RTP).

Comment: Change second paragraph on page 1 of Chapter 5 toread as follows
(Portland):

‘...strategies to llmltmg future investments in aatomebile single-occupancy

vehlcle (SOV) capacity.”

JPACT Recommendatioh on Comment 25: Agree; revise as proposed

Comment: Change ﬁrst paragraph on page 2 of Chapter 6 to read as follows
(Portland)

«_ traditional objectives such as congestion relief, they also reflect goals to

reduce the percentage of single occupant vehicle (SOV) travel...”
JPACT Recommendation on Comment 26: Agree; revise as proposed.

Comment: Revise eighth objective on page 9 of Chapter 1; as currently written,
this objective implies that local streets may connect directly to major through
routes or arterials, and does not reinforce a hierarchy of streets designed
according to functional class (ODOT).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 27: Disagree; the discussion of
roadways by functional classification that follows in Chapter 1 provides
guidelines for connections between various roadway classes. Further, there are -
many examples in the region of major through routesthat successfully connect
with local streets and accommodate through travel; conversely, there are many
major routes that function poorly for through travel, despite sharp limits on
local street connections. The purpose of this objective is to improve travel

Exhibit ‘B’ - JPACT Recommendations on Proposed Text Amendments to the Federal RTP
May 18, 1995
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28.

29.

options for all modes of travel, not just automobiles. However, more specific
objectives and criteria for improved connectivity must be developed in Phase II
of the RTP update, and this incomplete work should be noted with the
following revisions to item no. 8 on page 25 of Chapter 8:

“8. Access ControlAPlan_s and Street Connectivity

“It is regional policy to improve travel options and accessibility by -
maximizing the number of local street connections to each other and to the
regional network. However, the emphasis on increased street connectivity in the
federal RTP raises a number of issues that must be addressed as part of the next
update to the plan. Although the intent of improved connectivity is to increase
travel route and mode options for short trips, the policy could also impact
roadway efficiency. Further, improved connectivity will be especially difficult -
to achieve in developed commumtles, and strategies tailored to these areas must
be developed.

(14

In addition, ODOT and Metro will examine ex1stmg access control plans

on the regional through-route principal-arterial system and develop specific

techniques to minimize direct property access. Major and minor multi-modal |
arterials will be examined by Metro esthe in conjunction with local jurisdictions
to develop guldelmes for local street and property access to these fac111t1es as

¢ In addition, for consistency within the RTP policy chapter, the following

revision is recommended for the second bullet on page 17 of Chapter 1:

“The local street system should provide linkages to multi-modal arterials,
collectors and other local streets at a density of 8-20 connections per mile.”

Comment: Objectives 7 and 8 on page 9 of Chapter 1 seem to be contradictory;
recommend consolidating as a single objective. (Clackamas Co.).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 28: Agree; delete existing objectives,
and replace with the following consolidated objective:

“7. Objective: to improve lesal-travet short trip options by increasing the
number of local street connections to each other and the regional network,
while dlscouragmg through travel on the local system with approprlate

" . street design.”

~ Comment: Delete second sentence in first paragraph on page 12 of Chapter 1

and replace with the following (ODOT):

Exhibit ‘B’ - JPACT Recommendatzons on Proposed Text Amendments to the Federal RTP
May 18, 1995
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30.

“ISTEA specifies a planning process which calls for consideration of alternative
modes.”

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 29: Agree; however, recommend
with the following wording for the second and third sentences in this paragraph:

“ISTEA specifies a planning process which discourages projects which
primarily benefit single occupancy vehicle (SOV) travel, and calls for
consideration of alternative modes.”

e  Inaddition, recommend the following revision to the third sentence in this
paragraph:

“In particular, funding for projects that primarily benefit single-éccupancy
vehicle (SOV) auto travel on the roadway system will may be sharply limited...”

Comment: Delete references to regional through-routes outside the Metro UGB
(ODOT).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 30: Disagree; several segments of the
regional throughway network extend outside the UGB, but are within Metro’s
jurisdiction. In addition, Metro has also contracted to provide air quality
analysis for areas outside the Metro boundary. In Phase II of the RTP update,
elements of the plan relating to these areas, and issues involving neighboring
cities, will be further refined in coordination with the affected cities, counties,
DLCD and ODOT. However, recommend the following revisions:

revise the third bullet on page 14, Chapter 1:

“Regional through-routes outside the Urban Growth Boundary should be treated
as “Green Corridors” with very limited access aﬁd—s&bstaﬂha}-laﬂdseapeé
buffers-that-minimize views-of non-resource rural-netivities.”

add the following outstanding issue to Chapter 8:

“Green Corridors and Neighbor Cities

The Region 2040 growth concept assumes a series of "Green Corridor"
transportation links to rieighboring cities that span rural reserves. These
corridors feature high performance, limited access highways, high—quality

_transit, and bicycle and pedestrian facilities that give easy access to the

neighboring cities while minimizing urban development pressure on the

- intervening rural landscape. The Green Corridor design may include substantial

landscaped buffers where non-resource lands abut the right-of-way.

Exhzbzt ‘B’ - JPACT Recommendations on Pmposed Text Amendments to the Federal RTP
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Although not all outlying towns are planned to absorb a significant share of
growth in the Region 2040 growth concept, many are already experiencing

growth today. The following issues are being examined as part of the current
Neighbor Cities study, and will be further addressed during the Phase II RTP

update:

e __development of a landscape buffer policy for Green Corridors;

e__coordination between state, regional and local jurisdictions on access

issues in Green Corridors:

e _development of a through-route policy that anticipates the effect of
neighbor city growth on through-travel routes in these jurisdictions;

° developmenf of land use IGAs with counties and neighbor cities; and

e possible incorporation of Neighbor City transportation
recommendations into the RTP”.

31. Comment: Delete the fifth bullet under Regional Through Routes on page 14 of
Chapter 1 (ODOT).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 31; Disagree; instead, recommended
_revising as follows to address comment:

“...with the exception of McLoughlin Boulevard and US30 northwest of 1-405
" elternativeroutes,...” ' :

32. Comment: Revised the second bullet under Major Arterial System on page 15 of
Chapter.1 as follows (ODOT):

“Leeal Vehicular access should be restricted to public streets and major traffic

generators te-tbe-greatest-e*teﬂt—pessible— cons1stent with established access

management standards; minor driveways...”

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 32: Agfee; revise as proposed.

33. Comment: Delete the final bullet on page 15 of Chapter 1 regardlng travel -
percentages; too arbltrary (ODOT).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 33: Disagree; this section is from the
current RTP, and can be revised, if necessary, as part of the Phase II effort.

34. Comment: Delete third bullet on page 16 of Chapter 1 regarding parking on
collectors (ODOT).

Exhibit ‘B’ - JPACT Recommendations on Proposed Text Amendments to the Federal RTP
May 18, 1995
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35.

. 36.

37.

38.

39.

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 34:. Disagree; this section is from the
current RTP, and can be revised, if necessary, as part of the Phase II effort.
Further, the adopted Region 2040 concept may provide more specific direction
on the placement of parking than has been addressed in past RTP efforts.

Comment: Change the second bullet on page 17 to read 8 to 10 (not 20) local

* street connections per mile; 20 connections seems too dense (ODOT).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 35: Disagree; the range of 8-20
connections per mile was approved by JPACT as part of the Region 2040
Growth Concept. Twenty street connections per mile translates into the
roughly 200 foot spacing that already occurs throughout most of downtown
and east Portland.

Comment: The roadway functional classification system differs from federal
urbanized classifications; differences in definitions should be clarified; second
sentence of the last paragraph on page 13 of Chapter 1 does not reﬂect the
proposed classification system (FHWA).

Comment: The reference to Federal-Aid-Urban should be removed from the last
paragraph on page 13, since this program was eliminated with the passage of
ISTEA (FHWA).

JPACT Recommendation on Comments 36-37: Agree; recommend the
following text revisions:

* Add a chart to the functional classification discussion on page 14, Chapter 1,
that correlates Metro and federal roadway classification systems.

* Revise last paragraph on page 13 of Chapter 1 to read:

sueh—are—ehgr-ble—fer—fedeml—&mdmg— The followmg are the regronal functlonal

classification categorles

: Comment: Need to correct references to principal arterials on page 15 of

Chapter 1 and page 6 of Chapter 4 (FHWA).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 38: Agree, revise both reference to
read “regional through-routes

Comment: Reference to the “primary system” on page 7 of Chapter 4 should be
deleted, since it was eliminated by ISTEA (FHWA).

Exhibit ‘B’ - JPACT Recommendattons on Proposed Text Amendments to the Federal RTP
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40.

41.

42.

43,

44.

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 39: Agree; revise second sentence of
the first paragraph under National nghway System to read:

“The NHS is to consist pnmanly of ex1st1ng Interstate routes, and-portions-of
the-Primary-System;-including significant state highways...”

Comment: Need to add a definition for Access Oregon Highways to plan
(FHWA). :

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 40: Agree; add the following text to
the Glossary section of the plan:

“Access Oregon Highways (AOH) - Three facilities have been proposed in the ‘

metropolitan area under this state funding initiative. They include the Mount

'Hood Parkway, Sunrise Highway and Western Bypass. The AOH program was

initiated by the state in 1988 in an effort to focus limited transportation
resources on key highway connections throughout Oregon,”

Comment: Some roadway classifications shown on Figure 4-1 are not consistent
with federal classifications, and should be cross-checked with ODOT (FHWA).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 41: Agree; staff will review Figure 4-.

1 and provide needed revisions for JPACT in the form of an amended map.

Comment: Delete "Boekman Road/I-5 Interchange" from page 28 of Chapter 8;

. ODOT is not considering this project (ODOT).

~ JPACT Recommendation on Comment 42: Agree; revise as proposed.

Comment: Need to refine access policies for artenals and collectors in Chapter 1
(Clackamas Co.).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 43: Agree; these policies will be
refined as part of the Phase II effort (see previous revision to Chapter 8
outstanding issues regarding street connectivity and access control). -

- Comment: Second and sixth bullets on page 17 of Chapter 1 should be -

consolidated to read “Local streets should be connected whenever possible to

allow for local circulation by all modes as well as for property access”
(Clackamas Co.).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 44: Disagree; deever, sixth bullet
should be deleted, since it repeats the first bullet.
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45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

Comment: Change Figure 4-1 (Roadway Functional Class) to show Harmony
Road west of 82nd and Lake Road from Hwy. 224 to Harmony as a Maj or .
Arterial (Clackamas Co.).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 45: Agree; revise as proposed.
Comment: Change Figure 4-1 (Roadway Functional Class) to show 242nd from

Powell to Highway 213 as a Major Arterial and 172nd, Foster and Tillstrom
roads as Minor Arterials (Clackamas Co.).

"JPACT Recommendation on Comment 46: Disagree; 242nd Avenue and

Foster Road should continue to be designated as Minor Arterials until more
detail on the extent of the possible urban reserve in the Damascus area is known
(as part of the Phase II RTP process).

Comment: Change Figure 4-1 (Roadway Functional Class) to show 207th
interchange between Sandy and Glisan as a Major Arterial and Sandy extended
east to 207th as a Major Arterial; also, correct Mount Hood Parkway notation
to read “East County Area” (Multnomah Co.).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 47: Agree; revise as proposed.
Comment: Change Figure 4-1 (Roadway Functional Class) to show Morrison
Bridge as a Major Arterial, based on its freeway connections to I-84 and I-5
(Multnomah Co.).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 48: Agree; revise as proposed.’
Comment: Change Figure 4-1 (Roadway Functional Class) to show

McVey/Stafford Road from 1-205 to nghway 43 as a Minor Arterial (Lake
Oswego)

' ~ JPACT Recommendation on Comments 49: Agree, revise as proposed.

Comment: Emphasizing preservatlon and efficient use of ex1st1ng facilities as the
preferred approach in providing a transportation fails to consider suburban
situations, where existing arterials are only two lanes wide, and a need exists to
upgrade facilities; should be defined as a strategy, not a comprehensive approach
(Washington County Coordinating Committee).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 50:. Disagree; the emphasis on
preservation and efficiency reflects provisions of the Congestion Management
System and ISTEA as a whole. The approach does not prohibit capacity
improvements, but simply seeks to pursue other less costly remedies before
adding capacity. -
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51.

52.

Comment: Remove the words “less auto capacity” from the description of Main
Streets on page 11 of Chapter 1; Metro has previously indicated the Main Street
design does not assume a reduction of capacity (Washington County
Coordinating Committee). :

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 51: Agree; the Main Street
discussion referred to in this comment is in the context of land use types, and
the reference to auto capacity is only in a comparison to Corridors, which are
envisioned as having greater auto.capacity than Main Streets. This section does
not set a maximum standard for specific Main Streets.

Comment: Discussion of local streets and connectivity in Chapter 1 is overly

- simplistic and imply that lack of local street connections is a sole factor in

creating congestion on regional routes; need to consider land use patterns, travel
demand and intersection spacing (Washington County Coordinating Committee).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 52: Agree; the local street discussion
is incomplete, and will bé key area of refinement as part of the Phase II effort.
However, connectivity clearly offers improved travel options, both in terms of
mode choice and travel path. The Region 2040 Growth Concept establishes
policy direction for improving network connectivity, as well, with specific
language on both connectivity and street spacing.

TRANSIT & TODs

53.

54.

55.

Comment: TODs should become models for sustainable development, including
the incorporation of native plants and other water and energy saving design
techniques (Vogel)

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 53 Agree; this urban design

comment has been forwarded to Region 2040 staff for consideration.

Comment: Locate south/north light rail along I-205 from PDX to CTC; corridor
is booming and Milwaukie route only duplicates existing bus service (LaClaire). -

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 54: Disagree; the South/North
alternatives analysis has identified the CTC/Milwaukie/Central City/Vancouver
CBD route as the most promising route in terms of potential ridership.
However, future extensions of high-capacity transit are proposed in this area,
including a possible route along I-205 from PDX to Oregon City.

Comment: A future LRT loop through Clark County should be added, beginning
at Gateway, crossing the Columbia adjacent to 1-205, and linking Vancouver
Mall, the Fourth Plain corridor, Clark College, downtown Vancouver, crossing
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56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

the Columbia along the South/North corridor and tcrmmatmg at the Rose
Quarter (Gould).

JPACT Recommendation on Comments 55: Disagree; future LRT in Clark
County is currently proposed as part of the South/North study along I-5 to
134th and a possible future spur from downtown Vancouver to Vancouver Mall.

Comment: Add a feeder bus system in Hillsboro that supports light rail

(Hillsboro).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 56: Disagree; the Westside LRT and

_ Hillsboro extension planning has already addressed the rerouting of existing bus

service in the Westside corridor. However, the RTP is limited to bus service
that is of regional significance (as shown in Figure 4-4).

Comiment: Chapter 4 should mclude a detailed transit map of Portland CBD
(Portland)

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 57: Agree; a detailed map of the
CBD transit network will be completed as part of Phase II; recommend the
following deletion from pages 11 and 12 of Chapter 4 until the detailed map is
included in the plan:

wh1ch provide service to the South Waterfront, RX Zone, Historic Districts
and other downtown destinations are under consideration and-are-shows-in

Eigure4-4.”

Comment: Replace Figure 4-4 with revised map recommended by Transit Work
Team and Tri-Met; revise LRT in downtown Portland, which is incorrectly
shown along Front Avenue (Tri-Met; City of Portland). _ ‘

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 58: Agree; recommend adopted
amended Figure 4-4, which also shows LRT in correct downtown alignment of .
LRT (note: a number of additional comments were submitted by agencies and
individuals regarding the release version of Figure 4-4, and are addressed by the

‘changes proposed in the revised version of the transit system map)

.Comment: Do not delete LRT comdors from funding discussion on page 21 of

Chapter 8 (Portland).
JPACT Recommendation on Comment 59: Agree; revise as prbposed.

Comment: The extent of the “constrained” transit network is not clear in -
Chapter 7; a map of the financially constrained network should be included

. (DEQ). .
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61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 60: Agree; new language in the
Chapter 7 project matrix should clarify the extent of transit capital projects and
service improvements that are assumed in the “constrained” network. However,

- due to the interim nature of the federal RTP, a map of the constrained system

will not be completed during this phase of the update.

Comment: Revise Regional Trunkline section on page 19 of Chapter 1 to include .
the following (ODOT): .

“should serve public attractions (such as stadiums, convention centers). In
addition, new regional public attractions should be located on trunk lines (b (bus or

LRT).”

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 61: Agree; revise with the following
wording: .

«“...be located on, or near, trunk lines...”

Comment: Retain existing Park and Ride section on page 22 of Chapter 1
(ODOT).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 62: Agree; retain as proposed.

Comment: Given the 'relativel)" slow schedule of future LRT. improvements, the
list of long-term projects on page 11 of Chapter 4 should be deleted, and studied
more carefully during Phase II of the RTP update (ODOT).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 63: Disagree; the referenced language
is from the existing RTP (with the exception of a PDX extension), and can be
revised in future updates, if necessary. :

Comment: Do not delete LRT corridors from fundmg dlscussron onpage 21 of
Chapter 8 (Portland)

JPACT Recommendatlon on Comment 64: Agree; revise as proposed.

Comment: Transit discussion needs a clearer explanation of the assumptions
used in determining the financially constrained system (Tri-Met).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 65: Agree; project matrix in Chapter
7 should include this explanation above the constrained transit project list.

Comment: On page 4-11, move sentence “A Phase II extension of the
South/North Corridor...” from third bullet describing 10-year priorities to
section describing long term corridors that follows on page 4-11.
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67.

68.

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 66: Agree; revise as proposed.

Comment: Revise second policy of Transit Objective 3 on page 18 of Chapter 1
to reflect the fact that the UGB contains a 20 year land supply, and not all areas
are ready for transit service (O’Reilly).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 67: Agree; revise as follows:
“Pohcy Paratransit service should be in areas not served by fixed-route service

in order to offer service throughout urbanized areas within the urban growth
boundary :

Comment: The plan’s major commitments to light rail and high-end transit
services combined with a lack of apparent strategies for expanding funding does
not seem to leave much for providing basic services necessary to adequately
serve the region’s suburbs (Washington County Coordinating Commiittee).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 68: Agree; strategies for serving low
density employment and residential areas with transit (regardless of urban or
suburban setting) must be further refined in Phase II. However, a key lesson -
learned in the Region 2040 analysis of the growth concepts is that more transit
service does not directly translate to more ridership, and that transit patronage is
heavily influenced by land use. ~

BICYCLE & PEDESTRIAN

69.

70.

71.

Comment: Adopt an “affirmative action” policy that directs regional funds
toward bringing bicycle and pedestrian networks to the level that has been built

for automobiles (Burkholder).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 69: Agree, such a.policy is reflected
in goals on pages 25-26 of Chapter 1, which seek to increase the modal share of
bicycle trips through a range system improvements. .

Comment: Create more tree-lined pedestrian and bicycle commuters paths that
are separate from automobile routes (Vogel).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 70: Agree; the pedestrian fund
contained on page 1 of the Chapter 5 preferred project list targets major
pedestrian upgrades for regional centers, corridors, town centers, station areas,
main streets. These upgrades assume wide sidewalks and planting strips.

Comment: Trees are as important to the pedestrian experience as sidewalks;
native trees, in particular, enhance walking and cycling while requmng less
maintenance (Vogel). :
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72.

73.

74.

75.

76.

71.

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 71: Agree; specific design guidelines
for planning strips may be addressed as part of the Phase II update effort.

Comment: Change bicycle system map designation on 181st from Burnside to
Glisan to read “proposed” (Multnomah County).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 72: Agree; change as proposed.
Comment: Place a higher priority on bicycle routes that encourage commuﬁng,

especially to the central city and regional centers, as opposed to more
recreatlonal routes (Gould).

'JPACT Recommendatlon on Comment 73:  Agree; this is the basic

philosophy that guided development of the bicycle network proposed in Figure
4-5,

Comment: Do not delete “recreational opportunities” from first sentence in
Regional Bicycle Network section on page 16 of Chapter 4 (Portland).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 74: Agree; revise as propoeed.

Comment: Correct the terms aesthetlc practlcal and “aesthetic safe” in Bicycle
Goal no. 1, Objective 1 (Clackamas Co.).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 75: Agree; revise as follows:

“1.  Objective: Integrate the efforts of the state, counties and cities in the metro -

region to develop the most safe, cost effective, aesthetic and practical and
aesthetie-safe system of regional bikeways.”

Comment: Bicycle network is incomplete/inadequate in a number of specific
locations (a number of link-specific comments were submltted by agencies and
individuals).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 76: Agree; the bicycle system map
shown in Figure 4-5 is a first draft by the Bicycle Work Team, and will be
substantially revised as part of Phase II of the RTP update. The specific
comments submitted will be considered by the Bicycle Work Team as part of
their effort.

Comment Don’t drop “quality of life” text from last bullet in Section C on page
four of Chapter 1 (Burkholder)

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 77: Disagree; the revised wording
provides a clearer idea of what is being protected, and reflects ISTEA planning

Exhibit ‘B’ - JPACT Recommendattons on Proposed Text Amendments to the Federal RTP
. May 18, 1995

Page 20



78.

79.

80.

factor emphasis on protecting natural resources as a fundamental and oﬁgoing
part of the transportation planning process.

Comment: Change Objective 1 of Goal 2, page 8 of Chapter 1 to read as follows

(Burkholder):

1mproved comdor operational 1mprovements(-meludmg—epphetmea—e£

maﬂagemeﬂt-teehmques} completlon of blcycle and pedestnan faclhtles and
transit service.”

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 78: Agree; however, revise as with
the following modifications:

“...improved corridor operational systems imprevements (including application
of Advanced Traffic Management System (ATMS) freeway and arterial
management techniques) bicycle and pedestrian facilities and transit servwe.”

Comment: Make the following minor revisions to Figure 4-5 (Blcycle System
Map) (various local jurisdictions):

e NE 207th Ave - dashed green from 1-84 to Sandy Blvd.

SE 148th Ave - dashed purple from Stark St. to Powell Blvd.

SE 129th Ave - dashed purple from Sunnys1de Rd. to Happy Valley
SE 82nd Ave - dashed purple

South End Road - dashed purple Oregon City to Hwy. 99E

Borland Road - dashed purple from West Linn to Clackamas Co. line
e Vancouver/Williams - dashed purple from Broadway to Lotmbard

e Jennifer Street - dashed purple from SE 82nd to SE 126th

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 79: Agree; fevise as proposed.

Comment: Make the following minor deletions from Figure 4-5 (Blcycle System
Map) (various local jurisdictions):

e 1-205 Clackamas County remiove solid green

e Remove local bike lanes S. of Tualatin Rd.

* 15 remove solid green

e . Hwy. 99E Broadway to Lombard remove dashed purple..
¢ Remove Salmon St. and Lincoln St. solid red.

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 80: Agree; revise as proposed.
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 81." Comment: A number of major changes should be made in the Chapter 1 goals
and objectives that establish bicycle travel as a preferred mode for certain trips,
set criteria for bicycle travel routes and street design considerations (this
abbreviated comment is a distillation of a number of separate, detailed
comments) (Burkholder).

82. Comment: A number of inajor changes should be made to Figure 4-5 (Regional
Bicycle Network) to reflect the 2040 Growth Concept and Transportatxon
. Planning Rule requirements (Burkholder).

83. Comment: The proposed Regional Bikeway Network is currently incomplete
- and several major additions/deletions are necessary (Clackamas).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 81-83: Agree; however the bicycle
work team has not completed its review of these major issues, and therefore
should consider them as part of the Phase II effort. Comments on the interim
federal RTP will be the starting point for the blcycle work team as they begm
refinement work in Phase II

84. Comment: Replace references to “AASHTO” in Goals 1 and2 on page 25 of
Chapter 1 with “Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan” (Burkholder).

85. Comment: The State Bikeway Standards should be cited in lieu of AASHTO
" because they address more circumstances and go beyond AASHTO in some
cases (Clackamas). :

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 84-85: Agree; revise Goal 1 bullet 4
and Goal 2, bullet 1 to refer to the “Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Master
Plan”, strike AASHTO. .

86. Comment: Is the RTP pedestrian interest in a system or program‘? Emphasis
should be on a program (Washington County Coordinating Committee).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 86: Agree; the regional pedestrian
program will focus on areas of reg10na1 interests, as opposed to SpCleiC

~ alignments. Exceptions will include regional trails, corridors and main streets.
The regional pedestrian program is not well developed and will be better defined
as part of the Phase II effort. -

FREIGHT & INTERMODAL FACILITIES

87. Comment: Should focus on alternatives (such as truck only lanes or exits) to
increasing road capacity when addressing freight needs (Burkholder).
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88.

89.

90.

91.

92.

93.

‘JPACT Recommendation on Comment 87: Agree; several intersection

projects included in the Chapter 5 preferred system project list reflect this
consideration. A more detailed evaluation of capacity-alternatives will be
considered in Phase II of the update, and as new information becomes available
from the Intermodal Management System.

Comment: Correct freight map to show 207th connector (not 201st) as freight
route (Multnomah County).

JPACT Recommendﬁtion on Comment 88: Agree; correct as proposed.
Comment: Improve freight movement along Columbia Blvd., Interstate Avenue
and Marine Drive near T-6, including better 31gnalmg, and overpass and

intersection improvements (Lasher).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 89: Agree;'freight improvemerits in
the Rivergate area are included in the Chapter 5 preferred system project list.

Comment: Consider moving AMTRAK station across river to Rose Quarter at
the junction of light rail lines to allow faster travel through metro area, and lessen

- impact of high speed tmms on residential development planned in River District

(Gould).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 90: Disagree; a significant investment
in local and regional funds has been made to enhance the current train and bus
intermodal area in NW Portland, including extension of the downtown transit
mall to Umon Station in 1994.

Comment: Change title of “Airports and Terminals” section on page 11 of
Chapter 1 to “Intermodal Facilities (Port).

.fPACT Recommendation on Comment 91? Agree; revise as proposed.

Comment: Revise third paragraph on page 5 of Chapter 4 to include freight/truck
model in reference to use of IMS in future RTP updates (Port).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 92: Agree; amend text as follows:

“...will be evaluated by the Intermodal Management System (IMS) and the
regional freight/truck model currently under development...”

Comment: The freight “action items” on pages 8 and 9 of Chapter 4 constxtute
policies, and should be relocated to Chapter 1 (Port).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 93: Agree; revise as proposed.
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94. Comment (several): Specxfy freight considerations when describing multi-modal
facilities throughout the federal RTP (Port). :

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 94: Agree; recommend including the
following additional objective under Goal 3, page 24 of Chapter 1:

“4. Objective: Consider the movement of freight when conducting multi-
modal transportation studies.”

95. Comment: Opening in Section A of Chapter 5 is too passenger-oriented. Include
the protection of the freight/intermodal network the preface to recommended
improvements in Chapter 5 (Port).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 95 Agree; recommend the following
text revisions to the first paragraph ori page 2 of Chapter 5:

“...investments in automobile capacity. The recommended improvements also
seek to protect and maintain the efficiency of the reglonal freight and intermodal

system. This approach...

96. Comment: The cost-effectiveness discussion following Priority 3 of local
priority-setting on page 11 of Chapter 8 should include freight movement as a
significant consideration (Lasher).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 96: Agree; revise th1s section to
include the - following:

“...give priority to options which reduce costs by increasing people or freight
moving capacity.” :

97. Comment: Correct Figure 4-3 (Frelght System Map) to show 207th freight route
to the east along Glisan to 223rd (Multnomah Co.).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 97: Agree; revise as proposed.

98. Comment: Delete reference to noise ordinances in freight system descrlptlon on
- page 9 of Chapter 4, as per recent TPAC discussion (O’Reilly).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 98: Agree; delete last bullet as
proposed

TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM MANAGEMENT

. 99. Comment: A regional advanced traffic management system (ATMS) has not
been adopted, and therefore the specific references contained in the fourth bullet
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on page 14 and fifth bullet on page 15 of Chapter One are not appropriate and
should be deleted (Portland):

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 99: Agree; recommend deleting
second block of underscored text in the fourth bullet on page 14 and the first
sentence in the fifth bullet'on page 15 of Chapter 1, and adding a discussion of
ATMS implementation to Chapter 8 (as an outstandmg issue).

100. Comment: The transportation system management section in Chapter One
should include a discussion of the basic signal system that serves all modes, is
interconnected, creates safe crossing for all modes at intersections, and the
importance of the system to capacity and safety for all modes (Portland).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 100: Agree: recommend adding the
following additional text to the bottom of the TSM sectlon on page 28 of
Chapter 1:

“Traffic Sienal Coordination -

The performance of the regional transportation system is heavily dependent on
a coordinated approach to signalization between local and regional facilities.
Though signalization approaches must vary, by definition, according to the
specific needs of a given location, there are several considerations that are
addressed throughout the system:

e __all modes of travel are considered in the signal system design; ,
o __the system is interconnected for maximum travel efficiency; and

e signals create safe crossings for each of the modes using an intersection.

101. Comment: Expand and clarify language throughout the document regarding
TSM, particularly as it relates to Advanced Transportation Management
Systems (ATMS).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 101: Agree; Metro staff will
incorporate such language in the final document.

TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT

102. Comment: Add the following new objective to Goal 1 on page 30 of Chapter 1
(Portland)

“5. Objective: Support private sector/local government initiatives to use TDM

measures which allow the existing transgortatlon system to handle mcreased

development without addmg capacity.”
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103.

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 102: Agree.

Comment: Do not delete flexible working hours section on page 16 of Chapter 4

- unless covered elsewhere (Portland).

104.

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 103: Disagree; flexible working hours
are covered in new text in the second bullet on page 14 of Chapter 4.

Comment: RTP should establish disincentives for driving, such as congestion
pricing, increased gasoline tax, auto registration surcharge and property tax on
vehicles (Hymes).

"~ JPACT Recommendation on Comment 104: Disagree; the interim federal

10s.

AIR

106.

107.

RTP contains a humber of TDM measures, although congestion pricing is not
included at this time. Over the next year, Metro will conduct a congestion
pricing study, which may include programs recommended for adoption the RTP.
Metro will also prepare a transportation funding package for consideration by
the region’s voters that could target new registration or gas tax revenues to a
range of multi-modal system improvements.

Comment: Need to better define regional and local roles in TDM strategies;
introduction to TDM section in Chapter 1 defers implementation to local -
governments (Washington County Coordinating Committee).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 105: Disagree; most of fhe TDM
programs are local by nature, and the TDM Subcommittee intended to focus .
implementation at the local level; most regional programs will be implemented -

by Tri-Met.

QUALITY

Comment: Change the first bullet in the Air Quality sectlon on page 4 of
Chapter 6 to read (DEQ):

“Interagency coordination between Metro, ODOT, the Department of
Environmental Quality (DEQ) and local jurisdictions to determine which minor

arterials and other transportation projects hamg—a—signfﬁe-aﬂt—regwfml—mpaet

should be considered regionally significant.”

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 106: Agree; revise as proposed. .

Comment: Reword air quality conformity section to clarify relationship between
Metro, ODOT, DEQ and USDOT (FHWA).
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108.

109.

110.

111.

112.

Comment: Change the first paragraph on page 6 of the Introduction to read
(DEQ):

The MPO makes the conformlty determmatlons whlch is submltted to USDOT.
USDOT then makes a conformity finding based on the determination made by
Metro.”

JPACT Recommendation on Comments 107-108: Agree; revise as proposed.
Comment: Revised the first criterion on page 9 of Chapter 1 to read (DEQ):

“Performance Criterion: Hydrocarbon and nitrogen oxide emissions by
transportation related sources...”

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 109: Agree; revise as proposed.

Comment: Add the" following text to the project matrices in Chapters 5 and 7
and at the end of the fourth paragraph on page 1 of Chapter 5 (DEQ):

“This process represented a first step toward establishment of a financially
constrained system. As additional information is developed on overall system
performance, and there is a better understanding of the needs to implement the
land use goal of Region 2040, the modal mix and list of pro1ects in the ﬁnanclally
constrained transportation program may change significantly.”

. JPACT Recommendation on Comment 110: Agree; revise as proposed. ‘

Comment: Add the following text at the end of the third paragraph of the
Preface (DEQ):

“The ‘resultmg financially constrained system should be seen as being
transitional in nature, with significant changes poss1ble as further refinements are
made

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 111: Agree; revise as proposed.

Comment: Describe the conformity process to some degree of detail and define
“regional significance” in terms of the transportation system and for air quality
conformity. Also, describe the relationship of the RTP systems to the ozone

and carbon monoxide maintenance plans (TPAC). '

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 112: Agree; Metro staff will work

- with DEQ to include such language in the final document.
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FUTURE ANALYSIS & POLICY

113. Comment: Need to develop an improved measure of roadway congestion that
considers more than peak hour demand to avoid over-building facilities
(Burkholder). '

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 113: Agree; the Congestion
Management System (CMS) considers alternative measures for managing
congestion. These alternatives will be considered as part of the Phase 1I effort.

114. Comment: Regional government needs to examine the use of financial
incentives/disincentives in promoting TODs (Gould).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 114: Agree; the allocation of TOD-
related funding included in the RTP project lists will be based, in part, ona_
Phase II analysis of how public expenditures and pohcles can best leverage
transit-oriented developments.

115. Comment: Fund studies of congestion pricing, user fees and other market-based
strategies that put all forms of transportation on a level playmg field in terms of
fundmg and operating costs (Parker).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 115: Agree; market-based strategies °
are identified on page 31 of Chapter 1 in the discussion of TDM strategies.
Congestion pricing is discussed as an outstanding issue on page 27 of Chapter 8.

LAND USE

116. Comment: Reference 20-year forecasts (instead of 2040 statistics) in Chapter 1,
Section C (Clackamas Co.).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 116: Agree; delete second sentence
of last paragraph on page 1-4, and replace with the following: :

“The regional forecast (intra-UGB) for the year 2015 predicts nearly 370,000
new residents and over 380,000 new jobs over 1990 levels for the Oregon
portion of the metro area.”

RTP RELATIONSHIP TO THE MTIP .

117. Comment: Clarify the relationship between the RTP Financially Constrained list
to the Metro Transportation Improvement Program (TPAC).
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JPACT Recommendation on Comment 117: Agree; staff will include
clarification language in Chapter 1, Introduction, and Chapter 8, Implementatlon
as follows

The federal RTP identifies both a preferred and a financially constrained set of
20-year improvements. The preferred system is a 20-year blue print intended
to address growth by generally maintaining current levels of roadway
performance and providing improved levels of alternative mode choice. The
constrained system reflects a set of projects the region anticipates it can afford
to construct over twenty years given available revenues. ISTEA planning
guidelines require that the entire RTP, including the constrained system, be
evaluated at least every three years to reflect changing conditions.

The Metro Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP) is the region’s three .
year funding document. The MTIP schedules and identifies funding sources, for
projects of regional significance to be built over a three year period. Federal law
requires that all projects using federal funds be included in the MTIP. In
developing the MTIP, the region gives top priority to strategic transportation

_investments which leverage and reinforce the urban form outlined in Chapter 1,
of this plan, and when adopted, the Regional Framework Plan. The MTIP is

adopted both by the region’s MPO and the Oregon Transportation. Commission

for inclusion into an integrated State TIP (STIP). The MTIP: must be revised at
least every two years.

Proi ects included in the MTIP must also be included in the financially
constrained system. However, while the adopted financially constrained system
should provide the basis for MTIP funding decisions, projects may also be
selected for funding from the preferred system. In the event a project or
projects are drawn from the preferred system for funding, the RTP constrained
system will be amended to include the project or projects. In addition, when the
constrained system is amended, financial constraint must be maintained either
through identification of additional revenues or removal of other projects from
the list. Except in the case of exempt projects (as defined by the federal and
state conformity rules) any such action will require an air quality conformity
determination (which is standard as part of the development ‘of a new MTIP,
see “Air Quality Conformity,” below).

ADDITIONAL JPACT AMENDMENTS

118. Comment: Recommend the following revisions/additions to the Roadway

Functional Class map (Figure 4-1) (Washington County)

Revise as regional through-route arterial:
e Highway 47 Bypass in Forest Grove

Exhibit ‘B’ - JPACT Recommendations on Proposed Text Amendments to the Federal RTP
May 18, 1995 _



Add as major multi-modal arterial;
e East/West arterial in Beaverton from Hrghway 217 to Murray

Add as minor multi-modal arterials:

¢ Beef Bend/Elsner from 99W to Scholls
¢ 112th Avenue from Sunset to Cornell

e Walker Road from Murray to Cornell

e Bethany from West Union to Kaiser

JPACT recommendation on Comment 118; Agree; revise as proposed.

119. Comment: The discussion of “preferred” transit services in Chapter 1 should be
complemented with a more detailed Chapter 7 description of what elements can
actually be funded with the “constrained” 1.5% annual service increases
(Washington County).

JPACT recommendation on Comment 119: Agree; recommend including a
detailed discussion of the “constrained” transit system as part of updating
Chapter 7 to reflect the final “constrained” system.

120. Comment: Revise National Highway System map (F igure 4-1).to reflect Forest
Grove Bypass (Washington County). ‘ .

121. Comment: Revise National Highway System map to show 242nd/Burnside as the
NHS connection between 1-84 and Highway 26 (City of Gresham)

JPACT recommendation on Comment 120 and 121: Agree; recommend the
following text revision to Chapter 8 (Outstanding Issues):

15. Proposed National Highway System Revisions

The following revisions are proposed for the National nghwaz sttem map
(Figure 4-1) during the next scheduled review:

e _Forest Grove Bypass route on Highway 47 as f‘Other NHS Highway”

e 242nd Avenue/Burnside in place of 181st Avenue/Burnside as “Other NHS
Highway”

122, Comment: Revise the bullet at the bottom of page 14 of Chapter 1 to include
 Highway 99W as a route that would not be upgraded to freeway standards
W ashmgton County).

JPACT recommendation on Comment 122: Agree; revise as proposed.

Exhibit ‘B’ - JPACT Recommendations on Proposed Text Amendments to the Federal RTP.
May 18, 1995
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123.

Comment: The discussion of Main Streets in Chapter 1 is too detailed, given the
lack of analysis that has been done at this time. Revise the top of page 11,
Chapter 1 as follows (Washington County)

..with street designs that pwwdﬂess—m&te—e&pae@—thaa—@emdeﬁ—and

empha312e pedestrian, transit and bicycle travel.”

JPACT recommendation on Comment 123: Agree; the land use elements in
this section will be developed in much more detail as part of the Phase II effort.

: Recommend rev1smn as proposed.

124.

Comment: Revise Transit System Map (Figure 4-4) to show Mcloughlin

- alignment from Milwaukie to Oregon City as a “red” line (indicating the high-

speed transit network) (Washington County):

JPACT recommendation on Comment 124: Agree; revise as proposed.

Exhibit ‘B’ - JPACT Recammendatwns on Proposed Text Amendments to the Federal RTP

May 18,
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Interim Federal Regional Transportation Plan

Comments Received
April 12 — May 10, 1995

This document provides a compilation of comments received from the
release of the public review draft of the Interim Federal RTP on April 12,
1995 through the close of the public review and comment period on May
10, 1995. This report is divided into two sections:

» Letters and Comments. This section includes copies of all letters or
documents received or submitted into the record during the comment
period. It also includes oral comments received at four public meetings
before members of the Metro Council, the Joint Policy Advisory
Committee on Transportation (JPACT) and the Transportation Policy
Alternatives Committee (TPAC) held April 13, 17, and 18, 1995. An
index of all comments received follows this page.

o The Appendix. This section includes sample copies of public notices,
news articles, press clippings, and other associated material.




METRO
Interim Federal Regional Transportatlon Plan

Comments Received
April 12 through May 10, 1995

Section One - Letters and Comments

AbEling, SteVe ... ittt eea s 105
Bailey, JIM..ououiiiiiiiiii e 105
Behnke, Robert........cccooevniinnn, e h et eteeateraaeeaeaeaans 47
Bothman, Robert........cococviiiiiiiiiiniiiieaan e 87
Burkholder, ReX.....c.coiivvuviiiniiiiniiiiiiiiiieininn, Veeerreiaiieas 21
Clackamas COUNLY ..c.iveeneniniieiiriiieeeieeteener e ieeneeeneanan ... 57
Conger, Bonnie.........ovvuiiiiiiiiii e 35
Federal Highway Adrrumstratlon ........................................... 69
Gould, Tim.....iuiiiiiiiiii e 13
Hillsboro, City of «....cuvuniniiiiieei e 83
Hymes, Joe ...ovveiniiiiniiiiiiiiinns reeereereitirrerrieaaes 37
Knight, SUe..cooviii e 11
LaClaire, RODEIt. . .uuuiueininiiiiiiiiiisie e 1
Lake Oswego, City of .....cvvvvvninennennnnn: TN veee 19
Lasher, Lon.......cccoovveiinninnnnne.. et raaaaa, reerrreneenenn 9
Luedloff, Chuck......cccovuiiiiiiiiiiiiciinec e 43
- Metro Counsel......oeininiiniiiiiii i 15
Multnomah County...........c..ceeuvinianianne Feteeretarereneirnrrrieenranenes 3
Multnomah County.......ccoiuiiiiiiiiiiiiiineniie e eeeenens 45
Oregon Department of Environmental Quahty ............................ 33
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality..............c.ccceuvnnen. 81
Oregon Department of Transportation ............eeuveveveeninienininnenes 75
Parker, James............cooeiiiiiiinnas ettt e e reaeraenans 31
Payne, Richard .......ccovuiiiiiiiiiii e 89
Persey, Jim.....cooiiiiiiniiiiiiiie, seeeeererererereieaas 41
Port of Portland............coooiiiiiiiiiiiiniiiinns PN 63
Portland, City of.......coouiiiiiiiiiiiii e 27
Tigard, City of.......ccuen.n.e.e. et eteeetattratee s e raeeeaeanaeaaans 79
TH-MEL e e 67
Tl’i-Met ........................................ eevesesssssee seccsecssessvesscren 73
R {2 B 1 o P 5
Washington County.........ccuveviiiniineiiiiieiri e, 113
Washington County Coordinating Committee.............ccuvvvenenn... 109
Zagel,David .....c.ouiviiniiiiiiiiii e 107
Zucker, MEIVIN ..ot 93

Section Two - Appendix

Public Notices
News Articles
Press Clippings



Section One

Letters and
Comments



Name, QCD(Q\ v Le CNatos Date T ~ ("1

Affiliation
Addeess YT Hib St 08 o .
City/Stote/ZP___ O o~ & %7 O

Comments (please prini)

. @ Q)\Kg Qg c\\f\{ 0‘& («)c‘ﬁ aJ( '{Y\é(\ LL% Qw‘e)
I‘ LOS b\t-& [):__’H‘\ pri>u«-{'(7 6¢ s

' [
ned  fo  stoe et e cross | Markst .
(GYNIN 01 s S50 M~% (_\O\)* Phb p\f‘u\' ‘o hac (o

\-n\(b ) b kw3 . . At /V\ar h&'&' bt PO Antatir~

Transportatlon

Comment card
. 1& hm\’\ Mé\’t\*‘ \A e /O\,\_) \)0(\,4*\\ VQv{"‘gj

The 30 day comment Cacs QQ\J Lb 7 Sy ) A —,L@ S¢ /Lg_g .

period for the FY ‘96 MTIP -
and the draft federal RTP

will close May 10 at Noon. ‘ :
Please mall commentsto  ~_(7) F peku— Aths ot gt el ook

3 address on the back of this
T -205 Lo K\r m\"‘% > Qade ~

page or fax to 797-1794. Q \i‘m\
W +D C(QL‘-dr\A> T—Q '{'k) C}(&\(\\_«

CU(\ Grt\.)*L\ IS 5nno~-—\ T~ (V\-(- Su:'ff‘

SQV\I\—\SFB\ ARSS ar\) "f/\t\r -(r<m\‘f OP(’
ALY \u\“(’\_z) Tha O-8 et ’(/l’\f‘b\)\l-\

/V\{lueJ(C—IL- OY\\ B“@\rcékx; LN é\rt@x
RN -d': ~ ,ﬁ\ 60.) Vb\-*‘k

" Printed on recycled-content paper \






Name_IT= A‘WA*-W\ASDA Date_ 4-11-9%

Affiliation__ N\ uirienss) 2. -

Address Phone

City/State/ZIP } |

Comments (please print) ‘

—Lorerer Somm T e e sy 209 Coneae
Tl Bup e ey o san) T Raacs" T cn o |

D¢ .

o

Transportation

Comment card

The 30 day comment
period for the FY ‘96 MTIP -
and the draft federal RTP
will close May 10 at Noon.
Please mail comments to
i@ address on the back of this
page or fax to 797-1794.

Frinted on recycled-content paper 3






. Mary Vogel
3700 NW Columbia it
Portland, OR 97229 TANSEATTATION Db

645
503 5-1992 APR 19 1995
April 17, 1995
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~ Artached is testimony that I wish to have substituted for what I said during my
two minutes tonight at the Metro Regional Transportation Plan hearing. I had not
originally intended to testify tonight, only to pick up the draft plan and materials and
prepare testimony for tomorrow's hearing in Beaverton.

When I arrived at Metro another person present convinced me to testify anyway—
. with minimal preparation. I'm afraid_jt showed. :

" yZ - /Z“/’% Sincerely, ~
%/f% Eggéggf/ﬁ” e
%}fﬁf“% i il
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Mary Vogel
3700 NW Columbia
Portland, OR 97229

503-645-1992

April 17, 1995

My'n'amc is Mary Vogel. I'm the Vice President for Field Trips and Education
for the Portland Chapter of the Native Plant Society of Oregon. At the end of this month,
I step into a new position for the Portland Chapter, Urban Conservation.

The Native Plant Society of Oregon is a pedestrian-oriented organization. One of
our major activities are field trips on foot to see wildflowers and native plant
communities. Until this year when we decided to see for ourselves what Ballot Measure
26-26 was about on the ground--offering "public-welcome" field trips to URBAN natural
areas--we have largely done most of our walking out-of-town in relatively pristine areas.

Our experience as an organization is that people love to walk when given the
opportunity to do so in a safe and pleasant environment. However, I think it would be an
understatement to say that most of our transportation infrastructure for the last 50 years has
not focused on increasing the attractiveness and the safety of the pedestrian énvironment.
Rather it has focused on destraying it. The pedestrian who wishes to walk to work—or even
to shop or dine—is assaulted by speed, noise, fumes and barriers. High speed roads have
replaced foot and horse paths and most of our native vegetation, making the pedestrian
commuter experience hazardous at best to impossible at worst in most of the region. For
example, I live in unincorparated Washington County near 185th and Sunset Highway.
There is no safe way that I'm aware of for me to walk or bike into town from where I live.

It is time for the pendulum to swing in the other direction with our transporeation -
funding. Ir is time to focus exclusively on restoring options for pedestrians, bicyclists and transit
riders. 1f we want to relieve automobile congestion, why continue to focus on creating -
more exclusive area for them to occupy? Build and widen more roads and more cars will
come. This we know from the last 50 -years' experience. Build more walking and

bicycling paths that are truly safe and pleasant commuter corridors, and more people will

use them instead of their automobiles.

Nearly as important as safety for the pedestrian~and the cyclist~is the
attractiveness of the experience. Without 2000 Ibs. of air-condirioned steel box
surrounding them, the pedestrian and the cydlist are much more dependent upon TREES to
shade them from summer's heat and shelter them from winter's wind and rain. Trees are as
important to the pedestrian experience as paved sidewalks. Personally, I feel that they are
more so. I would much rather walk on a tree-lined footpath than 12 feet or more of
concrete or asphalt. ‘

Trees--especially native trees--create more habitat for our native wildlife too. The
pedestrian would much prefer to be scolded by a Douglas squirrel than by an automobile
horn. Far more attractive for the pedestrian is the sound of birds singing than the sound of
semi-trucks downshifting. After their first year or two, native trees will nced less
maintainence too—especially if planted with a native shrub and herb layer. Having trec-
lined paths will get more people out of their automobiles. If properly designed, they will
also lessen some of the damage that roadways do to our urban watersheds. A portion of the
$27 million Regional Reserve Fund should be spent to restore our native vegetation along
commuter foot and bike paths such as the 1-205 trail, the Springwater Corridor, the
proposed Peninsula Crossing trail and other proposed regional trails.



The fewer roads we build or widen, the less native vegetation we destroy. The
fewer cars on the roads, the less we destroy the air quality and the water quality that our
native vegetation and wildlife--and we ourselves--depend upon. So improved transit and
transit-oriented design (TOD) are also high funding priorities for the Native Plant
Society, Portland Chapter. Again, we recommend native plants be retained or restored in
any new TOD or transit center development or re-development. Through thousands of
years they have adapted to the dlimate and soils of our region and our native wildlife has
adapted to them. All new design should be built to protect rather than degrade our
watersheds—with bio-filtration swales for all parking lots. '

To conclude, the Portland Chapter of NPSO supports the pedestrian, bicycle and
transit-oriented projects in the RTP with the caveat that those projects should focus on
reraining or restoring native trees and vegetation wherever possible. We feel that future
transportation planning should focus on creating more tree-lined pedestrian and bicycle
commuter paths that are separate from those for the automobile. We support the density
necessary to have frequent transit service; however, TODs need to become models for
sustainable development~incorporating native plants and other water and energy conserving
techniques throughout. Whenever parking lots or new paved surfaces are created, they
should be linked with native plant-lined bio-filtration systems.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.

cc Patricia McCaig
' Ed Washington

Earl Bluemenhauer
Mollie O'Reilly
Tom Walsh
Andy Cotugno
Susan McLain
Steve Hinton, NPSO Legislative Chair
Sue Allen, NPSO Portland Chapter President






April 17, 1995 |
Testimony on Regional Transportation Plan for Metro

Submitted by Lon Lasher
TP Freight Lines

1830 SE Center St.
Portland, OR 97202

My name is Lon Lasher and I am Administrative Services Manager for TP Freight Lines, a
regional L-T-L carrier covering Northwest Oregon and Southwest Washington.

Although our roots are on the Oregon Coast, we have been expanding in recent years to
add regional distribution accounts. Because of its location, we believe Portland is a good
hub for distribution of goods and products throughout the Pacific Northwest. A good

" airport, good access by ships, three major railroads to serve the area and excellent
interstate freeway routings contribute to Portland’s attractiveness.

- We work with a number of companies which ship by rail, by water, by air, and particularly
by truck, to Portland. They drop ship at our dock or we unload from their containers.
Working with marketing partners, we can then distribute their products overnight to all of
Oregon and Washington and into northern and western Idaho.

They like this approach because it is easy for them to control the flow of goods. They can
schedule shipments into the Northwest knowing we can meet their needs in a timely
manner. Because of the increase of “just in time” inventories where transportation often

serves as a moving warehouse, we believe the future holds even more growth of this
concept. '

We support any projects that improve the traffic flow in and out of Portland and through
sections of the city. While our terminal is in Southwest Portland, many of our customers
are located along Columbia Blvd., or are accessed by using that street. The same is true
of Interstate Ave. and Marine Dr. Many hours are wasted as our drivers fight congestion
along these routes. Better signaling, overpasses and intersection improvements will help
as will modernization of Marine Drive near T-6. ‘

TP Freight Lines commends the Port of Portland, Metro, the City and other governmental
agencies that are including freight movements in their long range planning programs.
Portland became attractive as a hub because of our transportation system. It has some
problems that need to be addressed. We voice our support of the Freight Projects as

included in the FY 1996 Regional Transportation Plan as one method to deal with these
issues. :
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Date: May 5, 1995

To: Tom Kloster, Senior Transportatxon Planner
: . M{-f. YBWW. .
From: Larry Shaw, Senior Assistant Coung_el .

Regarding: DRAFT FEDERAL'RTP AMENDMENT S

Our ﬁle 10.§3.J

April 1995 Tnterim Federal RTP

Your draft shows changes from the 1992 RTP which will remain in force during the interim
as the state RTP. It is important to avoid provisions in this new, decoupled federal RTP that
could be interpreted as-new-land use decisions. The federal RTP is a systems plan for_
funding eligibility only. This memo suggests amendments to address decouplmg and
avoiding land use decisions.

| Introduction

A. Fifth bullet: “"endorsement of a set of 10-year regional priority 1mprovements to the
transportatlon system ¢ !

Eight bullet: ("land use aspects") omit or completely rewrite as a description of land
use context, not "endorsement"” or adoption of anything about land use.

I-3 B last paragraph Add this sentence: “!

I-6 State Planning Requxrements second paragraph amend last sentence "(see a]so :

Chapter 8 E),' : "The 1992 RTP will rer




Tom Kloster, Senior Transportation Planner
May 5, 1995
Page 2

Chapter 1

I-23 - Why are freight systcms_ goals "Draft Goals and Objectives?"

| 2-1, B. First paragraph, first line: "The Region 2040 Growth Concept
unique forecast . . ."

......

2-2, add to third paragraph: "

_ egion 2040 Concept
j federal RTP:"

growth assumpnons for this

2-7, second paragraph: "Impl.ementation of the
)} will mvolve

Chapter 3

3-1, first paragraph, line 2: ". .. in Metro’s adopted Region 2040 Growth Cohcept
and..."

3-1, ;hird paragraph, fifth .bullet: ". . . and for the adopted 2040 Growth Concept PI

Chapter 4

an adopted regional Growth Concept
will help . . . and Regienf

will helpm. L



Tom Kloster, Senior Tranéportation Planner
May 5, 1995
Page 3

%tj'{it.line: ". . . In December 1994, the Metro Council adopted a 2040 Growth Concept

f is scheduled
' by summer 1995 The UGB

analysis is scheduled tovbe comple

Chapter 8

8-1 A. Fourth paragraph, second sentence: "All local comprehensive plans and futur
‘amendments to local plans are red 0y state law to be consistent with all adopted Sfat

RTP policies . . . to require an amehdment to a local comprehensive plan

Conelusion
1pj

1972

cc:  Mike Hoglund
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MAYOR
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May 4, 1995

Ms. Ruth McFarland, Presiding Officer
Metro Council '
Metro Regional Center

600 NE Grand Avenue

- Portland, OR 97232-2736 -

Dear Ms. McFarland:

I would like to take this opportunity to comment on the Interim Federal Regional

- Transportation Plan, which the Metro Council will consider on May 25, 1995. 1

realize that additional work will be taking place immediately following the
adoption of this version of the RTP, as this is an interim document, but the City
would like to go on record with comments at this time.

In 1992, the City went through a process to update its transportation polices.
Based on that experience, I can appreciate the difficulty of updating planning
documents in this period of transportation policy change. Metro has done a
laudable job. One of the issues raised in our local update, was the roadway
functional classification of McVey/Stafford Road. The City Council adopted new
classifications for this road that it felt were more in keeping with the surrounding .
land uses, function of the roadway and anticipated traffic volumes. The local
classification of McVey/Stafford now ranges from Major Collector to Major
Arterial, depending on the segment. The City would like to suggest a regional

- roadway functional classification for McVey/Stafford of Minor Arterial between

1-205 and Hwy. 43 rather than Major Arterial as shown in the Draft Document,
Figure 4-1. This would provide a classification closer to the actual function of this
roadway as well as to the locally applied designations of the road. It would also
provide an incentive for the community to review the existing local designations
and provide an opportunity for discussing a more consistent local designation.

The City also heartily supports the projects of regional significance that have been
included in the Financially Constrained Network list, including projects affecting
roads leading to Lake Oswego, such as Clackamas County projects 11, 18, 19, 21,

- and 26. We also are in full support of ODOT project 9, I-5 Ramp Reconstruction

at Hwy. 217; projects 83, 84 and 85, Tcrwiliiger, A Avenue and McVey/Green
intersections with Hwy. 43 and Tri-Met project 19, which will provide 150 park
and ride spaces within LakeOswego. We find these projects to be of regional

- significance and necessary for the City to meet its local transportation goals as well

as Metro’s. ) -

9




Page 2
Ruth McFarland, Presiding Officer
Comments on Federal Interim RTP

The City also strongly recommends the addition of several projects from its Public
Facilities Plan for Roadways (PFP). The City adopted its PFP in 1992, to address
safety and congestion problems anticipated over the 20 year planning period.
Several projects of regional significance on the PFP should be included on the
Financially Constrained Network list for the RTP. These additional projects are
attached. JPACT and TPAC will also be apprised of this recommendation.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the RTP. If you have any
questions, please call me or Tom Coffee, Assistant City Manager at 635-0290.

Sincerely,

e Rl

Alice Schlenker
Mayor

cc: Don Morrisette, Councilor, District 2

Rod Monroe, Chair, JPACT

Rod Sandoz, TPAC representative
Lake Oswego City Council Members

Additional Projects Affecting Lake Oswego
Recommended for Interim Federal RTP

sé ..vWay/Wakc Infsctn, turn lcs

l‘

TSM, Bike/Ped, Regional | $ 100,000

signal timing Significance
McVey/South Shore Intersctn; 2 left turn | TSM, Bike/Ped, Regional | $ 400,000
lanes, r-turn lane, signal Significance
Hwy 43, Terwilliger to McVey; signal TSM, Regional $ 240,000
intertie Significance
Boones Ferry Road, I-5 to Country Club; | TSM, Regional $ 200,000
signal intertie Significance ‘
.Kruse Way/Carman Intersctn; r-turn lanes; | TSM, Bike/Ped, Transit, $ 100,000
improve signal timing; add bus pullout Regional Significance
Hwy 43/Cherry Street Intersctn; left turn | TSM, Bike/Ped, Regional | $ 820,000
lane, improve approach to Hwy 43 Significance

Total Cost of Additional Projects $1,860,000
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May 7, 1995

td: Tom Kloster, METRO

From: Rex Burkholder

Re: RTP comments

If you have any questions, please call. 282-2599

Location Comment

'1.3.C g1 °  Add text“..attributed to 6ne cause—rapid growthn the use of automobiles”

. I.3C92 Add text “Therefore, newly developing parts of the region may be in neeed of
entirely new roadway,bmxclg._mdesi,na.n_ and transit systems. .

1-4 Clast Don't drop reference to “quality of life”
bullet '

1-4Clast§ Statement that “economic growth is nécessary for viability of the region. . .” is an
unsubstantiated value statement. Many feel that continued economic growth is
detrimental to the environmental and social health of area.Drop first sentence

1-6 System Change “..adequate levels ofmebilityaccessibility to the...”
cost

1-7 obj 1, Change: “The number of job opportunities available within 30 minutes from major

perform. residential sectors by the-fastest-mede transit during peak hours should be equal to

criterion or greater than today.” Reference to fastest mode reinforces SOV’s as mode of
choice and requires continued expansion of highway capacity to ensure high speed
motor vehicle travel, encouraging sprawl and making other modes less viable.

““obj 2 Drop “transportation disadvantaged” All residents should have transit avallable for
work trips.

““oby. 3, Change: “...total regional population having access taegienalretail and service
. opportunities within 15 minutes byfastest+noede bicycle during off-peak hours ...”
- criterion - Regional shopping opportunities are addressed in objective 4.

““obj. 4, perf Replace “fastest mode” with transit. Same reasoning as previous comment
« criterion ‘

1-8 System Change 1mpmve corridor operatmnal unprovementémeluda-ng—appheat;ea—ef
Goal 2 : : '

ATMS is controversial for use on surface streets and should not be included in
policy. Transportation options, including bicycle and pedestrian facilities, must be
available before SOV expansion if we expect people to make choices other thajn

SOV's.

YA}
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1-8 Sys. Add: 9. Objective : To improve local transportation options by completing bicycle

goal 3 obj. 9 and pedestrian networks in the Central City, Regional and Town Centers, Corridors.
and Main Streets

1-10 Add to description of Central City and Regional Centers and Town Centers: These
areas will feature a high-quality walking and bicycling environmenit.Downtown
Portland thrives because people can walk and bike easily (compare with Lloyd
District where the worst traffic is at lunch time because so many people drive from
their office towers to the fast food on NE Broadway and Weidler

1-12 91 Cut last sentence. This is unnecessary and inconsistent with goals of balanced
transportation system. ‘

1-183 Goal 1 Major through routes and multi-modal arterials should be treated separately. Many
strategies and goals acceptable for freeways are incompatible with other uses for
and around surface roadways.

1-13 Obj. 2 CHange: “To maintain a reasonable level of vehicle speed on the regional through
routes end-multi-medal-arterials...”

Level of Service is inappropriate measure for multi-modal arterials. LOS should be
dropped as criteria for multi-modal arterials until development of appropriate
measure of multi-modal accessibility is developed. Speed should never be
maximized on non-freeway facilities, especially when those facilities traverse areas
designated Main Streets, Corridors, regional and town centers and Central City.

“Obj. 3 CHange: “To maintain a reasonable level of vehicle speed on the regional through
routes and-multi-moedelarterials...”

1-14 4th Drop language setting traffic movement as highest priority for non-freeway

bullet facilities. This would prevent many pedestrian and bicycle improvements to ensure
capacity remains for infrequent emergencies and effectively create parallel through
routes, e.g., MLK and I-5. Excess traffic always seeks the least crowded route in a
corridor. Treating side routes like freeways will mean that they will become full of
freeway level traffic.

1-16 Major Add bullet: Bicycle Lanes are the appropriate design treatment for bicycle travel

arterial on Major Arterials” '

Design

Criteria Action 2D.1 of the Oregon Transportation Plan calls for “renovating arterials and
collectors with bike lanes...” The design criteria for Major and minor arteriaisust
include specific mention of bike lanes as the required design component for bicycle
travel, otherwise the RTP will be inconsistent with the OTP and accepted
engineering practices.

1-15 Minor Add bullet: Bicycle Lanes are the appropriate design treatment for bicycle travel

ial Mi : 1S

Design

Criteria

22
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Drop. See comment above, 1-14 4th bullet

RTP comments: Rex Burkholder

1-15 5th
bullet
1-16 ~ Drop 2nd sentence. The best bicycle routes are the roads that take you where you
Collectors  are going. Well designed roadways with bike lanes are what is needed, lower traffic
volumes and speeds don't do you any good if the road doesn’t take you to your
destination quickly and directly. '
1-16 Add bullet: quy_dﬁLanea_anejhe_appmpnate_demgnJmatmmubnbxxde_tmzel
Collector on Collectors”
System : >
.Design Change: “Parking should generally be unrestricted on collectorgxcept where
Criteria i i ”
,1-24. Change 3rd sentence: “... will provide safe and convenieroutes-forexisting
Reeional bievelisto. bi M A .
. bicycle
B :
1:26 Goal 1 Change Goal 1: ‘Bicycles are the preferred mode of travel for trips under &
1-25 Goal 1 Add new objective : Mﬂmmmammﬂwmmd
Obj 2. with other transportation modes,.”
“Obj 1 CHange: “... todevelopthe most-satereost-effective-and-asthetic-safe- a convenient,
_accessible and attractive system of regionalbikeways throughout the region.”
“ Policyl Delete: “wheneverpractical-and-possible”
“policy4 CHange “4-e—AASHTO) (i.e. The Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan)
““policy 6 Delete: “when-possible”
1-25 Goal 2 Replace with: “Focus regional funding on bicycle improvement projects which most
. he bicve] { hel lete t} ional bicvel )
- ““obj1 CHange “6-e-AASHTO) (i.e. The Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan) -
Policy 1 : ‘
“policy3  Delete: “funding for bicycle facilities will bmaintained-erincreasedin . . .”
1-26 Goal 3 Add new policy: ‘Develop licensing program for bicyclists, including training -
for all school age children in 1] . |
1-27 Goal 1 Change: ‘Wallsing is the preferred mode of travel for short trips and to transit”
1-28last§ ATMS must be designed so that pedestrian and bicycle accessibility is irnproved.

Also, adjacent land uses should determine use of ATMS. The threat to peds and
cyclists increases exponentially with speed. High speed travel, over 20mph, is
incompatible with high quality pedestrian environment. 3

May 7, 1995 Page 3
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1-293 9 Add: “encourage drivers to not drive aloneor not to drive at all especially during...;’

1-32 Parking also consumes incredible amounts of scarce land. Based on current
Parking patterns, the amount of additional land area that would need to be paved for vehicle
managemen parking alone is22.5 square miles or 14,400 acres about the size of the Urban

t .+ Growth Boundary expansion proposed in the Region 2040 Concept.
Assumptions: ‘
Ratio of registered motor vehicles to population (current DMV figures): 11
Number of parking spaces per vehicle (estimated current regionwide): 81
Projected population increase by 2015: 700,000
Typical parking space area (8'x14’) 112 square feet

(This could be as mtich as 44,000 acres if accessways, landscaping, ete., wefe included in the
calculation. Based on a figure of 126-140 parking spaces per acre from Affordable Housing and
Parking Requirements Todd Litman, 1994)

Maximum parking ratios should be set by Metro in the next RTP

25 ~ All discussion of roadways, especially m suburban areas, must include bicycle and
" pedestrian facilities, per ORS 366.514. THe word “multi-modal” is missing under
headings of Subareas 4, 5, 6 and 7. ‘

4-2B1Y The first sentence is not supported by fact or experience. The need for additional
- capacity is debatable. With true-cost pricing of transportation and availability of
alternatives, the “capacity problem” would disappear overnight. Economic
development can occur without increase in capacity, and even when capacity is
reduced, (e.g., in European cities where autos are banned from the central city).
Unsupported and debatable ideological statements such as this do not belong in this
document. .

This paragfaph confuses need with demand. Economics 101 teaches that
demand for a subsidized product is infinite whereas transportation need is
determined by a number of factors, including land use.

42B  Add4th buﬂet:”f_.tgmduce_denmsmztaﬁonMghlandnss_changes

and true-cost pricing of transportation”
4-4 ¥81,2,3 Add to each discussion item: ‘Bicycle and pedestrian systems must be completed.”

4-5lasty  Add: “to serve shorter trips toand withinthe Central City...” :
4th sent . .

4-6 2nd Add: “aregionally significant bikewagystem and sﬁpportive local bikeways.”
bullet :

4-17 3rdJ Change: “Bicycle fac;ﬂitiessheuldshallbe incorporated into allhighwayroadway

Last sent.  projects in accordance with ORS 366.514.” Note: it is ORS 366.514
4-17 Add bullet: 1dennf;Landxnplemeantand_alQne_chy_de_pmmmhthmpm1e_the

.RTP comments: Rex Burkholder | _ May 7, 1995 .' Paged
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Roadway Change: NE Broadway/ Weidler from I-5 to NE 39th from Major to Minor Multi
Functional modal arterial ' '

Class Map .
NE Sandy Boulevard from NE 39 to SE 7 from Major to Minor Multimodal

arterial

In general, roads designated as Main Streets should not be considered as Major
Multi-modal Arterials, there may be more that should be changed which I am not
familiar with.

NHSmap  Remove: NW Glisan/Everett, NW Broadway from NHS map. These roads are

: narrow and have difficult time accomodating multi-modal traffic without the -
additional truck traffic which should be using the regional through routes not minor
arterials. - . :

¢

Regional THis map is inconsistent with the Transportation Planning Rule and the Oregon

bicycle Transportation Plan as many arterials and collectors are not shown as including

network bike lanes. This omission is especially glaring in the City of Portland. It is also
inconsistent with the principles used to develop the transit and roadway maps in
that it shows only proposed projects, not the complete system envisioned by the
RTP. :

Suggested chahge: Add bike lanes to all roadways classified as Major and
Minor Multimodal arterials.

Chapter5  Add: ‘Major Bi
and7, same areasy

Project lists

6-3 Bicycle System: Add performance criteria: % of local bicycle system completed
6-3 Change: “...accessible in peak hour bytransit within 30 minutes...”
Accessibilit -

y: Change: “... within 15 minutes byfastest+node transitin the...”

Change: “... within 30 minutes byfastest-modée transitin the...”

8-11 CHange: “improvements that correct severe existing-traffiemultimodal
Priority 1 accessibility problems will have top priority;”

“« priority 2 Change: “...that can be demonstrated as necessary to correct traffie multimodal
: accessibility problems anticipated in the...” .

- “9g5, 2nd Add: “...include ramp metering, signal improvements, access
_sent. occupancy vehicle lanes adding bikeways and wall :

contrcém.Lhigh
A [1C

8-17 6) LOS is inappropriate measure of accessibility. Replace with multi-modal
accessibilty measure :

Also: Bikeways and walkways must be provided in accordance with ORS 366.514

25
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8-21 Add 2 issues:
Outstanding ' -
Issues 1) Allocation of costs to various transportation users, including costs currently

considered “external”

~ 2) Development of transportatlon hiearchy for funding allocation and proj ject
evaluation consistent with Region 2040

8-23final = Delete: “..1000 Friends of Oregon LUTRAQ Study

paragraph -La.nd_uselt;en-spemt}ea-mateg% THis study is complete and did produce a viable
strategy. ‘

8-24 TV Highway Corridor
Delete: “...will constructa-fivelenean arterial between...”

8-27(12)

Glossary

RTP comments:‘ Rex Burkholder May 7, 1995 Page 6




05702/985 14:43 503 823 7576 S DOTTERRER +-+- METRO PLANNING @1002/004

Ear Blumenauer, Comtmissioner

CITY OF Felicia Trader, Director
A, O, 1120 S W, F%%VE;&S
) PORTLAND, OREGON Pt Oregr e
/4 FAX (503) 823-
OFFICE OF TRANSPORTATION R 3716
May 2, 1995
MEMORANDUM
TO: Andy Cotugno, Metro
: Tom Kloster, Metro

FROM: _Steve Dotterre(/p
RE: Interim (federal) RTP comments

As mentioned, the city has a number of requested concerns and amendments with the
interim or federal RTP. Two major items need further discussion at TPAC.

1. Whatis the effect of the spht federal and state RTPs on land use decisions by
local governments in the region? How will it affect Metro's possible interim

framework plan elements?

2. . The federal RTP proposes to use the Through Route and Multimodal Arterial
designation scheme sketched during the Region 2040 process. The performance -
objectives (pg. 1-13) use a different classification scheme. The state air quality
conformity rule is based upon the previous RTP designation scheme, so some
form of cross indexing will be necessary before TPAC/JPACT canmakea
conformity determination for minor arterials of regional significance.

Requested amendments:
1. Pg. 13, C. Transportation Problems Addressed By the Plan, first sentence:
"Many of the region's transpox“taﬁon problems can be directly attributed to ene

fwo causes~—rapid growth and increasing VMT per capita."

2. Pg.14, Vision Statement, first paragraph:
"The federal Regional Transportation Plan seeks to balance the need for
continued eeonomic-development accessibility and protection of the region's

natural environment consistent with the goals set forth in the Regional Urban
Growth Goals and Objectives (RUGGOs) and regional policy." '

21
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May 2, 1995

Page
RE: Interim (federal) RTP comments

3. Pg. 1-5, third paragraph:

This paragraph states that the IMS will be the "primary tool for coordinating
transportation modes, ... and represents the first formal integration of freight and
passenger issues.” This may be a statement which will be true in the future, but
the work of the IMS has been entirely focused on freight issues. As these freight
issues are critical, X do not believe that the IMS can fulfill both functions.
Therefore, the RTP itself should be the primary tool for coordinating
transportation modes.

4. Pg. 1-14, fourth bullet:

In this bullet, the second body of underlined text, which speaks to very detailed
‘operational proposals, should be deleted. After completion/acceptance of the
ATMS and other operational strategies, can be added to the plan. :

5. Pg.1-15, fifth bullet
~ Again, these operational issues should not be in the RTP at this time.
6. Pg. 1-28, suggested new text.

There is no discussion in the RTP of the basic signal system and it's importance to
capacity and safety for all modes. I'm unable to write that text myself, but I
suggest that it should at least discuss the signal system which:

- serves all modes | ~

- is interconnected o
- creates safe crossings for each of the modes using an intersection

== 7.-—Pg. 1-30, bottom of page, add a new objective:
“s, Objective: Support private sector/local govemmént initiatives to use TDM
measures which allow the existing transportation system to handle increased .
development without adding capacity." N
8. Pg. 3-1, additions to the third bullet:

"...Central City Transportation Management Plan (CCTMP) and the Sandy
MACS." : v

2%
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Page 3 _
RE: Interim (federal) RTP comments
9.  Pg.4-12 and Map 44 Corrections:
The text notes a special map of the CBD area, which is not on the map.
Additionally, the main map shows LRT in Waterfront Park.
10. Pg.4-16:
Do not delete the section on Flexible Work hours, unless it is covered elsewhere.
11.  Pg. 4-16, Regional Bicycle Network: |
Do not delete reaeaﬁonal opportunities,
12, Pg.5-1, second paragraph, second line:
| "s{rategies to limiting future investments in autemebile SOV capacity.”
13. - Pg. 6-2, first paragraph, third line: ' '
"traditional objectives suchas co:igéﬁon relief, they also reflect goals to reduce
the percentage of single occupant”
14. Pg. 8-21, list in Funding section:

Do not delete LRT Corridors, since several (at least Oregon City, Washington Square

14:44  T5503 823 7576 S DOTTERRER +++ METRO PLANNING (2004004

and Airport) are still unfunded.
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Camrmant card

The 30 day comment

period for the FY ‘86 MTIP -

and the draft federal RTP

will close May 10 at Noon.

Please mail comments to

‘he address on the back of this

page or fax to 797-1794.
—_ »
¢ %

ST Ton£

Name James Parker Date 4/30/95
Affiliation__ cplf -
Addess_4327 NE Glisan St Phere_ 2348587
City/State/ZIP Portland, OR 97213 :

Comments (please prini) I would like to see the federal RTP include

‘manies for stndies of methods of nmmnn hi n]nncn}r use-and

using fees generated by a specific use to jmnrovements of that
portion of the h1ghway system used. A market- based transportation

Mld J’“lf all forms of francnnrfahnn rmaanstrle_n, bicwele,

bus. rail, and the carlon a level playing field reduce congestion,

help reduce pollutlon, and contain costs. A useful study of this

jc '"Market-Based Solutions tao the Transpartation Crisis'-of-the-Bay

Area Economic® Forum, published in May 1990,

Printed on recycled-conient paper
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State of Oregon ' | - -
Department of Environmental Quality Memorandum

To: . 'té%ggl Metro Staff.
From: - owargggarris. ‘

-Subject: Questions and comments on the draft Interim RTP.

Date: - April 26, 1995

I am providing some commentary on air quality/conformity issues
regarding the draft Interim RTP write-up and suggesting some
changes in language to improve the accuracy of the text.

1. Determination of regionally significant facilities in the
draft Interim RTP and the upcoming conformity determination.

At this time, it is unclear what the relationship is between -
facilities of primary and secondary regional significance in the
RTP and the determination of "regionally significant" facilities
for purposes of the conformity determination. The latter ‘
determination must be made through interagency consultation. The
draft Interim RTP makes the assignment merely on functional
classification. The issue of regional significance will be
discussed further within the context of the forthcoming
conformity determination. -

Related to this issue, on page 6-4 (the first bullet under Aix
Quality), the text indicates that the criterion for including
projects in the conformity determination is "projects having a
significant regional .air quality impact." This is not consistent
with the definitions in both the federal and state rules
regarding regional significance. In summary, "regionally
significant" facilities are as follows: 1) at a minimum all
principle arterials and 2) facilities normally included in
Metro’s transportation model which serve regional travel needs.
Accordingly, the text should be changed as follows:

Interagency coordination between Metro, ODOT, the Department
of Environmental Quality (DEQ) and local jurisdictions to

"determine which minor arterials and other transportation

projects [having a significant regional impact] should be

considered regionally significant.

2. ~Conformity determinations are not made jointly by Metro,
' FHWA, and FTA. ~

In the Introduction on page I-6, first full paragraph, the
narrative states that "Metro, FHWA and FTA make a joint
determination that the federal RTP conforms to the Clean Air Act
Amendments and EPA‘’s conformity regulations." The Clean Air Act

35



Memo To: TPAC, Metro Staff.
April 26, 1955
Page 2

actually requires independent findings by the MPO and USDOT. The
language should state that "JPACT makes the conformity

" determination which is submitted to USDOT. USDOT then makes a
conformity finding based on the determination made by JPACT and
submitted by Metro." ‘ '

3. Air quality.objectives need to include NOx.

.Page 1-9 discusses the objective of maintaining the region’s air
quality. The performance criterion stating "Hydrocarbon .
emissions by transportation related sources . . ." should also .
include "nitrogen oxide" emissions. Since this is included in
later discussions, it appears to be an oversight in this

paragraph. .
4. The financially constrained transit network needs to be
described.

As indicated, the transit network described in Table 4-4 cannot
be financed with available revenues see, page 7-5. Based on the
first full paragraph on page 7-5, it appears that the financially
‘constrained transit system includes existing bus service, the
Banfield MAX, Westside LRT and North/South LRT. The discussion
of transit service is confusing and should be revised to
expressly describe the financially constrained system. For
purposes of clarity, if the RTP is going to include both a
financially constrained element and a preferred network, we
recommend an additional map that displays the financially
constrained system. o '
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8420 S.W. Connemara Place
Beaverton,” OR 97008-6933
April 24, 1995

Metro

Transportation Planning
600 N.E. Grand Avenue
Portland, OR 97232

RE: WASHINGTON COUNTRY PROJECTS NO. 6 & 57
(125th Extension between Brockman and Hall;
widening 125th from Scholls Ferry to Brockman)

Gentlemen;

As Metro looks for public input to narrow down the list of over 400 projects for the Regional
Transportation Plan, I suggest that the two above named projects be deleted from the RTP.

The proposed 125th extension is Beaverton’s equivalent of Southwest Portland’s Mt. Hood
Freeway. Just because the right-of-way is available does not make it a good or necessary
project. This issue has been debated almost yearly for the past 18 years. Public hearings on
the subject always draw a good turnout of citizens in opposition but, rarely, does anyone testify
in favor of it. The project appears to be of special interest only to a few local politicians. Now
is the time to abandon a project so few taxpayers desire.

The RTP needs to include Washington County’s most pressing transportation, safety, and
congestion problems. The 125th extension, a proposed road of mainly local significance, will
have a negative impact on safety, do little to solve congestion problems, and will create more
problems than it will solve. .

While attempting to reduce the traffic count on Sorrento Road, the 125th extension will place
a heavy burden on the connecting narrow neighborhood cross streets, such as Barberry, Davies
Road, Carr, Stillwell, Berry Hill, Indian Hill, and Oxbow Terrace to name a few. It will
encourage more traffic to cut through the residential area of S.W. North Dakota to get to central
Tigard. Pedestrians and children at play will feel unsafe in their neighborhoods with more cars
cutting through residential areas. More pollution and noise will be added to neighborhoods
already affected by Brockman, Greenway, and Sorrento. Ironically, the 125th extension will
not significantly reduce traffic on Sorrento because many people will still need to use that road.

Few green spaces are left in Beaverton. Houses, apartments, ahd business complexes are
sprouting up all over. Let’s not destroy every existing forest and natural wetland enjoyed
especially by wild life and children. In fact, it has been suggested that the 125th extension be
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Metro - Transportation Planning C-2- April 23, 1995

made into a linear park. Just think how many people could enjoy an "upper" Greenway Park
with walking paths, playground areas, and the small, existing forest. What a positive thing to
do for the community. _ ‘

Of additional concern is Washington County Project No. 57--widening 125th from Scholls Ferry
to Brockman from two to five lanes. Children who live within a one and a half mile radius of
Greenway Elementary and Conestoga Middle Schools do not have bus service. Many children
walk to these schools and must cross 125th. Adding to the street system will increase through
traffic and encourage higher speeds. Even several "supporters" of the proposed 125th
extension are not in favor of 125th between Scholls Ferry and Hall Boulevard being widened
to five lanes! ' '

. If built, the 125th extension and the widening of 125th to Sfive lanes would increase the
negative impacts on the community and neighborhoods arising from noise, visual impacts, and
physical segmentation that planning for the regional transportation system should seek to reduce.
I urge you to remove Washington Country Projects No. 6 and 57 from the RPT. In choosing
projects for funding, let’s update the quality of existing streets, fix known safety problems, and
plan for the future in the newer, less developed areas of Washington County before they become
problems. :

Sincerely,

Mrs. Jon C. Conger



2610 SW Sherwood Drive
Portland, OR 97201
(503) 224-2828

May 1, 1995

Transportation Planning
Metro

600 N.E. Grand Avenue
Portland, OR 97232

Dear Metro;

Pm not saving the world i< going 10 end tomorrow, but I do believe that decent
transportation in the Metro area will die an agonizing death over the next séveral years
unless we attack the problem aggressively.

Just over the last few years all of our freeways and main arteries have become choked -
and nearly impassible at peak hours, and some are congested most of the time. This
means that trips take longer, there’s more pollution, impatience and anger increase,
unsafe driving is now endemic, parking is hard to find, and so on. These conditions
seriously erode our quality of life, the more so because they work insidiously, gettmg us
to lower our quality of life standards little by little.

These dramatically worsened travel conditions have occured despite enhancements to
public transportation and the roads network. What things will look like with close to
700,000 new people here over the next twenty years defies the imagination. The cliche
analogy-is Southern California, which is probably about right.

My point is that we can't sit passively and helplessly, waiting to be done in by the
irresistible force of new population. We have to move quickly and preemptively to keep
an already bad transportation situation from becoming a true nightmare.

The cure of the problem is to gel people iv (3) iravel shuiter disiances and (2) use
public transport rather than private automobiles. It seems to me that Metro’s Land Use
plan goes part of the way to solve the first problem, but it doesn’t go far enough. Unless
.- we get into vertical housing big time there will be no way to control terminal sprawl.
West Coast people don’t have the vertical living mind set, but if it comes down to a
choice between forcefully changing the mind set of new settlers and destroying my
habitat, there’s no doubt how I vote.

Your Transportation Plan is very good as far as it goes. Everything in it should go as you

have outlined. But I have no confidence it w111 really solve problem (2). We must be
more aggressive.
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. Three things need to be done:

0 establish disiﬁcentives for driving,

0 establish incentives for using public transport;

o make transportatlon planning information readily available.
Establish dumcentzves for drtvmg

There are only two disincentives for driving. One is crowding/inconvenience, which won't
work. The other is cost, which might.

One would think that overcrowding and extended travel times would discourage most
drivers. But the ability of some commuters to adapt to 2 hours-each-way trips proves that
we are decling with a variant and regressive, but increasingly common strain of homo
sapiens: petromotorum Americanus imbecilus.

- Even though very crowded/inconvenient roads will not, by themselves, cut down on the
driving habit, we must not make driving convenient enough for people to be willing to
suffer the cost disincentives. We must not build one more mile of roadway.

Here are some economic disincentives.

o Congestion travel fees. Pay $20/month for a visible sticker that lets you drive the
freeways and major ‘arterials during rush hours. Fees go to Metro area transport.

o Increased gasoline tax. If Metro could add a gas tax of 5-10 cents a gallon
dedicated to Metro area transport that would be great, but people would drive to
outlying areas to buy gas. Ideally, the state should raise gas taxes and dedicate the -
money to public transport. But the public voted this down once, so who knows.

0 Metro registration surcharge. Every car newly registered in the Metro area pays
a $100 surcharge, with funds going to Metro area transport.

0 Metro property tax vn motor vehicies. Something in the $25/year range would be -
affordable and generate considerable revenue for Metro area transport.

The beauty of a cost disincentive is that it also creates revenue to use for public
transport incentives. This is critical because transport incentives cost money.

Establish incentives for public transport

People will use public transport if it is nearby, fast, safe, cheap, and frequent, and gets
them where they want to go.
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o We must convince potential riders that public transport is safe. Auto riders feel
protected in their cars. We have to duplicate that sense of security on the buses.

0 The most important incentive is that public transport gets people where they want
' to go. This means that routes have to be geared to the popular destination points,
and the most populous entry points. Public transport operations must be based on
thorough and competent research into -rider needs and habits or it will fail.

o I cannot comment more specifically about schedules, locations, and fares. These
are technical issues that also depend on good market research data.

All of these ridership incentives are important. Public transportation will succeed to the
extent it can credibly offer these six features. However, a credible offering may take
cash, whicli is partly why the cost disincentives for driving are so important.

Make transportation planning information readily available

I don’t see much evidence of a proactive, friendly information outreach program in the
current public transport arena. Considering that we need to change strong habits and
mind sets that favor driving, it’s clear that part of the job has to rest on public
information and promotion activity. o -

o Every household should have its own public transportation "hdw to" kit. It should
duplicate information in the phone book, but in a more decipherable style. Also,
there should be directions for how to get to the 25 most popular destinations.

0 Enhance and promote the travel planning telephone line. This works well, but
does everyone know about it, and does it respond without overly long delays?

0 Promote public transport with commercials. Identify and give examples of its-
valuable benefits: speed, convenience, cost, etc.

o Every potential.rider should have a logoed shopping bag. One of the reasons
people don’t ride public transport is that ii’s hard to haul cumbers of packages.

I don’t know how much of all of this is old hat to you and how much is wildly

impractical. I'm not sure how much is in your bailiwick and how much should go to
TriMet. Perhaps if I've been able to communicate my very grave concerns that will have
been enough. :

Sincerely,
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Jim Persey

12345 SW Davies Road
"Beaverton,Or 97005
(503) 646-6289

Date: May 1; 1995
‘To: Metro, Transportation Planning
Re: Comments Regarding interim RTP

There are two projecté in the interim RTP that I feel should be
dropped. Both of these projects will harm the livability of my
neighborhood.

One of the proposed projects is the construction of SW 125th, from
SW Hall Boulevard to SW Brockman. This is Washington County Project
#6. This road will cut through the Greenway Neighborhood. My
neighbors and I have been fighting against the construction of this
road since the middle 1970's.

Eighty-Five homes whose back yards face this proposed road will
basically have their lifestyle destroyed by a new arterial. This
road is not needed to handle local traffic since recent
improvements to SW Scholls Ferry Road and SW Murray Road have
solved many traffic problems. The building of 125th will destroy
- many beautiful trees, divide our neighborhood, endanger our
children and greatly increase the traffic in a quiet peaceful
neighborhood. v A '

The second project that should be dropped is Washington County
Project #57. This project widens 125th between Scholls Ferry Road
and Brockman from two to five lanes. This road would greatly
increase traffic in our neighborhood. Connestoga Middle School is
on this road and has been very concerned about the present volume
of traffic. '125th crosses Scholls Ferry Road and becomes a
residential street called North Dakota and they have already had to
install speed mitigation islands to discourage traffic.

Please remove Washington County projects #6 and #£#57 from the
interim RTP. They are not needed and will greatly increase traffic
through residential areas.

Sincerely,

Jim Persey
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April 22, 1995

Metro - Transportation Planning
- 600 N.E. Grand Ave .
Portland, OR 97232

I would like to express my opinion regarding certain RTP
projects that are presently being considered for action by
Metro.

#6 - 125th street extension between Brockman and Hall. This
project should be scrubbed from any future planning because
there simply is no need for a connecting road of this kind
especially when it requires cutting through an existing
neighborhood. Traffic is presently being handled adequately
by existing streets. A 125th extension would only bring out
of the area traffic through this neighborhood. Turn this ‘land
into a well needed park or sell it and let someone develop rowvw
houses on it. Either one would be better utilizatlon than
another street.

#57 - This project proposes the widening of 125th between
Scholls and Brockman from 2 lanes to 5 lanes. I don't know
vho dreamed this one up but it is totally stupid. Anyone
living in the area will tell you the same thing. The only
thing I can think of is that someone is trying to force the
125th extension and with a 5 lane 125th between Scholls and
Brockman, the extension would almost be required because
Brockman would not be able to handle the traffic generated by
5 lanes. Cancel project # 57.

Thanks for considering these opinions.

Sincerely,

Chuck Luedloff
-12530 SW Stillwell Ln
Beaverton, OR 97008

644 5566
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AR MULTNOMAH COUNTY OREGON

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
TRANSPORTATION DIVISION BEVERLY STEIN « CHAIR OF THE BOARD

1620 S.E. 190TH AVE. DAN SALTZMAN « DISTRICT 1 COMMISSIONER
PORTLAND, OREGON 97233 . GARY HANSEN » DISTRICT 2 COMMISSIONER
(503) 248-5050 TANYA COLUIER « DISTRICT 3 COMMISSIONER

SHARRON KELLEY « DISTRICT 4 COMMISSIONER

MEMORANDUM
TO: Tom Kloster and Allisbn Dobbins, Metro
FROM: Ed Pickering,/ ransportation Planning Administ;ator
DATE: May 3, 1995
RE: Review of Interim Federal Regional Transportation Plan, April 1995
'Figure 4-1 |

The map looks OK in East County except for: the 207th interchange between Sandy Blvd and
Glisan St. should be illustrated as a Major Arterial, and Sandy Blvd should be extended
easterly to 207th Ave as an arterial. Also, the Mt Hood Parkway note should refer to the
"East County area” since the T-1-A alignment is in Troutdale rather than Gresham. The

- Morrison Bridge downtown is a major arterial by virtue of its freeway connections to I-5 and
1-84.

Figure 4-3 ’

‘The only change recommended is the extension of the freight line from 207th Ave. easterly on
Glisan St to 223rd Ave, as agreed to in our discussions with Port Staff.

Figure 4-4

In the East County area, the east/west radial transit system is well defined. However, the
north/south routes are chronically under planned and served. Metro's 2040 Growth Concept
Map identifies 181st Ave and 223rd Ave as corridors connecting to a Town Center or

Regional Center, and LRT station areas. The Map identifies substantial areas of industrial and
mixed uses to the north with residential areas to the south, including the region's major urban
reserve area. There will be growth in transit use and incremental growth in transit service in
East County. Therefore, we should plan for mixed uses which support transit in these °
corridors, and transit service as well, in the RTP. . )

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER



It is also noted that Powell Blvd and Sandy Blvd are identified as 2040 Corridors but are not
recognized in the Transit Network Map. Both of these corridors should be recognized for
their significance in the East Multnomah County transit network.

Is there a need to include the transit link to Sandy as a city subject to substantial growth, and
increased transit travel to destinations in this region, over the next 20 years? Transit corridors
linking to surrounding cities may need to be shown on this map, to illustrate transit
connections beyond Metro's urban growth boundary.

Figure 4-5

This map is much improved over the initial drafts but a few additional revisions should be
considered. 207th Ave bikeway should continue north of 1-84 approx1mate1y 1/2 mile to
connect to Sandy Blvd, the major east/west street in this corridor. :

- Burnside St. bike lanes are proposed to connect east and west through Rockwood, so that Stark
St bike lanes should connect from Burnside St. easterly to the existing Stark St bike lanes. For
the sake of ‘greater bikeway connectivity in East County, the Division St. facility should
continue westerly, from 182nd Ave to 174th Ave.

There is no north/south connection in southeast Portland, between I-205 and 174th Ave.
Perhaps 148th Ave or some other route should provide this north/south connectivity in Mid-
county.

Finally, there has been planned for years to establish a multi-use trail as part of the 40-Mile
Loop, known as the Two Rivers Trail, along the shoreline of the Columbia and Sandy Rivers:
north of I-84 and east of 223rd Ave. This route should continue to be shown for ultimate
development.

Chapter 7 Matrix: Projects Recommended for the Financially Constrained Network

Seventy two million dollars of County road projects are funded by dedicated traffic impact fees
and County gas taxes generated in Multnomah County. Therefore, County Road projects are
funded and should be retained on the constrained list. This money is not available to fund any
other projects in the county or region.

As noted previouely, the Countys portion of Willamette River Bridges Accessibility funds
(#37) are limited to $3,260,000 as a revised, constrained cost. The Civic Neighborhood MAX
Station (#40) was removed by TPAC on 4/29/95. , _

- The Sellwood Bridge replacement cost (#41), and bridge seismic costs (#42) are accurate and
may be funded outside of existing known regional resources. The Willamette River Brldges
20-year construction and corrosion protection programs are inaccurate. Please review the -
Bridge CIP spreadsheets provided to Metro. The actual cost should be $234 million.. Please
note this revision. There are approximately $3.5 million annual revenue dedicated to these
projects which should not be mingled with other regional funds. Thus $70 million of
construction and painting projects are funded and should be included in the financially
constrained list. The remaining $164 million should be transferred to the Preferred list.

EPVH1557.MEM 4 b
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AEGIS TRANSPORTATION INFORMATION'SYSTEMS, INC. mit

May 4, 1995

Mr. Jon Kvistad

Metro Council

600 N.E. Grand Avenue
Poriland, Oregon 97232-2736

Dear Mr. Kvistad,

I am a systems engineering and transportation consultant. Although I am based in
Beaverton, most of my professional work is outside the State of Oregon. I am also a
founding member of Intelligent Vehicle-Highway Systems (IVHS)-America and its
Advanced Public Transportation Systems (APTS) working group. My specialty is the
design of low-cost, low-subsidy, door-to-door transportation systems for low-density
suburban and rural areas, where most Americans and Oregonians now live and work.
Attachment 1 is a copy of a recent Scientific American article about some of my work in
California.

Although Metro’s draft Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) contains some useful
information, it is a disappointing and misleading document. For example, it does not
mention that: - ' ' '

- Traffic congestion in the Portland metropolitan area is growing as fast as it
is in Seattle, according to an index developed by the US Department of
Transportation and the Texas Transportation Institute. In fact, public
transportation in Seattle is doing better than in Portland in several key areas.

- Despite a new light rail system and greatly increased taxpayer subsidies for
public transportation, the use of single-occupant vehicles is growing and the
use of multi-occupant vehicles is declining for both work trips and non-work
trips in the Portland metropolitan area, according to the U.S. Census
Bureau.

- Metro/ Tri-Met ridership and subsidy projections have consistently been too
optimistic. Just compare the actual and projected values of original trips,
farebox recovery rates, subsidies per next trip, etc. for FY95 in Metro's past
RTPs and in Tri-Met's strategic plan for a touch of reality (and humility).

11545 SW Séttlcr Way e Beaverton, Oregon 97005 ® (503) 524-4916 : )
1188 Bishop Street, Suite 911 o Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 e (808) 536-2341 "‘1



- Metro and Tri-Met have ignored the needs of those who live and work in the
suburbs (i.e. most residents in the Portland metropolitan area) and have
focused their resources on fixed-route bus and rail services to and from
downtown Portland. Perhaps the lighting is better downtown.

In the latest RTP draft, Metro is once again proposing a high-cost, low-payoff
transportation strategy that fails to address the needs of the Portland metropolitan area.
The transit / paratransit / ridesharing section, which apparently relies on information from
Tri-Met, is especially weak. This should not be surprising, however, because Tri-Met’s
strategic plan is also weak. In fact, the financial projections in Tri-Met’s strategic plan,
which are discussed briefly in Attachment 2, are ridiculous. Tom Walsh should require
that all of the planners who prepared these projections take a drug test, particularly for
halucinogens, and use sodium pentothal before he uses any more of their forecasts.

You are a newly elected member of the Metro Board. A major rewrite of the RTP is
necessary if you want to do your job well. The best way to do this would be to get some
outside help to let you better understand:

. Why no mix of conventional transit (e.g. bus, rail), paratransit (e.g. dial-a-
ride, taxi) and ridesharing (e.g. carpool, vanpool) services will attract
enough residents out of their single-occupant vehicles to reduce our
growing transportation problems, particularly in suburban and rural areas.

- What new technologies are available to make Portland’s public
transportation system more taxpayer-friendly, as well as more user-friendly.

- How Metro could develop a plan to get the private sector (e.g. Intel,
Tektronix, Microsoft, U S WEST, GTE, IBM, AT&T) to:

1) establish a privately-owned, privately operated “smart jitney”
or “taxi-like carpool” system, to provide low-cost, door-to-door
transportation services within low-density areas, including
trips to and from MAX stations, and

2) integrate these low-subsidy, door-to-door services with Tri-
Met's conventional transit, paratransit and ridesharing services
to develop a more cost-effective public transportation system.

After this work is completed, Tri-Met could transfer big buses from low-density suburban
and rural areas into urban areas where they can be more productive. Enclosure 3 is a
copy of a recent article by Melvin Webber, Professor Emeritus of Urban Planning at UC-

Berkeley, that outlines some of these concepts. He would be an excellent consultant for
the Metro Council.
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The funding for this work could come by dropping three of the four Transportation

Management Association (TMA) projects Metro is now considering. TMAs have had a

poor performances record in.Califomia and other states in recent years. One TMA project

- should be sufficient to demonstrate this will also be true in the Portland metropolitan
area. -

I believe Portland can develop the most cost-effective public transportation system in the
U.S. by utilizing IVHS/APTS ¢concepts. If you have any questions, please give me a call
~ after May 13. I'll be traveling until then. '

Sincerely yours, -

/s

Robert W. Behnke
President

cc:  Mike Burton
Executive Officer

g
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Putting the Mass Back in Transit

Technology for reviving the collective commute

! he empty seats of the automo-
I biles that U.S. commuters drive
every day could hold nearly all
250 million Americans. This calculation
is testament to the growth of the sub-
urbs and the failure of public transpor-
tation to provide access to the vast
tracts of housing that extend almost
100 miles away from urban centers.

A few pioneers are now trying to use
computer and communicatons tech-
nologies to broaden the definition of
mass transit to encompass everything

home—a reason why only about 2 per-
cent of suburban trips employ buses or
trains.) Some plans entail computerized
ride-sharing systems that make cora-
muting faster. The transit agency for
the Houston metropolitan area expects
to test a system this year that within 10
minutes can match riders and drivers
who commute along one of its busiest
highways, Interstate 10.

Certain other ITS projects that are still
on paper sketch a broader framework
for suburban transportation. Simple

MAHTIN H SIAON SATIA

ATTACHMENT 1

anadon. A driver—who has indicated
that he is going in the same direction—
will retrieve that information by tele-
phone or with a communications device.

As an incentive to participate, drivers
would receive a portion of a $1 to $2
fare, which would be credited to their
account by the computer system. Car
poolers would also be registered in the
database as a security check. To be able
to guarantee a ride, Behnke envisions
extending his suburban transit system
beyond the private car. If the computer
is unable to match a rider with a car,
a “smart” jitney, or roving van, would
be dispatched, and it could be tracked
with inexpensive satellite-aided naviga-
tion systems.

These ideas lack the high-tech allure
of remotely controlled vehicles detailed
in other ITS projects. But they try to
minimize capital expenditures for fi-
nandally drained local governments.

Despite work on a number of plan-
ning studies, Behnke has yet to see his
vision realized. He may get a chance to
see at least some of his ideas put to the
test in a $2-million project called Athe-
na. This transit project—to take place in
the city of Ontario, some 45 miles east
of Los Angeles—will receive federal and
state funds.

Even with such an experiment, tran-
sit may never work in the suburbs. There
are liability concerns about strangers
riding in the same car. And, in general,
getting Americans onto buses or trains,
or even into car pools, has been a losing
proposition. The number of public-tran-
sit trips per person dropped from 114
in 1950 to 31 in 1990. Commuters have
little inclination to make transit a com-
munal experience: the percentage of
U.S. trips to work by car pool fell from
about 20 percent in 1980 to roughly 13

percent in 1990. More fundamental ap-
proaches to the problem, such as high-
er gas taxes, are politically unpopular.
Despite the antitransit collective un-
conscious, there are a few recent suc-

PICKING UP well-dressed hitchhikers
going to and from work in Washington,
D.C., lets Virginia drivers use special
lanes that are reserved for cars with

multiple occupants.

except a car with only a driver. The work
of these innovators is hidden away as a
small piece of the hundreds of millions
of dollars in annual federal and state
research and development spending
that goes by the name Intelligent Trans-
portaton Systems (ITS). The ITS has
been investigating how drivers could
use radar to detect hard-to-see objects
on the road or even relinquish control
of a car to a remote computer.

Some ITS projects go beyond making
a car into a spaceship and seek to over-
come the inherent disadvantage of liv-
ing carless in the suburbs. (Bus routes
often leave passengers miles from

communications with telephones and
pagers would give around-the-clock ac-
cess not just to a job but also to the
post office or a nearby shopping mall.
Robert W. Behnke, an Oregon-based
transportation consultant, has nurtured
for more than 15 years the notion of
scheduling car pools, vans and buses
with the same sophisticated computer
algorithms that airlines employ in their
flight reservation systems. Behnke fore-
sees a suburbanite’s being able to dial
a computer using a touch-tone tele-
phone (or perhaps a pager or hand-held
computer) and then keying in a “trip”
code that identifies the person and des-

cess stories. An informal ride-sharing
system in suburban Virginia is working
smoothly: Washington-area employees
hitch rides with drivers who then use a
high-occupancy vehicle lane. Van servic-
es natonwide take travelers from air-
ports to their suburban doorsteps.
Changes in transportation patterns
could have a dramatic impact. Remov-
ing just one of every 10 cars on the road
during the morning rush hour could
cut congestion delays by nearly half
while easing suburbanites’ dependence
on the automobile. It would also have
the effect of filling those empty seats
with something other than the hot air
of radio talk-show hosts. —Gary Srix

go
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TRI-MET'S STRATEGIC PLAN
/ ~  THREE (3) YEARSLATER
Tri-Met distributed a draft strategic plan in 1992 which contained ridership and financial

projections for FY1993 thru FY 2005 (See Attachment 2A). Let us briefly examine the
projected and actual changes in ridership and costs since FY 1992.

FY 1995 FY 1995

PROJECTED ACTUAL COMMENTS
Increase in Boarding Rides Per 61,700 9,950 Tri-Met's Projection
Weekday : was mgore than 600%

: ' too high
Increase in Boarding rides Per " | 14.1 million 2.3 million (same as above)
Annum . ) '
Increase in Operating Subsidies $2.40 $10.23 Tri-Met's Projection
Per New Rider - . | should have been
- over 400% higher

In fact, the total subsidies per new rider are approximately 50 percent higher than the
‘operating subsidies given above. Assuming a work commuter makes 220 round-trips or
440 one-way trips per annum, it has cost taxpayers more than $6,600 per year for every
car Tri-Met took off the roads in FY 1995 over FY 1992 levels. Is this a wise use of takpayer
dollars? .

I made an analysis of Tri-Met's strategic plan for the Cascade Policy Institute in 1994. It
shows that Tri-Met estimates the operating subsidy per new passenger in FY2005 over
FY1992 levels would only be 37 cents in constant 1995 dollars. Based on national trends
and Tri-Met's own experience, Tri-Met's projections should be 20 times (2,000%) higher.

May 4, 1995 o | %@7«@44_

Robert W. Behnke

5)



Tri-Met Strategic Plan:
Business Plan

-Year of Expenditure Dollars
[232) Fro4 (2471 FYve (232 s nw FYxoo FY2001 Fr2002 FY200) FY 004 FY 2003
- FORECAST  FORECAST FORECAST FORECAST  FORECAST  FORECAST  FORECAST FORECAST  FORECAST  FORECAST FORECAST  FORECAST  FORFCAST
1. Weekday Ridership 216,000 233,300 256,600 282,300 © 310,500 341,800 382,500 420,800 462,900 518,400 570,200 621,300 690,000
1. Weekly Bus and Rail Hours 32,163 33.095 36,960 41,286 46,127 52,302 56,126 60,233 64,644 70,382 5412 80,940 86,814
3. Annual Revenues (000s) - . :
2. Passenger Revenues 30,464 34,546 39,900 46,085 '$3,228 .- 61,597 72,298 83,505 96,449 - 113,424 131,004 151,310 174,763
h. Payroll Tax Revenues 84,214 90.430 96.863 103,152 109,861 112,002 124,608 132,708 141,336 150,528 160,316 171,512 172,713
¢. Other Existing Revenues 35413 57.579 45,684 57413 33,305 36.606 5117 “m 50.643 76.646 62,503 69.776 99,105
d. New Revenues 45,000 48,150 51,521 85,127 91,086 92462 104,284 111,584 119,395 122,753 136,695
4. Total Revenues {CR and OTO) 150.091 182,555 221,447 254,805 41915 301,332 - 345164 358,396 392,12 452,182 413,18 $20,351 583,276
5. Operating Expenditures (CE) bl 14415 124.825 144,176 161,141 180,967 209.646 230,430 251,447 274,601 314635 343,295 374,869 409,664
6. Capital Expenditures (CE and OTO) o LI 61,541 '$3.370 109,779 62,450 70,545 101,253 90,2317 101,198 138,115 125913 119,855 184.8)7
7. Total Expenditures (CE and OTO) 1) (146,515 192,366 197,546 210920 43417 280,191 331,68) 341,684 3715.799 452,750 469.208 514,724 594,501
8. Operating Result 3.576 (9.811) 29,901 (16.115) . 4,498 21,141 13,48 16,12 16913 (568) 4010 5,627 (11,225)
9. Estimared Beginning Working Capital $1.034 54.610 44,19 14,700 58,585 63,083 84.223 97,704, 114,416 131,329 130,761 134,771 140,398
a. Operating Fund ) 18,604 31,206 36,044 40,285 45,242 52412 57,608 62,862 68.650 18,659 85.824 93,17 102,416
b. Captal Reserve Fund 18430 23,404 8,755 34,415 13,343 10671 26,616 34,843 45,766 52,670 44918 41,054 37,982
10. Months of Operating Expense 30 30 30 3o 30 3o 30 30 30 )0 30 3.0 30
11. Fare Recovery Ratio : 26.6% 27.1% 21.1% 28.6% 29.4% 29.9% C314% 31.2% 35.1% 36.0% 38.2% 40.4% 42.1%
CR=Continuing Revenue '
OTO=One Time Only
CE=Continuing Expenditures
Key Points: . ' .
Ridership Growth Service Expansion New Revenues . . Fiscal Stability ) Openating Efficiences
o Asindicated in line 3, Tei-Met will ¢ The agency's € 1t to [ ¢ The agency will be improving its

o The focus of much of Tri-Met's activi-

* ties will be schieving the weekly
ridership increases shown in line one—
from about 200,000 daily boarding rides

_ today to about 690,000 in FY 2005. A
gradual shift in land use 21 envisioned
in the Strategic Plan is necessary to
achieve these ridetship levels. This
growth in fixed-route and mini-bus
ridership is considered critical for Tei-
met to achieve its mission of improving
mobility as the region grows.

% |

¢ Line two, weekly bus and rail hours,
shaws the level of service needed to

~ serve significantly more customers.

need new revenues to pay for expanded
service. The agency will need $45
million in new revenues staniing in FY
'95, growing at 7 pescent pes year. An
sdditional new revenue source of $30
million is anticipeted starting in FY '98,
also increasing 81 7 percent per yeat,
The total revenues in line 4 will cover
Tri-Met's operating and capital ex-
penses except for the money needed to
march federal funding for additional
light rail lines.

ing three months’ of operating working
capiral as part of its fiscal stability goal
is reflected in line 10, which shows
steady maintenance of three months of
operating expense. Tti-Met will main-
1ain this cushion to assure wise and
prudent spending.

opersting efficiencies, so that i3 fare
recovery ratio (Line 11) increases from
26 percent today to almast 4 percent
In FY 2005. This means that by 2005,
about 43 percent of Tri-Met's costs will
be covered by passenger fares.

Tei-Met Snawpe Plon Discusion Ivaft Fuo
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Can Mass Trans

BY MELVIN M. WesBseR

0% gUi‘Vive |

- the Private Car?

“If you can’t beat ’em, join ’em” is nowhere more applicable than in the
Jight to revive mass transit’s lost popularity. Why not try to plug into mass
transit systems more of the convenience features that have made
“automobiles the most popular form of personal transport?

ars have become the over- ¢}

whelmingly favorite trans-

portation mode in all the devel-
oped countries, and they’re rapidly tak- §
ing over in the rest of the world as well. P
They've been one of the most powerful
forces for economic and social ‘change
wherever they've been adopted. chang-
ing the ways we do business, the ways
we live out our daily lives, and proba-
bly the ways we think. Like telephones,
autos have the fantastic capacity to
shrink geographic distance, permitting
people to maintain close contact with

cach other, even though they live miles . _;.

apart.

They've made it possible for most
of us to leave the old urban centers and
move into decent houses in the spa-
cious suburbs. They permit most of us
to live where we choose and then
accept jobs located at any compass
point from our homes. We're free to go
wherever we wish, and whenever we
wish, freed from the rigid schedules of E
COmmon carriers.

These freedoms have mixed conse-
quences. During this, the century of the
automobile, the high-density down-
towns of most cities have stabilized or
declined and, with them. proportions of
downtown jobs. radial patterns of travel,
and use of public transit. Declining transit
riding must be the most tragic of those
effects. Transit patronage has been falling
during most of this century, except for that
brief period during World War II when
gasoline was rationed and there were no
new cars to buy. In the years since WWII,
transit riding has fallen steadily—from 114
trips per capita in 1950, to 37 in 1970, to 31
in 1990. Since 1964, the federal government
has spent more than $100 billion to improve
and expand transit service, and yet trips to
and from work in urbanized areas, the ones
widely believed to be most amenable to

Why do so many continue fo brave the bumper-to-

bumper world? Transit systems must figure out what
makes the automobile the preferred choice of
transport and adapt their systems accordingly.

transit, have been falling even more dramat-
ically, from 25 percent of work trips in
1960. to 14 percent in 1970. to 10 percent in
1980, down to perhaps 5 percent today. In
the suburbs, transit use is down to about 2.5
percent of trips made to work sites.
Nationwide, people use transit for only 2
percent of their urban trips. With the excep-
tion of walking and bicycle trips. virtually
all the rest are by private car.

CARS TRAVEL BEST

Journalists keep telling us that
“Americans have a love affair with the auto-
mobile,” as though some imational infarua-

tion has seized us. But they're wrong.
Americans—and Europeans and Asians
and Africans—have simply discovered
that the automobile is the most effec-
tive surface-transportation system yet
devised. Unlike all other modes, it pro-
a vides no-wait, no-transfer service and,
owing to substantial subsidies, it does
so at tolerable cost. Where parking is
available, as in most suburban settings,
it provides door-to-door accessibility.
It’s no wonder that Americans, and
everyone else who can do so, have
adopted cars as their primary mode of
travel. .
Moreover, travel tdmes for automo-
bile commuters have been falling—
falling slightly, but falling neveértheless.
Between 1983 and 1990, the national .
average commute trip by car ebbed
from 20.4 minutes to 19.7 minutes.
During the same period, commuting
times via public transit increased—
from 46.1 minutes to 49.9 minutes
(that’s roughly 20 minutes by car and
50 minutes by transit), During that
same period, average mileage distances
increased for auto commuters (from 9.9
to 10.6 miles) and decreased for transit
commuters (from 15.1 to 12.6 miles).
For most automobile users, the trends
are toward fewer minutes and greater
access. For most transit riders, it's just the
opposite—more minutes and less access.
Time savings is surely one reason com-
muters chose cars over buses and trains.

'WHAT ABOUT NON-DRIVERS?

Even in America, all adults do not yet
have discretionary use of cars. About 11
percent of US households still don't own
one. About 10 percent of the driving-age
population aren't licensed to drive: they're
either too old or too disabled—or they live
in New York City where they can scarcely
use a car, even if they’ve got one, Perhaps a

MASS TRAVAT hAEEAT A
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Transi: Convenience

fourth of unlicensed adults can’t aftord cars.
About a third of US households still have
only one car that all family members share.
Thus. even though automobiles dominate
our transportation system. even though there
are more cars than licensed drivers. many
Americans still don’t have access to them.
That inequality poses a central issue for
transpoctation policy. It compels us to ask.
“How can we bring the advantages of auto-

- mobile accessibility to everyone”” One way.

of course, is to expand car ownership—but
that might increase congestion. pollution. and
energy consumption. Altematively. we might
invent a kind of public transit offering acces-
sibility for the carless, comparable to what car
owners enjoy.

THE CAR’S CONSEQUENCES

It’s important to remind ourselves of two
value-laden facts: First. automobiles were a
major force behind the geographic explo-
sion of metropolitan areas. extending-a
long-term historical trend. Autos. like tele-
phones, permit direct connection trom
everywhere to everywhere, and that's what
allows our contemporary suburbs to thrive
economically and socially. It would be a
great loss if that widespread connectivity
were to be weakened by anti-auto mandates
constricting free use of cars.

Second. and equally important. the
auto’s popularity and the expanding suburbs
have caused the decline and. in some places.
the virtual demise of mass transit services.
Trips between dispersed origins and dis-
persed destinations of contemporary sub-
urbs are not readily served by conventional
mass transit’s large vehicles: instead. they
inevitably get served by small, individual-
ized vehicles—that is. by automobiles. most
often by automobiles carrying only the dri-
ver. As a result. carless persons who remain
dependent on transit are left worse-off. In
something akin to a national social disaster,
the rise of the automobile and the decline of
transit have meant that many citizens are
deprived of access to suburban jobs and
hence to a livelihood and to the many
advantages of modern urban life. To be
sure. the plight of the jobless can’t be
blamed solely on the transportation system.
but just as surely. automobile transportation

‘is implicated in the tragedy.

So. what can be done to reverse that
decline of public transit service?

RIDESHARING AS PUBLIC TRANSIT
Bryan Clymer. the former administrator
of the Federal Transit Administration. rede-
fined transit to include all passenger vehi-
cles carrying more than-a solo driver. He
was declaring in effect that modemn public

- transit includes carpools and other small

_vehicles having multiple passengers. If

we're willing to accept his concept. the
question can be modified to ask: What
incentives might induce solo drivers to
share their cars with others? Or: What's
needed to tum solo-driven cars into transit
vehicles? Or: How can we tum more drivers
into riders?

It's something of a p..\mdo‘ that. despite
all the c.ompl.unts about highway conges-
tion. we enjoy a tremendous excess of
capacity. As Wilfred Owen of Brookings
once observed. because most American
cars are carrying only the driver. at least
three seats remain empty—enough empty
front seats to carry the rest of the US popu-
lation and enough back seats for the entire
population of the former Soviet Union.
That fact has led to many efforts to encour-

age carpooling. but the sad part of that -

story is that ridesharing has been on the
decline. Nationwide. carpovling fell from
about 20 percent of work trips in 1980 to
about 13 percent in 1990. Can we now
reverse that trend?

High-occupancy vehicle lunes (HOV
lanes) have proved somewhat successtul in
encouraging ridesharing in pluces like
Virginia’s Shirley Highway. The San
Francisco Bay Bridge's toll-free HOV lanes
for vehicles with three or more persons trig-
gered a telling unplanned response: solo dri-
vers now stop at BART stations and bus
stops to pick up two passengeny—strangers
who’ve been waiting in polite queues. With
three persons in the car. the former solo-dri-
vers now save up to 20 minutes by avoiding
the toll gates and the S1 toll besides. That
bit of casual. one-directional carpooling has
raised car occupancy on the bridge tfrom the
regional average of 1.1 to 1.9 penons in the
westbound morning peak—a 73 percent
improvement. It's an instructive clue for
transit-system redesign.

In addition to creating incentives tor vol-
untary ridesharing. improvements must be
made in more formal public transit systemns.
Because the contemporury suburban pattern
consists of dispersed origins and destina-
tions. the most promising strategies for pub-
lic transit are those that use small vehicles.
such as cars and vans—uvchicles sized for
the few persons making th same trip at the
sume time.

DIAL 711"

A merger of automobllcs. telephones,
cellular phones. radios. satellite locators.
and computers could support new trunsit
systems that are compatible with modern
suburbs. Following Robert Behnke's lead,
we envision computcr-B..hcd dating systems
that. in real time. would match drivers and
potential passengers having the sume ori-

gins. destinations. and schedules. A phone

. call to “Multi-Mode Transport Central™

would permit residential neighbors with
common destinations to fill some of those
empty seats on any given day and hour,
even though they're total strangers. The
incentive to the driver is reduced travel cost
and perhaps even supplemental income.

The Federal Transit Administration is
now exploring the idea. as are increasing
numbers of state and local transportation
agencies. Under the banner of APTS
(Advanced Public Transportation Systems),
they're conducting experimental field tests
of potentially integrated communication-
transportation transit systems. We can now
foresee metropolitan-wide transit systems,
each focused on Transport Central’s com-
puter.. A person wishing to go from here to
there at a specified time phones the trans-
port help line (say “7117) and places a
request by punching the phone buttons. The
computer then searches for a neighbor trav-
eling at that time to that place and willing to
share an empty seat for a fee. If no one is
found. it searches for the nearest publicly-
or privately-owned bis. van. or taxi, which
is then sent to the caller’s front door.

Being virtually guaranteed a ride at an
acceptable price and at the right time. many
who are now solo drivers might be enticed
into becuming carpuolers—i.c. transit riders.
Whether the vehicle that arrives is a neigh-

. bur’s car. van. small bus. or taxi is probably

inconsequential: whatever the small-vehicle
type. the operational service characteristics
are approximately the same. Any of these
interchangeable paratransit vehicles can pro-
vide door-to-door. short-wait. no-transfer ser-
vice. comparable to the level of service that a
private cur provides—und. for some. without

-the hussle and costs of parking.

The utility of auto-based transit service
need not be reserved to suburbanites. By far,
the largest number of transit-dependent
adults today have low incomes. live in cen-
tral cities. and lack discretionary use of cars.
Because most new jobs are opening in the
suburbs and because many center-city resi-
derits cannot live near those jobs, the decline
of conventional public transit continues to
worsen their predicament. Where no bus
routes run from nearby innercity locations
10 specitic suburban job sites. some fortu-
nate job holders use gypsy cabs and other
informal. perhaps illegal. paratransit ser-
vices. But these may be expensive and unre-
lizble. A great many other persons simply
remain unemployed. Far better that every-
one be able to dial 711 and be assured a ride
to work and a ride home at an acceptable
price. or provide tor wopld-be drivers a new
sauree of incoe.

Comtinved an page 71
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Connnued froan 26
JITNEY FOR HIRE?

Other countries long ago demonstrated the
viability of automobile-based transit services.
Jitneys are the main components of transit
systems in many Third World countries.
Some jitneys ply fixed routes while others
operate like collective taxis and take passen-
gers directly to their destinations. They offer
employment opportunities for a great many
otherwise unemployed or undcremploved
persons. They'fumish low-cost transportation
service that. in some places, approximates that
of private autos. In virtually all places—in
sharp contrast to the heavily subsidized tran-
sit systems in the United States—they operate
at a profit for their private operators.

Although jitneys have largely disap-
peared from this country. we still hold
onto the memories of their effectiveness
and profi tability The new door-to-door
airport shuttles in Los Angeles and San
Francisco suggest we may have a rebirth
of privately-owned. profi itable small-vehi-
cle systems operating in public transit
modes. However, a high bartier stands in
the way of expanding paratransit service in

the United States. Strict regulations in
many cities severely constrain entry into
the taxi-jitney business. largely through
limits on the number of licenses they

. allow—no doubt a direct response to the
wishes of the taxi industry. However, if

that oligopolistic constraint can somehow
be overcome—if the jitnev-taxi business
can be opened to new entrants and if the
attributes of high-tech communications
can be merged with the attributes of low-
tech Third World jitneys—we might gen-
erate 2 new high-quality transit service.
Any such paratransit system will have to
deal with passengers” potential fear of
strangers. Recent experience with Shirley
Highway and Bay Bridge carpools and with
rideshare benches in retirement villages sug-
gest that persons living in the same neighbor-
hood are likely to be fairly rusting—and safe.

Nevertheless. a formalized transit system must -

provide reasonable assurance of safety. at least
comparable to that of municipal bus operators.

Of course, no transit system can
become a panacea. Real-time carpools
might never attract more than 10 percent
of potential commuters. But. by serving

only that niche within the commuter mar-
ket. it will go a long way toward reversing
mass transit’s lono-term declmc

SMALL VEHICI.ES, BIG RETURNS

If it’s true that the automobile owes its
tremendous success to its door-to-door. no--
wait, no-transfer service. and if it’s true that
the structure of the modem metropolis is
incompatible with large-vehicle transit sys-
tems like trains. trolleys. or even 50-passen-
ger buses. then it must also be true that
workable trensit systems in low-density sec-
tions of the metropolis must be those using
automobile-like vehicles. I suggest the ideal
suburban transit system will take its passen-
gers from door to door with no transfers.
with little waiting—and that it will fit the
small numbers of persons having the same
origin, the same destination. and the same
schedule. Only such a system can compete
with the private car on its own grounds.

Melvin M. Webber is professor emeritus
at the Universitv of California, Berkelev, CA.
and Director of the University of California

Transportation Center.
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: st month, the Portland region re- -

7"75 PHLL’-QE {, 1D ceived not one but two wake-up calls. i

Alarm No. 1 rang when Metro trum-

- ‘ -
| === Rivep Cit
_ population forecasts for litan
HKE Bd/]__]’j}\) AuD a:ea.lnthenethOye:xs.acwtdmgmthe _

latest study, 700,000 more people will call

] the X;mﬂ?:}ﬂ ares home. Ponder the mag-

2 nitude of that for just a minute: It would be as if, during the next two decades, a aty the
-M“ hE—M BE./L 0F m si.zeofSanancisco(mnempopuhﬁon:audmomthmm,(n))wmploppedgﬁoﬂ\e
fou:;:ounry region.

) ) larm No. 2 sounded with the release of the Tri-Met Citizens Advisory Comymittee
7&Tﬂ0 MJ"J i, budgc.(repon.ﬂ\edmtnisedlmm\beroflegiﬁnubeandwbaingmam,mne
more important than this: Tri-Met is serving a dedining percentage of commuters. In
1977, for example, 4.1 percent of all trips taken in the region were on Tri-Met. In 1994, that
percentage had dropped to 3.3, .

aken together, these two studies provide compelling evidence that, conventional wis-
I Hoeé AT e . dom aside, the Portand area i largely unpregared 1o deal with the terrifying growth
wemabounoexperlence.Cumntly.wurcmjoyingthebe-d‘xtsofgmmi
brought about by decades of sound planning. Yet we are oddly cmplacent about what
orele &1 UVES "/OGJTML this growth could do to us.

1¢'s nice that we have an urban growth boundary to limit sprawl. It's admirable that
. we have a satewide land -use system that encourages density and protects farmland. But
these will make Little difference if mass transit does not play a more important role in the
po0ar Yow NEED TP destiny of this reglon. The quality of our ar, the time it takes to commte, and the
amount of land and money dedicated to building roads are all at stake. Unless our region
addresses a number of fundamental and sometimes troubling issues, 10 years from now

.o ' we will be no better off than gridlocked Seattle is today.
VELP A HERIVERIL These lssues include: ¢

. the fundamental design of our mass-transit system, which is increasing-
Iyouto(touchwithﬂwwodmﬂl!vi:gpmmofthhregion'smidmu‘rﬁ-Mdhu

Q? r:'OA' 1."’:& P() 7| N gmbmmmm to0 & hub-and-spoke model,

By Mark L. Zusman

who live in the suburbs and work

re downtown, lem i, it ts much more likely for someone
:voelnapla:::t'y w'uwhﬁmggm&wmmﬂunit:‘m
i . : someone to live verton and work downtown.
e e Pouita)  ALEA about what this wrds of Portiand Sate Univensity Anthony

Rufolo, 8 Massachusetts Institute o} Technology-trained
growth GQI.Ild do economist and urban planner who led the Citizens
to us. Advisory Comumittes, “Tri-Met is still headed in the wrong

< ¢ Questioning the value of light rafl. Given our past support of light-rall systems, it's
(3"& ’BEH‘M\‘@ ifficalt for this newspa bhesv,:\mggutmdtl\r::y,bumnﬁgmbedmemmdu-
: ate this central piece of the region’s transportation strategy. There is no question that from
a public relations point of view, light rail is a huge success. But there are two reasons why
light rail might not be the best use of mass-transit dollars. Foc one thing, it is enormously
expensive, far more 30 than buses. For another, light rail Is, by its very nature, located
along a fixed route. And {f you believe that one of the key components to a succeseful
mass-transit system is its flexibility in responding to changes in living and working pat-
. tumhgh!mﬂmightrb\g\(nuxme king-lot taxes, toll
. serious al auto, i 3 park , even
deetﬁngHM mmmwbkmmm%ampkmd their autos during
dri times.
OHo!dﬂixn\SgTrl-Meuccoumable. By most measures, Tri-Met is a decently run organiza-
tion staffed with a number of talented people. At the same time, it is an agency whose
" productivity is losing ground. By almost any yardstick—-most importantly, the cost of op-
erations compared with the number of passengers served —the agency is less efficlent
than it once was. Coming to grips with this inefficiency is essential.

hese questions aren’t easy to address, let alone answer. A number of them require at
T least a temporary suspension of deeply held beliefs about the role of a mass-transit

system in managing growth. And, they are not issues that can be addressed by Tri-
Met alone. Rather, they cut across political boundaries. For example, acting on his own,
Tri-Met's General Manager Tom Walsh has neither the authority nor the persuaslve
powers to bring about congestion pricing or parking taxes. Nor does he have the tools to
challenge the existing biases of a federal government (and our senior senator, Mark -
Hatfield) that likes to fund expensive bricks-and-mortar projects such as light rail but is
Jess inclined to help out with but potentially more productive, investments
such as buses. :

Isit less? Are we doomed to join the not-so-special fraternity of congested
memp};?x}t’:n areas, choked by bump’grto-bumper exhaust and scarred by ribbors of
concrete? . )

Because of Its relative youth, Portiand has been able to leam from the mistakes of oth-

; ers. Because of its independence of thought, this reglon also has demonstrated a willing- -
. ness to do whatever it takes to work. There has never been a more pressing need to e
ploy both of those advantages.

The alanns are ringing. Are we listening? : v
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MEMORANDUM
From: - Ron Weinman
To: Andy Cotugno
Date: May 2, 1995
-Subject: .Comments on the 1995 Draft of the Interim Federal

Regional Transportation Plan

The -Clackamas County transportation planning staff has reviewed
the 1995 draft of the Interim Federal RTP and offers the follow-
ing comments. '

Overall:

Perhaps you could better explain how this Federal RTP ties to the
existing (1992) RTP. 1Is it a supplement or an amendment?

How will this RTP fit into the TSP work required by the TPR and.
the 2040 Framework Plan?

We see that some of the specific modal goals discuss making most
road corridors multi-modal. We don't see a system-wide goal that
says we want a multi-modal system.

Page 1-5, top of page ..

Isn't this a 20 year plan based on 20 year forecasts? We found
20 year forecasts back on page 2-3, perhaps they need to be moved
forward, or referenced. _

Page 1-9, Objectives 7 and 8

These objectives are at odds with one another. The distinction )
between "local" travelers and "through" travelers is a fuzzy one.
In order to fulfill objective 8 we would increase local street
connections, presumably so that local travelers would use them.
However, objective 7 says that we are to remove traffic from
local streets which results from congestion of through streets.

Perhaps these objectives can be rewritten to reconcile them.

51



Page 1-16, Minor Arterials, first bullet

limited access to adjacent property is allowed. (It may be com-
mercial or industrial as well as residential.) The word "dis-
courage" is useless.

Page 1-16, first bullet under Collector System

Accesé to adjacent property is allowed.

‘Page 1-16, third bullet under Collector System

Generally unrestricted parking along collectors will often con-
flict with bikeway standards. Also, removal of parking to allow
- striping of bikelanes may be a useful strategy to reduce parking
by 10% per capita.

Page 1-16, fourth bullet under Collector Systém

A policy for not providing access to regional through routes from
collectors is contrary to efforts to develop a grid system of
streets offering direct routes of travel to commercial land uses
(often located along regional through routes).

Page 1-17, Bullets 2 and 6

‘Bullet 2 says that local streets should provide linkages to

collectors and other locals (presumably for local circulation).

This conflicts with Bullet 6, "Local street service is almost

exclusively directed at property access". If Bullet 6 stands, )
cul-de-sacs should be OK. As a separate issue we see the stan- . .
dard of 8-20 connections per mile as unattainable in many devel-

oped suburban areas.

We suggest that both bullets be collapsed into one statement that
reconciles these two principles, i.e., "Local streets should be

connected whenever possible to allow for local circulation by all
modes as well as for property access"

Page 1-25, Goal 1, Objective 1

The terms "aesthetic pradtical" and "aesthetic safe" are a bit of

a mystery.
) —




Page 1-25, Goal 1, Bullet 4; and Goal 2, Bullet 1

It would be better to cite the State Bikeway Standards which are
similar to AASHTO standards but address more circumstances and go
beyond AASHTO in some cases. On State highways the State's
Standards will definitely apply; elsewhere they are advisory.
Most regional bike facilities will probably be on State highways.

Page 2-4 Map

Symbols for the UGB and county boundaries should be chosen to be
more clear and match the line segments shown on the legend. The
heavy line indicating subarea boundaries needs to be on the
legend.

Page 4-17 bottom of page

How would Metro "support" consistent law enforcement?

Page44-19 Map Roadway Functional Class

Clackamas County has designated Stafford Road as a Major Arteri-
al; your Multi-Modal Major Arterial (green) designation seems to
~match the County's designation. However, we recognize that this
is controversial. Part of the problem is in using the same

category for roads like McLoughlin and Stafford Road. These

roads have different characteristics and perform different func-
tions. Maybe an urban/rural distinction would be useful. :

Harmony Road west of 82nd and the part of Lake Rd. to Highway 224
should be shown as a Major Arterial (green). This would agree
with the County's Comprehensive Plan and Metro's policies. 1It's
the shortest link between two Regional Centers. See Page 1-15
Major Arterial System Design Criteria, bullet 4. - ’

Clackamas County currently has 242nd designated as a major arte-
rial, with 172nd, Foster, and Tillstrom Road designated as minor
arterials. These should be reflected in the Interim Federal RTP.

When we get to the Metro RTP and the 2040 Framework Plan we may

need to upgrade Foster and Tillstrom to major arterials. 222nd
may need to be upgraded from a collector to a minor arterial.

Figure 4-3, Freight Element

We suggest switching your color selection so that the main routes
dominate (maybe red) while the road connectors recede (maybe



purple). Railroads should be more easily distinguishable from
roads. The Southern Pacific Main Line can barely be discerned.:
Is that a railroad going through Oak Grove? Maybe you need a
totally different symbol for abandoned railroads or leave them
off. ‘

Figure 4-4, Transit Element

It looks as if primary service would loop behind Kaiser Hospital
and stop at Sunnyside Road. It would have better ridership if it
ran down Sunnyside Road to serve the hospital and continued down
Sunnyside Road to the Transit Hub in East Sunnyside Village.

For the most part Clackamas County is devoid of primary service.
Perhaps primary service should be provided on Oatfield and River
Road, Johnson Creek Boulevard, Hwy 212.

We assume that green line south of Oregon City is intended for
Molalla Avenue south to the Community College. It needs to be
drawn one arterial over to the east.

There shouid be some type of service across the Glenn Jackson
Bridge. 1It's good to see I-205 included, however region-wide the
system is generally deficient in circumferential service.

Figure 4-5, Regional Bicycle Network
Comments on the Regional System:

The map of the Proposed Regional Bicycle Network is currently
incomplete and several additions and changes are necessary.

Happy Valley is currently not linked to the network in any way.
It needs to be linked at least to the north via Mt Scott Blvd, to
the South by 122nd/129th, and to the West by the Johnson Creek
Extension/Idleman.

While a bikeway from Canby to Oregon City on 99E is needed, it is
probably not feasible. We suggest that South End Road be used -
instead. )

Under construction now, with completion this summer, are
bikelanes on McLoughlin from the Gladstone City limits to Oak
Grove Boulevard. Solid green (Existing Regional) would be the
appropriate color for that segment instead of purple dashed.

Bikelanes exist on Johnson Creek Boulevard from 92nd to 82nd
(should be solid wide green); and are planned to extend to the
Portland City limits (should be dashed purple west of 82nd).
Your base map (gray lines) is out of date in not showing the
existing road connection of Johnson Creek Boulevard between
Fuller Road and 82nd Ave.



The Kruse Way multi-use trail does not extend all the way to I-5.
Perhaps the Region should consider completing it.

The link from the Springwater Trail in Boring to the green exist-
ing bikelanes at Eagle Creek exists in public ownership. This
.could be shown as proposed (gold dashed) for improvement.

A connection should also be made between the Oak Grove Town
Center and the Clackamas Town Center via Hill Road and Thiessen
Road to connect into the existing bike lanes on Webster. This is
a important connection linking Oak Grove into the Regional System
to the East because of the Regional Swim Center and the CTC
Regional Center.

Borland should also appear on the Proposed Regional Network as a
connection between the Oregon City Regional Town Center and the
Southwestern part of the region. I-205 is currently shown as
-making this connection, -but this is not an facility many cyclists
(if any) would even consider using

The existing bikelanes on Webster between Roots Road and 82nd
should be shown as part of the Regional bike system not just
local. This makes an important connection between the Clackamas
Town Center Regional Center and the Oregon City Regional Center
including the Gladstone Town Center and the Regional Swim Center.
The I-205 Pathway makes the link but has several very dangerous
crossing which are avoided by. using the Webster bike lanes.

The following is from the list fron the Clackamas County Pre-
ferred Network list which are of primary regional significance
and need to be added to the Regional Network Map.

PROJECT #

39 ‘ A 122/129th

53 - CTC Connector

5,12 Johnson Creek Blvd

40 Johnson Creek Extension
29 82nd Drive :

9 92nd Avenue

6 Sunnybrook Extension

4 - C ‘ Monterey Overpass

The following projects need to be changed from elements of sec-
ondary significance to elements of primary significance and added
to the regional map.

PROJECT #
47 Mt. Scott/King
3 I-205 Frontage Road



The following are roads which should be added to the regional
bike system.

Hill Road Oatfield to Thiessen
Thiessen R4 Hill to Webster
Borland Rd County line to Hwy 43

There are many other details that are shown inaccurately on the
Regional map. Some of them are listed below.

A segment of the I-205 Pathway that follows 82nd Drive between
Lawnfield and 212/224 should be indicated as bike lanes, not
. separated pathway.

The 1-205 pathway is also shown inaccurately near its southern
terminus. The path ends at 82nd Drive where it crosses I1-205.
Bike lanes connect it down 82nd to the foot/bike bridge across
the Clackamas.

We would like to continue coordinating with Metro on planning the
regional system.

Comments on your portrayal of the local system:

The map title does not lead one to expect to see local facili-
ties.

On the existing local system (thin green) Roethe is not official-
ly a bike way, the Oatfield curves south of Milwaukie are not
improved as a bikeway, the Jennifer Bikeway is shown as extending
further east than it does.

The green on Oak Grove Boulevard west of McLoughlin has only 600
feet of bike lane on the north side only from 99E to Woodland
way. There is no bike lane from Woodland Way to River Road.

Planned local bikeways are not shown on your map, maybe that is
your intent. If you were to show them we have a long list. .1In
general we need to continue to coordinate on identifying needed
improvements.

Red is used for local bike boulevards. 1Is there a definition of

"Jocal bike boulevard"? Are they significantly different from
other facilities to be distinguished by such a bold color?

(P
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(503) 231-5000
May 2, 1995

MEMORANDUM from Policy and Planning

To: Tom Kloster, Mike Hoglund - Metro

From: Jane McFarland ' : '

Phone; 503/731-7049 FAX: 503/731-7466

Re: Port Staff Comments on the Draft Interim Federal RTP

The Federal RTP is charged by ISTEA to consider, among other factors, “... access to ports,
airports, intermodal transportation facilities, major freight distribution routes...; and “methods to
enhance the efficient movement of freight,” ’ -

Chapter One and Chapter 4 include goals, objectives and actions prepared by the Freight Element
Work Team that set the policy foundation for addressing efficient freight and intermodal movement
in the region, The subsequent discussion within the RTP on implementing policies focuses primarily
on passenger mobility, with little reference to implementing intermodal connectivity and efficient
freight mobility. :

The plan should emphasize the importance of mode choices for freight movement and the need to
protect and enhance the freight transportation network, including intermodal facilities, through
regional investments. Irrespective of their jurisdiction location, intermodal facilities are of region
importance and value.

The region needs 2 mechanism to isolate the significance of freight movement on roadway projects
that are primarily targeted at reducing congestion. Currently, it is difficult to justify regional
investment for freight projects that are perceived as only satisfying a congestion problem within a
localized area. ' : . :

Our copies of the Draft Interim RTP do not contain appendix MS. How does Metro intend to use
* * the management systems in its planning and programming processes? Of particular concern is how
will needs identified by the IMS and CMS be integrated into the preferred and constrained project
© lists? : ,

Comments on specific sections:

Pg. 1-3; . 1991- ISTEA: Need to add that the ISTEA policy language also speaks to the
importance of freight movement/intermodal connections to the nation’s economic health and
ability to compete in the global market place. ' ‘
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Pg. 1-5; Accessibility: Commerce, particularly the movement of goods, depends on efficient

mobility on the regional system, in addition to access to statewide and interstate travel facilities.

Are statewide and interstate travel facilities within the region; i.e., interstate system,
-considered regional or statewide and interstate travel facilities?

Pg. 1-8; System Goal 2, Objective 1, Criterion: Needs to discuss how this strategy will impact
freight mobility on congested corridors that are on the regional freight network and integral
to regional, statewide and interstate freight movement.

Pg. 1-1 lE Industrial Areas and Employment Centers: Industrial areas are sanctuaries for long-term
industrial activity. Emphasize the importance of protecting the mode choice for commodity
movement; i.e. rail and roadway to/from industrial sanctuaries.

Pg. 1-11; Airports and Terminals: More appropriate to title this Intermodal Facilities, and include
passenger rail. The second sentence should include water access as a focus.

Pg. 1-12; Section E, Transportation System Design: This section should be edited for continuity in
the intent of and level of detail in goal and objective statements. It is misleading to have statements
that are clearly strategies and actions remain in Chapter 1 and others removed to Chapter 4.

Chapter 2, B. Land Use and Growth korecasts: ISTEA requires the metropolitan transportation
“plan to “identify the projected transportation demand of persons and goods in the metropolitan -
- planning area over the period of the plan.” For this interim document, the 2040 Commodity Flow
Analysis provides some gross data that can be use to project 2015 freight movement demands,
-However, the plan should specifically identify how Metro will develop the capability to project the
transportation demand of goods on a comparable basis with the demand of persons, in compliance
with the ISTEA requirement. (See comment on Page 4-5 below.)

Pg. 2:3; Employment Arons, fiest sentence: Iudustiial sunctuaries will be set aside exclusively for
industrial activities and intermodal facilities.

Pg. 2-5; Subarea 2- East Portland: Last sentence should read... These figures, and the fact that East
Portland forms the crossroads of the region’s main travel routes, and is the location of the major -
intermodal facilitics and system of marine, rail and air, reinforces the need to ‘maintain a high
quality system of multi-modal routes in the subarea, with emphasis on freight movement.

Pg. 3-1; Third Bullet: Port of Portland Transportation Improvement Plan.

Pg. 4-1: Second or third paragraph should include 2040 Commodity Flow Analysis identification
of the importance of intermodal facilities and multi-modal connections to/from those facilities
and main trunk routes of the system. Emphasize the importance of mode choices for
commodity movements, intermodal facilities and industrial sanctuaries to new growth.)

Pg; 4-2, Section B: Discussion on the need to prbvide adequate capacity for efficient goods
movement is warranted here. ' v A

Pg. 4-5, Third paragraf)h: This paragraph suggests that the IMS will be able to evaluate the
“system.” That will not be possible until the region has an operable, reliable freight/truck
model. The statement is misleading, o



Chapter 4, Section C: This relates to the comment on Chapter 1; there is little continuity in verbiage
or intent in the system element subsections. The Regional Freight System description should include
a description of how the freight network was developed (using the NHS, providing connections
between intermodal facilities and industrial sanctuaries and the main transportation
corridors, etc.). The freight system action items, a.k.a. policies, seem out of place here and
should be in Chapter 1, conforming with Transit Service, Pedestrian System, Bicycle System.

Chapter 5, B. Recommended Transportation Improvements: The text is this chapter is particularly
passenger mobility-oriented. It is in this preface that the importance of protecting the
freight/intermodal network through regional investment of ISTEA funds should be reiterated.

The regional IMS will identify freight mobility and intermodal connectivity problems and needs.
Improvements will likely be required to solve these problems. How will these IMS projects be
integrated into the RTP project lists - preferred and constrained? Will it be necessary to wait
until the next RTP Update? The freight/truck model should be included as recommended
transportation improvement in this chapter.

Pg. 6-3; Freight System: PM peak truck travel times through the region on selected freight mainline
routes should be clarified.

Pg. 6-3, Future Measures: Will the RTP incorporate the CMS and IMS evaluations or will the RTP
planning process use the CMS and IMS performance measures, along with the other identified
measures to evaluate the federal RTP?

Evaluation of the system should include economic factors associated with goods movement, its role
in the regional economy, the costs of delay, etc.

How will the management systems evaluations and needs identified be integrated into the
RTP? The management systems will be updated annually; the RTP is updated less frequently. Full
implementation of the IMS is required by October, 1996, under ISTEA. Metro’s IMS may be
implemented prior to that but unfortunately, not by October, 1995.

Also note that the IMS includes passenger intermodal facilities.

Pg. 6-4; prior to Air Quality: appears to be the appropriate location to describe the work plan,
schedule and financing for developing the regional freight/truck model.

(Chapter 7 is under review - will get any comments to you by end of Wednesday.)

Page 8-11; 2. Local Priority Setting, Priority 3: The plan states that, in order to ensure cost-
effectiveness, priority will be given to regional corridor improvements that reduce costs by increasing
people moving capacity. Since freight movement is a significant part of the movement along the
regional corridors and depends on cost effectiveness, priority should also be given to freight
improvement projects that reduce costs by increasing freight moving capacity.

Pg. 8-27. See comments from Pg. 6-3 and 6-4

05/02/95 18:05 T503 731 7468 POP/REMD @003/003
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DATE: May 2, 1995

TO: Tom Kloster, METRO

FROM:  G.B. Arringtog.

SUBJECT: INITIAL COMMENTS ON DRAFT RTP

= ———
At TPAC last week you asked for written comments on the Draft 1995 Interim Federal
Regional Trans ion Plan. The challenge we collectively face is that this RTP is

a starting point not an ending point. It meets ISTEA mandates but not our aspirations
for 2040 or the Transportation Planning Rule. In that spirit | offer the following
general comments: '

1. The palicy link between the RTP and 2040 is too weak. We need to explicitly

state the policy that: "The Region will give top priority to strateqic
r ion_investments which_lev nd reinforce the i 204
Growth Concept." '

That policy ought to be stated throughout the RTP. I’d suggest a new bullet on
the top of pgs. 4-5, Regional Transportation System Concept; the opening
paragraph of Chapter 2 is another logical place; and the policy also belongs as
the conclusion of the opening paragraph on RUGGOS pgs. 1-10.

2. The Transportation Association of Canada has published a compelling "New
Vision for Urban Transportation”. Among other things they conclude that we
ought to "Promote walking as the preferred mode for personal trips”. | think
that is totally consistent with where the Region is headed.

"Promote walking as the preferred mode for person trips" ought to be the lead
goal for the Regional Pedestrian Goals and Objectives pgs. 1-27. That goal also
needs to be restated as part of the system concept on pgs. 4-5.

35 The interim draft RTP needs to start with some “"Reverse maranda rights" which
states that this Policy is in flux and what is adopted won’t be used against you
as long as your project is consistent with the letter and spjrit of the 2040
Growth Concept.

7
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4, Chapter 7, Cost and Financial Analysis, requires the most care and attention to
assure that we have successfully addressed the financial constraint rules of
- ISTEA. We are not there yet.

The transit discussion needs to be much clearer so we know what the

financially constrained RTP buys In terms of service levels and LRT. Abillity to

~ operate and construct the South/North project needs to be spelled out in the

. charts and narrative. -More attention also needs to be given to defining what

you get for the 1.6% annual service increase with financial gonstraint, the

additional .5% with a $6M to $8M annual STP shift, and the net 4.5% annual
increase with the prefarred network.

Fl'nally. | need to state for the record that | don‘t agree with the assumption that
a financially constrained RTP should assume NO NEW revenues for transit. Our
legislative track record since 1980 has shown sprawl but consistent gains. '
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April 26, 1995
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Mr. Andrew Cotugno, Transportation Director
Metro

600 N.E. Grand Ave.

Portland, Oregon 97232-2736

Dear Mr. Cotugno:
FHWA Comments on April 1995 Draft. - -
The following comments are offered on your April draft RTP.
° Pg. 1-6, first full paragraph
| Should reword to clarify that Metro performs an air quality conformity analysis and .
makes an air quality conformity determination in consultation with FHWA, FTA,
DEQ, ODOT, local agencies and others. Metro then forwards their completed

determination to FHWA and FTA who.make a joint USDOT conformity determination
based upon Metro's determination. ‘

e Pg. 1-6, second full paragraph
The referenced cooperative agreement must include the Governor.
®  Pagel-8

- The Federal Railroad Administration and Federal Transit Administration are listed a
TPAC members. I don't believe they are active members.

L 3 Page 14, 1993

The description of the FHWA/FTA rules is confusing. Two rules (not three) were
published (not proposed) in 1993.

- The Statewide Planning and Metropolitan Planning Final Rule (23 CFR Part
450, 49 CFR Part 613) was published on October 28, 1993. Although ODOT
has the lead role in statewide planning and Metro the lead in metropolitan
planning, hoth sections apply to each agency.

A



- The Management and Monitoring Systems Interim Final Rule was published on
December 1, 1993. ' :

Page 1-13, Roadway Functional Classification

~ Metro's functional classification differs from the federal definitions in that the federal
urbanized classifications are limited to principal arterial, minor arterial, collector and
local. Metro subdivides the "principals” into regional through-routes (freeway),
regional through-routes (arterial) and major arterials. The minor arterials, collectors
and locals appear to be the same. These differences in definitions should be clarified
and references to the various classifications "cleaned up". For example, the last
paragraph on pg. 1-13 refers to "principal” arterials however Metro's definitions do not

recognize that category.

Page 1-13, last paragraph

Reference to the "Federal-Aid-Urban" system should be removed since it was
eliminated with the passage of ISTEA. In general, all public roads are eligible for
federal funding except those functionally classified as local or rural minor collectors
(using the federal functional classifications).

Page 1-15, Major Arterials

Need to correct reference to "principal arterials”.

Page 4-6, Regional Roadway System

Need to correct references to "principal arterial system” and "long range highway
system". ‘ :

Page 4-7, National Highway System

Reference to the "Primary System" should be removed since it was eliminated by the
ISTEA. The NHS is to consist primarily of the existing Interstate system and other

urban and rural principal arterials.
Page 4-7, National Highway System, Criteria #1

Reference is made to the state "Access Oregon Highways" but it is not defined within
the plan. »

Figure 4-1, Roadway Functional Class
Thére appears to be some conflicts between the classifications shown on-this map and

the federal functional classifications (even if you assume the federal principal arterial
category includes all regional through-routes and major arterials). For example,

To



cc:
ODOT (D. Willaims, Region 1)

Cornellus Pass Rd. (between Cornell Rd. and TV Highway) and Cornell Rd. (between
Cornellus Pass Rd. and 185th Ave.) are both shown as major arterials but they are not
classified as federal principal arterials. Going in the opposite direction, Killingworth
St. is classified as a federal principal arterial but it is shown as 2 minor arterial on
figure 4-1. Metro staff should cross check the roadway functional classifications shown
on the figure with ODOT's records of the approved federal functional classifications.

General Comment - re. Financial Constraint

Chapters 5, 7 & 8 recognize that a sigxrliﬁcant gap exists between the list of projects
needed for RTP build out and available revenues. It is understood that the list of

- projects in chapter 5 will be constrained to revenues prior to final adoption of this -

interim RTP.

Sincerely yours,

’ 2 ; ///\/,&\‘ .
— (A A s
Fred P. Patron
Division Transportation Planner

T






TRI-COUNTY
METROPOLITAN
TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT
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TRI-MET

4012 S.E. 17TH AVENUE .
PORTLAND. OREGON 97202

April 24, 1995

H

Rich Ledbetter

Metro

600 NE Grand Avenue
Portland,-OR 97232-2736
Dear Rich:

Enclosed is Figure 4-4 for the Im;nm.R;gmnalImnsmmmeJanﬂpda& This map is the result of

a meeting among Joe Walsh, Michael Fisher, GB Arrington, and Martin Hull.
Please call~ me at 2384970 if Metro wants to make any changes or if you have any questions.

Thank you for your continued support in our efforts with the Transit Work Team. We look forward
to continuing our work with you.

Sincerely,
l&en Zatarain ,
Manager of Service Planning

Enclosure
KZ:mht
C:\WPTXT\ZATARAIN\LEDBRTP.LTR

15






34-1850 (11-94)

Oregon

. - ' :-‘3‘
- April 26, 1995 R
. e DEPARTMENT OF
Mr. Andrew Cotugno ' : . TRANSPORTATION
600 NE Grand Avenue ‘ '
Portland, OR 97232-2736 Region1 -

SUBJECT: ODOT's Comments on the Draft Federal Regional Transportation
Plan . . FILE CODE:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft “Interim Federal Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP)". Your staff should be commended for doing a great
deal of work in a very short time frame. ¢

Please consider the following comments as you prepare the final version of the
document for adoption.

1) We understand the rationale for proposing to continue for the next year and a
half with two Regional Transportation Plans. Our understanding is that the
Federal RTP will comply with ISTEA and the State RTP would be used to
guide land use decisions.

The continued use of the State RTP (also known as the existing RTP)
concerns us for two reasons. First, the existing RTP was produced prior to
adoption of the Region 2040 Concept Plan. Therefore, many of the projects
identified in the plan are inconsistent with Region 2040 goals. Second,
because the document is not financially constrained, it includes numerous
projects which either the region cannot afford or has no intention of building
during the next 20 years.

Because those projects are identified in the existing RTP and included in the
EMME2 modeling efforts, developers often use those projects to justify
increasing density or changing local comprehensive plans in ways which are
contrary to implementation of Region 2040. We are concemed the next year
and a half will provide a window of opportunity for more of that type of
development.

We recomrhend you proceed with adoption of the Federal RTP, but would like
your commitment to work with us and others in the region to consider certain
amendments to the State RTP to address this problem.

2) We are concerned with the proposal to replace the term “mobility” with %
“accessibility” as a system goal. This change contradicts the declaration of &,‘J /
policy in ISTEA which states that the National Intermodal Transportation 15

~ System include lmprovements in public transportation necessary to ach!iBY&rw Fanders

Portland, OR 972094037
" (503) 731-8200
FAX (503) 731-8259




national goals for the “mobility for elderly persons, persons with disabilities
and economically disadvantaged persons in urban and rural areas.”

3) The maps describing the roadway, transit, bike and pedestrian networks are
very useful in providing a vision for the various elements of the transportation
systems. Given the “Interim Federal RTP” is financially constrained,
however, it might be helpful to the public to understand the distinction
between the constrained list of projects and the un-constrained network

maps. We recommend each map state “This map is not financially-
strained; Il per f the identi
improveme b d within th N

4) Chapter 1, page 19. The policy for “Regional Trunklines” indicates trunklines
should connect regional attractors. It should also state that “new regional
ublic attractions should be on trunk lines (bus o ”

5) Perhaps it was an oversight, but the “park and ride” policy was omitted from
the draft. The region needs a policy to meet park and ride demand, especially
on transitways where there is an investment in transit infrastructure. To meet
our transit ridership projections, we need to pursue a combination of
strategies including transit oriented development as well as park and ride lots
along transit corridors. Please add the park and ride policy back into Chapter
1, page 22.

6) Chapter 4, page 11 lists the next several corridors to be included in the
regional transitway system. Given the pace at which we are proceeding with
planning and building light rail lines (at most, one new alignment every 10
years), it seems premature to designate the next three light rail transit
corridors. We recommend that reference to the next LRT lines be deleted
from Chapter 4, page 11, and that we spend the next year and a half
establishing criteria to determine which corridors will give us the most return
on our investment.

The premise behind this comment is that the region’s transportation and land
use policies regarding light rail transit should focus on maximizing ridership at
existing stations first and expanding the system second. We should only
expand the system after we have met ridership targets on the south/north
and west/east LRT lines. »

Future investment in additional LRT corridors should be based on the ability
to develop a ridership base in the identified corridor and the commitment of
the affected jurisdictions to ensure that ridership. These issues will be -
fleshed out during the Region 2040 land use functional planning process
which is a more appropriate forum for this discussion than the RTP update.

1w



. The region’s land use goals should guide our transportation investments, not
the other way around.

7) Chapter 1, page 3. Please change the description of ISTEA. ISTEA did not
“change the priorities for federal transportation funding”. It “provided -
flexibility in the use of federal funds.” This distinction is important because
it is the metropolitan planning organizations and the state that detenmne the
“priorities” for allocating federal funds. :

8) Please add a description of the Oregon Transportation Plan (OTP) to the .
chronology of events. Add: ]_9_32_’[h_e_QLeg9_n_'[Lan§p_QctAt19_n
Commission a ed Ore

ensive transportati an.

‘9) Chapter 1, page 9, Objectlve 8. Please change objective 8 to read as

follows: “To improve local travel options by irereasing-the-rumberofocal
e&peet-eemaeeﬁens—te—eaeh—ether—anﬁhe—segmwaknetwed( gns_o_utagmg_a

hiera whe ca
o!leg;ors to arterials.” As currently written, the objective |mp||es that local

- streets may connect directly to major through routes or arterials. The
proposed language change is needed to reinforce the need for a hierarchy of
streets that are designed, built and maintained according to their designated
function within the system.

- 10) Chapter 1, page 12. The second sentence of the first paragraph (it reads,
“In particular, funding for . . . ) should be deleted and replaced with the

following: ﬂﬂEAﬁMﬂﬁi&Mﬂﬂg.MMh&h&aﬂs_fﬂ

iderati alte

11)Chapter 1, page 14. The description of regional through-routes outside the
Urban Growth Boundary should be deleted. Metro does not have authority to
plan, construct, or maintain roads located outside the UGB. Whereas the
Neighbor City Study being conducted with Transportation/Growth
Management Grant money is studying how to treat highways outside the
UGB, regional discussion is needed on this topic to determine which
highways should receive special treatment and what that treatment might be.

12)Chapter 1, page 14. The bullet which reads “The through-route system inside
the 1-205/Highway 217 loop . . . “ should be deleted from this section. The
language is too specific given the general nature of the other bullets

13)Chapter 1, page 15, second bullet under Major Arterial System Design
Criteria. Please change the wording as follows: “Lecal Vehicular access
should be restricted to public streets and major traffic generators te-the

greatestextend-possible; consistent with established access - 1'1



management standards; minor dnveways should be consolldated on access.
frontage roads or side streets.”

14)Chapter 1, page 15, last bullet. The bullet describing the percentage of
mileage and vehicle miles traveled on regional through-routes should be
deleted. Itis an artificial target that is not based on facts or analysis. We
should build our system with much broader goals in mind than the percentage
of regional travel that should be accommodated on various street categories
within the network. This comment also apphes to the fourth bullet on page
16.

15)Page 15. The third bullet, “Parking should generally be unrestricted on
collectors” should be deleted. [t is unnecessary for the regional plan to
provide that level of guidance to local governments.

16) Page 17. The second bullet indicates that the local street system should
provide linkages to collectors and other local streets at a density of 8to 20
connections per mile. Should this be 8 to 10 connections? Twenty
connections in that short of distance seems like a better goal for a tennis
racket than a street system.

Thank you again. If you disagree with our recommended changes, we would
appreciate a chance to discuss them with you or your staff prior to finalizing the
RTP for adoption. | my be reached at 731-8230.

Sincerely,

MeLtans- W

Robin McArthur-Phillips, AICP
Land Use Planning Manager

cc: Bruce Wamer
Bob Van Vickle
. Leo Huff
Dave Williams
Mike Hoglund
Tom Kloster

RTP\fedrtp.doc
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MEMORANDUM
CITY OF TIGARD, OREGON

TO: Tom Kloster |
FROM: Carol A. Landsman "/M/
DATE: May 1, 1995

SUBJECT: RTP

Not surprisingly, I have a few comments about cost efficiency aﬁd cost-benefit analysis,
1) . The RTP should include a policy about the efficient use of resources.

2) While I sce you include a brief discussion about cost-benefit analysis, you make, what I
believe, are several incorrect Statements. It is not one of the most difficult to determine.
It is certainly as accurate as the results which we get from the modeling process, in that
it gives us a comparison of magnitude and directions of the net present value of a project.

If some impacts can’t be quantified, they can certainly be identified and evaluated.

I would agree with you about applying it only to the TIP if the RTP only identified needs
and problems. But since it identifies solutions and very project-specific ones at that, these
projects should be scrutinized in terms of resource efficiency. o

As for developing a cost benefit methodology, I hope you will allocate resoﬁrces to do
that. As I have said in the past, but perbaps never in writing, I am willing to help.

3) In the section on TSM, you don’t discuss TSM. Dolfar for dollar, TSM measures can be
& most cost efficient technique in improving capacity. I agree that these measures would
bave to be evaluated in terms of their effectivencss in other policy areas such as ped or
bike access. So, for example, a TSM measure that eliminates a crosswalk but improves
b traffic flow might not be acceptable. TSM measures may not work if they are evaluated
in terms of level of service, but then I always question exactly how much we are willing
- to spend to maintain a certain level of service. So, for example, while you might be
i willing to spend $2 to end an hour of congestion, you certainly wouldn’t be willing to
spend $2 billion to end 10 minutes of congestion. Somewhere in there is the cost society
is willing to pay. You get my point. So TSM measures may not get us to the "right”
level of service, but they might be the best investment. ‘ ' .

Anyhow, perhaps I have waxed too theoretical for an interim RTP, but these subjects are near

and dear to me.
: - 14
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State of Oregon . '
Department of Environmental Quality - Memorandum

To: TPAE?VM%Staff '
From: oward ‘Harris

Subject: Addiﬁaonal Comments/Recommended Changes to the Interim
RTP . .

Date: May 10, 1995

The Department offered some comments specific to air
quality/conformity issues ‘in an April 26, 1995, memorandum.
After furthexr consideration of the cutting process that the
jurisdictions haye undergone to reach a finarcially constrained
Interim RTP, wegtouldglike to state a cencern and suggest some
additions to %hesfbxt. '

L .
Our basic concerr.is that a lot of the public energy has gone
into determining a mix of projects for the $27 million Regional
Reserve Fund without a pargllel critical view of the larger set

of projects (see comments .N. Bothman) in the Interim RTP.
The result is that thzqnﬂge RTP has not received enough
scrutiny on how a financidlly constrained system would also serve

to advance the land use vision of Region 2040 as a doable subset
of the Preferred System. Accordingly, we would like to see some
explanatory text acknowledging the trxansitional nature of this
first attempt at defining a financially constrained system.
There should be flexibility to restructure the financially
constrained system, so that it, too, takes us where the involved
partners want to go.-as a Region. '

To build in necessary flexibility, the Department recommends the
‘following changes in the document.

Chapter 5, p. 5-1 '

Add the following text at the end of the fourth paragraph: This
ocess represented a first step toward the estaklishment of a

‘figggcially constrained system. Asg additional information is
developed on overall system performance, and there is a better

understanding of the needs to implement the land use goal of

Region 2040, the modal mix and list of proijects in the

financially constrained transportation program may change
sianificantly, i . ' '

PREFACE

Add the following text at the end of the third paragraph: The
resulting financially constrained svstem should be seen as being

B\
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Memo To: TPAC, Metro Staff
May 10, 1995
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transitional in nature, with significant changes possible_as
further refinements are made.

The Department also reccmmends appropriate footnotes for the
System Maps in line with the above changes in text. We would
like to see Metro staff develcp an issues paper for TPAC leading
to alternative methodologies to determine the appropriate
financial allocations to modes to best suppoxt 2040 iand
use/transportation goals. Perhaps, an all day retreat should be
considered. '
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April 18, 1995

METRO .
600 NE Grand Avenue
Portland, OR 97232-2736

Re:  Prionties ‘95

The City of Hillsboro wishes to thank you for the opportunity to provide input into
transportation issues that impact our community. It seems to be a fact of life, that
transportation needs are growing faster than available resources and the needs have
always exceeded available funding. The choices we have ahead of us are difficult and
important. Each community has issues that are both common and unique.

This written testimony will cover a number of important topics all of which require
METRO support.

I. FY9%6 METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT
PROGRAM

The Clty of Hillsboro has submitted three high priority - high profile projects for
consideration for funding.

A, N.E. 28th Avenue Street Improvement. Project would link Cornell Road
to East Main Street. Elements include 3 lanes, bike lanes, sidewalks, and
street light. This is an important link in transportatnon network connecting
bike lanes and pedestrian facilities between two major arterials, Washington
County Fairplex, City of Hillsboro Sports Complex and proposed LRT
Station.

B. Hillsboro Downtown Pedestrian Improvements. Work scobe would
include sidewalk, disabled ramp improvements, street scape

furniture, pedestrian “bulb outs” at street crossings and street lights.
Project would be funded jointly by grants, City of Hillsboro and Downtown
'Local Improvement District.

123 West Main Street, Hillsboro, Oregon 97123 - 503/681-6100 - FAX 503/681-6213

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER
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C. Light Rail parking structure first floor retail. This is a joint application and
project with City of Hillsboro, Tri-Met and Washington County. This
project would enhance the Light Rail Terminus with benefit and services
for transit ride-ship.

IL URBAN ARTERIALS

The arterial needs along with associated amenities including, bike lanes, sidewalks
and street lights are sorely unfunded. The growth has stretched the limit of
capacity, eroded safety and created a dissatisfied constituency. We urge METRO
to look at options for regional and local fundmg options to help gap the ever
increasing shortfall. -

III. URBAN COLLECTORS

One of the most basic components of the transportation network are local urban
collectors. Funding is even more difficult to obtain for these types of improvement
since arterials are higher profile. The collectors are essentially rural roads that are
being placed into urban service and attempting to accommodate vehicles,
pedestrians and cyclists in narrow confines. We urge METRO to consider the

. collector system and a range of funding alternatives for this need.

IV. WESTERN BYPASS

It is important to keep the Western Bypass a component of the Regional
Transportation. As you are aware, the Bypass study was initiated to deal with the
lack of circumferential routes from west county to south county. Currently this
traffic is inundating the rural road system impacting both business and
farm/agricultural interests negatively. This study must be completed with all of the
proposed options. The concept of adding capacity to Highway 217 will not
satisfactorily address west County needs. :

V. LIGHT RATL AND TRANSIT NEEDS

The City of Hillsboro lacks an internal bus - feeder system to serve the expanding
industrial base from Hillsboro and surrounding neighborhoods. People will not get
out of their car unless there is a reliable, timely bus grid. We urge METRO to
continue to support the expansion of the transit system and completion of the LRT
to Hlllsboro
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Again than you for your time and consideration of these needs.

Sincerely,

CITY OF HILLSBORO







April 18; 1995
PRIORITIES "S5 PUBLIC MEETING

Comments by : Robert N. Bothman
7365 SW 87th
Portland, Oregon 97223

Timing makes it difficult to comment on the MTIP not having the
INTERIM RTP to base priorities for the many projects submitted for
consideration.  The number of project submittals clearly supports
the need to constrain the RTP.

All the projects desired will not be included in the RTP due to
lack of funding. - The problem exists to balance not all the desired
projects in a workable transportation system, but only to balance
a system of those affordable and doable projects.

The RPT which will meet the requirements of State Transportation
Rule 12, the goals of Regional 2040, and the constraint of funding
availability will not support all of the projects submitted for
consideration in the MTIP. ‘

In addition, the livability of the neighborhoods and the region as
the projected growth occurs demands consideration of the mobility
built into the RTP and the projects in the MTIP to implement the
RTP. The issue of livability is difficult to measure and harder to
define priority criteria for selection of projects, but is none the
less a priority for the region.

It wakes no sense to build wide multi-lane roads and streets
connecting to the arterial and freeway system that cannot
accommodate the additional traffic. The suburban projects
proposing multi-lane roads and streets must be all questioned.

Alternate modes must be supported to balance the system of roads
and streets built with existing and previous RTPs.

The first priority for the MTIP must be support projects for the
LRT and bus systems. Roads, streets, sidewalks, bicycle lanes and
other ‘alternatives to the auto must be the first priority for
limited funds. The use of the limited $27 million for wide, short
very expensive projects is not cost effective.
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Focusing on Washington County where I live, the exciting projects
‘Wwere submitted (amazing) by ODGT, OBl, 0OB2, OB3, 0B4 O0B6, all,
bicycle lanes and sidewalks providing access to town centers and
the city center. I have proposed the Beaverton Hillsdale projects
to Washington county. These projects with the Barbur project will
start to connect an arterial system of bike lanes and pedestrian
sidewalks and support transit and alternates to the auto.

The projects I recommend against include those proposing five lanes
such as Cornell Road. I question all four lane projects. I
recommend against all 3 lane projects. Rather than three lane
projects I support left turn lanes for major intersections for
safety purposes. Most of the 5 an 3 lane proposals are increasing
capacity to nowhere. :

All projects increasing auto capacity should be reconsidered
considering the ability of the region to balance an auto systeim
with the project proposed. Most will not stand the test.

I appreﬁiate‘the opportunity to comment on the draft proposals.

Robert N. Bothman

26



April 24, 1995
Couhcilor Jon Kvistad
600 NE Grand Ave.
Portland Ore. 97232

Thank you for sending out the Framework 2040 update. It was quite informative and -
I am anxious to keep up on these plans that will shape the community that I plan to
live in for many years to come. I have put together the following set of comments
that I hope you will carefully consider as you develop the details for these plans.

& 1 noticed that there have been concerns expressed about transportation of
freight in and out of industrial areas. I see this as a concern that conflicts with
much of the present plan and I am concerned about how this will be resolved.
Certainly industrial as well as retail businesses require access for the delivery

- and shipment of materials and products. But commercial traffic has always
competed with passenger traffic for space and access and this will only get
worse. The expansion of mass transit will not reduce passenger traffic, it will
only limit its increase. :

Freight traffic frequently impedes the pace of passenger traffic. Also, freight
traffic frequently blocks passenger traffic when parked on the street for
loading and unloading or when the access to off-street loading/unloading
areas is difficult and requires a slow maneuver covering multiple lanes.

Unfortunately, economic pressures have developed a situation where many
freight vehicles have been poorly maintained and thus present a safety hazard
to passenger traffic and a pollution problem for the region. -

I propose the following guidelines for assuring the best access for both
passenger and freight traffic: '

1. To the greatest degree possible, keep passenger and freight traffic on

different roadways. Or if necessary use the measures that have been
used in other regions to limit freight traffic to non-commuter hours.
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2. Require businesses to provide easily accessible off-street areas with
adequate space for loading and unloading freight as well as for
customer parking.

3. Require freight vehicles of all sizes that operate in the metro region to
pass strict and regular safety/pollution inspections.

[ also noticed that there was concern expressed about the development of
retail businesses in industrial areas. While I do not believe that we should
promote retail development in industrial areas, but I do not believe that we
should specifically prohibit it either. This should be determined by long term
business trends and the types of jobs and services that are needed by the
neighborhood and the community.

Economic viability is an important ingredient in the success and livability of
the social structure and infrastructure in the metro area. But, it must be
remembered that many of our growth problems are directly attributable to our
successful economic growth. More economic growth will also exacerbate
many of our infrastructure problems. Unlimited economic growth is not
possible nor desirable. We must have proper guidelines and limits for
economic growth as we will for the growth of our boundaries and
infrastructure.

[ support the idea that affordable housing must be addressed as a part of this
plan. However, we must not loose sight of the fact that affordable housing
must also be livable and even enjoyable. Otherwise they will not fully or
adequately utilized and will not be making the contribution to the community
that we would desire.

In your efforts to encourage people to travel without cars, please do not
assume that the only alternatives are mass transit and bicycles. There are also
many advances being made in the way of alternative automobiles. Electric
vehicles and alternate fuels. These must be promoted as we know that there
will be many who will not give up their penchant for individual transportation
vehicles.

Page 2 of 3 qo




& Every neighborhood should have a park or greenspace for children to play in.
In the interest of safety and parental peace of mind, these should always be
accessible without the need to cross any major streets.

5 Finally, I would agree with and encourage emphasié on the point that all of
these plans must be flexible and not dictate to the individual, people must
retain the ability to chose their own lifestyles.

Thank you for your efforts in developing these cbmprehensive plans. -
. Sincerely,

Richard Payne
18925 SW Cascadia
Aloha, OR 97007
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Melvin Y. Zucker

2222 N.W. Ramsey Drive
Portland, OR 97229-4205
Tel 503-292-2167 Fax 503-292-0361

April 23, 1995

JON KVISTAD

METRO

600 N.E. Grand Avenue
Portland, OR 97232-2736

Re: Regional Transit Plan
Dear Mr. Kvistad:

The proposed Regional Transit Plan (RTP) should be rejected. A new, realistic
balance plan should be adopted.

The proposed plan is a perpetuation of the same failed policies of the past, the
same means to achieve the same goals which have not been met, over and over.

The plan is not the "balanced plan" referred to in Metro's advertising. As shown
on page 7-5 of the April 1995 draft, the RTP does only two things. It constructs
light rail. It maintains the existing roads. Just doing this, results in a shortfall
of $ 1.3 billion on the state system and $ 702 million on the nonstate system.

The proposed RTP has the "chutzpa" to say on page 5-1 that it is the "most
prudent and cost-effective use of public funds to solve the region's .
transportation problems."” :

In 1990, the Urban Mass Transit Administration, now called Federal Transit
Administration, reported that the cost per new transit trip on east side light
rail was $ 9.49 per trip, $18.98 per round trip. That calculation was made
using Tri Met's ridership data which nobody believes is representative of
commuter usage because it contains huge estimates for "fare-evaders," for fare-
less square users and it counts people who transfer twice. Over 220 working
days, it costs the taxpayer $ 4,175, 1990 dollars, for each new transit
passenger on east side light rail. ,

The $ 4,175 per new passenger is for a project that cost less than $300 million.
It will be a lot higher when the calculations are in on the west side $1.billion
project. As for $2.7 billion north/south costs, we'll be at the point where it will
be cost-effective to pay people not to work. -

,qs
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METRO
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Because all the transportation funds are being sucked into light rail, there is
no plans for alternates such as HOV lanes, car pool incentives, intelligent
vehicle systems, bus usage incentives, new roads, etc. ~

Seattle, with HOV lanes instead of light rail, has a higher percentage of transit
users than Tri Met. The availability of HOV lanes makes bus usage more
appealing because they go faster than single occupancy vehicles. HOV lanes
also offer an incentive for people to car pool. The corridor from Springfield,
VA to Washington, D.C. has three HOV lanes in each direction filled to capacity
with buses and cars with three or more passengers moving at the posted limit.

If we made the buses free, it would cost much less per new passenger. than
building light rail.

Most importantly, the sources for new passengers are the less densely
populated suburbs and those areas cannot be served cost-effectively with large
people carriers like buses and light rail. We need to be implementing intelligent
vehicle systems that function like on-demand car pools or multiple passenger
cabs to serve these areas.

The 2nd rule of politics states that "government is the only enterprise that
cont1nues to fund projects that don't work and does so in increasingly larger
.amounts ' Can't we make an exception to this rule with a new RTP?

Enclosed is an outlme of a regional transportation plan that is realistic and
cost-effective.

Sincerely, .

Melvin Y. Z er

MYZ/cg

€nc.

-



PORTLAND METROPOLITAN AREA TRANSPORTATION

A REALISTIC PLAN

Since the 1970's, the Portland Metropolitan Area has looked to only one solution to its
+ transportation problems -- light rail. There has been no honest examination of the
extent of our transportation deficiencies or of the changing demography which has a
profound effect on the region’s transportation needs. Conditions have changed but
- the regional mind-set has not. : '

Similar demographical changes have occurred in other urban areas around the world -
and innovative solutions have been forthcoming. But not in the Portland
Metropolitan Area.

Each urban area is unique. Urban areas differ with respect to topography, population,
the area in which population resides, etc. Most importantly, the inhabitants have
different mores, aspirations and expectations. People moving to Manhattan from
Oregon do not expect to live in a detached house surrounded by trees and grass and
do not expect to commute to work in an auto or, in many cases, to own an auto.
People that move to Oregon from Manhattan recognize that they will be removed
from the action of Wall Street, the

Metropolitan Opera or first run live —

theater seven nights a week. A . Y .
 common motivation for one fleeing  JTFMal <iles were designed and
New York is to get away from the were irlt’ the city center, homes were othhe
apid, effective and unpleasant . '
rapl P outskirts (suburbs) and workers commuted

subway. The transportation planner A .
that dg,es not recolg)nize the P from the suburbs to the city center. This

importance of personal preferences model is becoming less relevant every day in
and adopts a “One shoe fits all” most urban areas. Still, it is used by transit

. approach will fail to achieve his or agencies as the rationale for high capacity,
her objective.. . fixed rail systems to locations where smaller

and smaller percentages of people are going
- How “terrible” is the mobility in the — e—————————
Portland Metropolitan Area?
According to the U.S. Census Bureau, which produces some of the most reliable ,
transportation data, worker mean trip time rose from 21.4 in 1980 to 21.8 minutes in
1990. Trip times worsened by less than 2 %, hardly a threat to regional survival.

Two factors make the small trip time increase very significant. First, the number of
vehicles on the roads rose significantly. The number of workers in the Portland
Metropolitan Area rose 27 %. Since the number of people using transit dropped from

- 47,805 in 1980 to 39,259 in 1990, all of that increase in workers used autos along
with the 8,546 that formerly used transit in 1980. ' q {



The second factor is the increased distance between the downtown “core” and the
location of the new residential additions in Washington County, Clackamas County
and East Multnomah County.

How can we have more cars going longer distances in almost the same time? We do
have more cars but they aren’t, necessarily, going further distances despite the fact
that homes are being added further from the core. That is because new work locations
(jobs) have been and are, increasingly, being created in the outskirts of the
metropolitan area -- in Clark , Washington, Clakamas and East Multhomah County.
Additionally, jobs in the downtown core are relocating to the outskirts of the region.

Originally, cities were designed and developed under a “hub” model where jobs were
in the city center, homes were on the outskirts (suburbs) and workers commuted
from the suburbs to the city center. This model is becoming less relevant every day in
most urban areas. Still, it is used by transit agencies as the rationale for high
capacity, fixed rail systems to downtown locations where smaller and smaller
percentages of people are going.

The effect of the change in trip origin and destination is that many workers live
closer to their jobs and that traffic flows in more than one direction in a commute
period (i.e. the morning or evening commute). When you take half of the traffic out of
the inbound lane during the morning commute and place them in the outbound lanes,
you have, in effect, doubled the capacity of the roads and, simultaneously, halved the
congestion.

Ironically, the 1990 trip times would, likely, have been better (lower) than the 1980
trip times and the frustration with regional traffic much lower except for
construction intended to improve traffic movement (i.e. light rail construction).

Another effect of the changes in trip origin and destination is that our traditional
concept of “sprawl” as adverse to mobility is no longer relevant. Most people refer to
“sprawl” as the locating of homes farther from the old downtown core. However, if
the occupant of a home on the outskirts of the region lives next to his job location,
mobility is not negatively affected. If he were to choose to live in the downtown core
because there was no available housing next to his place of employment on the
outskirts of the region, mobility would be negatively effected.

Another factor which mitigates trip times and traffic counts that is rapidly growing
and will be increasingly important, is the number of people that work in home
offices. The down-sizing of many large organizations and telecommuting has spurred
this growth.

These facts imply that the sky is not falling. They should not be interpreted to mean -~
that nothing should be done. Increasing population means worsening mobility, if
nothing is done to handle the added burden on our facilities. Not everyone can live
close enough to his place of employment or to shopping facilities.
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Concepts that locate homes around small shops in the effort to achieve a walk-to-
shop routine are not economically sound. The small shop owner, dependent on a
population within walking distance, must charge much more than his higher volume
competitor at the mall. At the same time, he offers less variety, a recipe for
insolvency. It should be noted that even "convenience stores" depend on customers
using autos.

LIGHT RAIL

Light rail performance everywhere, particularly here in the Portland Metropolitan
. Regional Area, has proven that it is not the solution to our traffic problems. As

mentioned earlier, the number of
. s . L
workers using mass transit in the

. Portland Metropolitan Region was Light rail is so expensive it exhausts all of the
lower in 1990 than it was in 1980  federal transportation resources available to

despite the addition of light rail the region. <
in 1986 between the downtown - L
core and Gresham (Eastmax). This ' ‘ '

route is the most densely populated route that could have been chosen and Gresham
had extraordinary growth during this period. '

Moreover, the US Census Bureau reports that only 2,506 workers commuted using
light rail in 1990'. When Tri Met applied for Eastmax funding, it forecasted 42,500
daily riders by 1990? the equivalent of 21,250 daily commutes. We could have done
more for traffic improvement and saved money by paying those 2,506 commuters to
stay home instead of building light rail.

Tri Met issued ridership numbers which are higher than those reported by the Census
Bureau. Tri Met's data is unreliable and not applicable to analysis of commuting usage
because it contains large estimates for "fare-less square" borders and "fare-evaders."
Even Tri Met's inflated ridership numbers show that Eastmax has done little more
than provide a different conveyance for the workers who previously used the buses
that were replaced by Eastmax. ‘

Light rail advocates, disappointed by Eastmax's inability to reduce single passenger
.auto commuting, claim that the goals of light rail will be achieved with the passage of
time. There is no evidence to support this claim. That has not happened in the San
Diego system, which has been operating since 1981 or in Eastmax, which has been
.operating since 1986. ’

Not only is light rail not a "silver bullet," it is not even an arrow we should place in -
our quiver. Light rail is so expensive it exhausts all of the federal transportation
resources available to the region, leaving nothing for other mass transit strategies.

\ .

There should be no further investment in light rail.



TRANSIT DESIGN

To design an appropriate transportation system, we need to know where the people
want to go. To learn this, we must make detailed trip surveys (100%, not a random
sampling) showing origin and destination of every trip every five years, using
addresses. Computer technology makes translating of this type of data into usable
transportation patterns relatively simple.

A transportation system consisting of roads, buses, car pools, vans, cabs, call-a-car
systems and existing light rail should be adjusted or established to conform with the
actual trip origins and destinations.

The closer transit is to riders, the more successful it will be. Experience shows that,
in urban areas similar to the Portland Metropolitan Area, most riders will go all the
way in their autos if they have to go

part of the way in them. This e ———————————— |
explains why "park-and-ride" Experience shows that, in urban areas similar
facilities have done little to attract to the Portland Metropolitan Area, most
commuters to light rail. riders will go all the way in their autos if they

have to go part of the way in them.
In addition, there is no reduction in E .  ——————————————————————————————————
pollution when auto usage is used

for part of a trip because 90 % of the pollution that would be emitted if an auto was
used f(gr an entire commute occurs during the first two to three minutes when the car
is cold".

Similarly, transfers drastically reduce transit usage. Hence, a hub system of transit
which requires a person in Tualatin to go downtown to wait and transfer to another
mass transit device to go from downtown to Beaverton will be used only by those with
limited choices. That holds true whether the mass transit device is light rail, van or
bus. To be successful, mass transit must be direct and rapid. We cannot be direct or
rapid if we do not know precisely where our trips are going. ‘

Another vital statistic that should be revealed is the nature of the trip. Is it
commuting solely or is it using a vehicle which is to be used in the course of business
which could not be served by mass transit? We always acknowledge that we are,
increasingly, becoming a “service” as opposed to a manufacturing economy but we
are not willing to acknowledge the ramifications of a "service economy.". To develop
mass transit routes or build roads, we need to know more than the number of trips. It
serves no purpose to provide mass transit services for commuting to people who
need their cars for more than getting to their job.

Basically, what we have to do is provide a desirable service. We cannot do that
without understanding the customer’s needs.

Transit agencies have, for the most-part, tended to rely on a strategy which would

make the auto option less desirable instead of improving their service. Curtailing of
parking, high parking rates, raising gas taxes, poor road maintenance and no road
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building are all too familiar examples. But they haven’t worked and as we can see,
from experience elsewhere, offer no hope that they will work. In Sweden, the tax on a
Volvo is more than the purchase cost but transit use has fallen while auto usage has
risen. The same result is occurring in Europe where the gas tax is $3.50 and in large
cities where the daily parking rate is $20 per day.

This survey work should not be done by the local transit agency or by Metro for many
reasons. First, their track record on providing information to the public has been
scandalous. Second, when bureaucracy is given an intermittent responsibility, the
public ends up with a full-time, nonintermittent staff. The work should be publicly
bid. The application of the data should be done by as described later under '

. “Management of Regional Transportation.”

This survey should be used to denote where future roads should be placed. If trips
are moving circumferentially from suburb to suburb , roads and transit must be
routed circumferentially.

HIGH OCCUPANCY VEHICLE (HOV) LANES

Construct additional HOV lanes in the Banfield (from 181st to the Central Business
District [CBD]), the Sunset Hwy. (from the Cornelius Pass Exit to the CBD) and in I-5
(between Wilsonville and Hazel Dell, WA). At the same time, eliminate the two lane
bottleneck on I-5 north of Lombard so that the entire three lane capacity of the other
sections of I-5 can be used. In the near future, add an HOV lane on I-205 from Oregon
City to Mill Plain Boulevard. _

Let me be clear that we need additional lanes for the HOV purposes. There is not
sufficient available capacity to use any of the existing lanes., -

HOV lanes are dedicated to the use of transit devices such as buses, vans and autos
with three or more occupants. HOV lanes make mass transit faster and, consequently,
more desirable. The speed of the HOV lane is an incentive for people to car pool.

It was proven, in tests in Seattle and elsewhere, that cars and buses in HOV lanes are
faster than light rail. As more people use car pools and mass transit, congestion in
“the nonHOV lanes is reduced. Everybody wins.

HOV lane construction can be done with almost 100% local job content whereas ‘
construction of light rail systems have a much lower percentage of local job content.

Tri Met would have you believe that Federal Transit Administration (formerly UMTA)
funds are available only for light rail. That is not the case. Houston used federal mass -
transit funds for HOV lanes. They called them “transitways,” and they have relieved
congestion, increased bus usage and increased car pooling.

The Seattlé-Tacoma Metropolitan Area’s use of HOV lanes has been very successful.
They have performed better with HOV lanes than the Portland Metropolitan area has

aq



with light rail. In the Portland Metropolitan Area, there was a decline in the number of
workers using mass transit between 1980 and 1990 despite the addition of light rail.
In the Seattle-Tacoma

Metropolitan Area, the number of : -
workell?s using transit rose during  Roads are the track on which successful mass

the same period. In 1990, 6.18% transit devices (buses and car pools) travel in
of workers in the Seattle metropolitan areas like Portland -Vancouver
Metropolitan Area and 5.36 % of and which will be used by the "intelligent"

workers in the Portland-Vancouver ~ systems of the future.
Metropolitan Area used mass e —

transit®.

The District of Columbia is an excellent example of the success of HOV lanes. There,
three HOV lanes in each direction are filled to capacity with filled cars while moving
at the posted limit. Many of the car pools are prearranged while many are informal,
picking up passengers (called "slugs") at prescribed locations.

ROADS

Freeways have be given an undeservedly bad rap lately. They were designed to
remove traffic from neighborhoods and to move autos and mass transit rapidly. They
have and continue to do that with great success. When you limit freeways, you don't
“eliminate the traffic. It just goes along a different route, through neighborhoods.

The problem with the regional road system is that they were built for the less
relevant "hub" model. They force people to go downtown in order to get another road
to take them where they want to go. This is "designed” congestion, which is clearly
illustrated by the region's highest pollution readings occurring just downwind of the
I-5 and I-405 loop around the downtown core area.

The construction of 1-205 was the first departure from "hub” building. It handles _
increasingly larger volumes of traffic because it

_ - goes where an increasingly larger volume of

To fully appreciate the value of people want to go -- from suburb to suburb.

freeways, we should close them

on occasion. ‘ " To fully appreciate the value of freeways, we

should close them on occasions. We must

remember that roads.are the track on which

successful mass transit devices (buses and car pools) travel and which will be used by

the "intelligent" systems of the future.

CAR POOLING
Provide free parking to any car pool that arrives at the car pool parking lot with three

passengers in addition to the driver. This takes three cars off the roads for every
parking space provided. The subsidy for four riders on light rail, for example, is
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much larger than the cost of one parking spot.

Further, car pools can be used in areas of sparse population where the cost per
passenger of conventional mass transit is prohibitive.

~ As mentioned above, the availability of HOV lanes to car pools is a great-incentive to
~ potential car-poolers. . L

What is not needed is a bureaucracy to create and administer car pooling. That
agenda which has been used by Tri Met in an absolutely failed effort is still advocated
by Tri Met despite evidence from places where car pooling is successful that shows it
is not needed. All that is needed are incentives. : ‘

INTELLIGENT MASS TRANSIT SYSTEMS

The Portland Metropolitan Area is ideally suited for “intelligent” syste'ms,' like the
Athena System, which employ small jitneys and communications to provide service to
users®. Such systems are like "on demand” car pools or sharing a ride in a cab. '

Low density areas are ill suited to buses or rail in several respects. Moreover, as the
percentage of suburb to suburb trips continue to increase and the percentage of
suburb to city trips continue to decrease, the need for smaller, more flexible
transportation will continue to grow. Buses or rail are more expensive than jitneys for
low ridership routes. Buses and rail travel routes and do not have the flexibility of
the jitney to go to the users who do not live along a route. Jitneys are faster because
they don’t have to make frequent stops to attempt to fill up unused capacity.

THIRD COLUMBIA CROSSING

Traffic volumes across the I-5 and 1-205 are already past the point where we should
be preparing to build a third bridge. It would not be possible to devote lanes of traffic
to HOV lanes and accommodate existing traffic volumes which will, of course, be
larger in the future. Rather than attempting to modify the size of the existing
structure, a new bridge should be built.

No good data exists which shows the how much of the traffic on the bridges from
Vancouver goes through the region; goes to Washington County; goes to Clackamas
. County; goes to points outside the downtown Portland core within Multhomah
County; goes to the downtown Portland core; or is commercial noncommuting traffic.
Evidence is strong that a very small percentage of the bridge traffic goes to downtown
‘Portland.

Hence, a fixed rail system which only goes to the Portland core area will do little to
relieve bridge congestion. It is not realistic to expect that Vancouver commuters will
drive to a light rail terminal; take light rail to the downtown Portland core; transfer to
another light rail to go to Washington county, for example; and take a feeder bus to a
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destination. That doesn't happen in areas served by heavy rail, which is much faster
than light rail.

HIGH SPEED RAIL

Dwight Eisenhower’s legacy, the interstate highway system, had as it’s primary

- purpose mobility for national security reasons, we were told. If that objective was not
utilized, the byproduct surely was. It is difficult, at this time, to know how much of
the traffic on I-5 and I-205 is intra regional, how much originates within the region
for destinations outside the region and how much'is just passing through. Even our .
estimates, rough as they are, indicate a growth in the latter two categories. High

“speed rail should eliminate a good deal of "through" traffic.

AMTRAK is not used much because it does not offer rapid service at the right times.
We need to provide high speed rail from Seattle to Eugene, initially, and from
Vancouver, B.C., eventually, with terminals where 205 and I-5 meet north and south
of Portland and where the I-205 routing intersects with Eastmax. Making high speed
rail go downtown turns it into low speed, greatly increases the cost and makes users
. create congestion where it is not needed. -

High speed rail would offer a competitive alternative to the alrhnes for trips to the
Seattle-Tacoma area, in terms of speed and price. Air trip times have been lengthened
- because of airport parking congestion, securlty detection devices and the ever
present weather delays.

RELOCATION OF GOVERNMENTAL SERVICES |

We must move City (Portland), Multhomah County, State of Oregon, Federal, Metro
and Port of Portland functions in the downtown area to four service centers out of the
downtown area - east, west, south and north.. This would make every day like Martin
L. King and President’s day when we have no traffic congestion. On those days,
‘government workers have a holiday while everyone else does not.

Such relocation would also make it easier for citizens to secure services closer to

- their homes. It would make it easier for government workers to get to their jobs. An

analogy would be like McDonalds having only one outlet in the downtown core
instead of taking their service to where the people are.

'FREE TRANSIT

The Portland Metropolitan Area does not have a shortage of capacity on its existing

routes. It has a problem utilizing existing capacity. Despite this, all efforts are

directed at adding higher capacity devices. No meaningful incentives are offered to
" attain greater utilization of existing capacity. ‘

e - \o2%



One incentive which would fill the buses and light rail is to make them free.

The taxpayer pays 77% of the cost of a system which is not used. It makes sense to
pay a little more to achieve the desired transit goals. When you deduct the costs of
the equipment and bureaucracy associated with fare collection, the cost to the
taxpayer would be modest. .

Other transit agencies that have lowered fares have increased transit usage whereas
Tri Met has continually raised rates and lost riders. The American Public Transit
Association data indicates that each time rates are raised 10 %, ridership decreases
4%.

MANAGEMENT OF REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION

" The responsibility for planning regional transportation should be separated from the
operation of the system. .

Roads and transit are inextricably connected. Their function is the same. Their
success is interdependent. Good road mobility limits the mass transit function to
those who do not have vehicles. Good mass transit relieves road congestion. As
either capacity is increased, the others is decreased.

Separating planning for buses and rail from autos and roads does not lend itself to a
balanced approach. It pits road builders against rail builders. What you get are cycles
of too much of one thing and, then, too much of the other, depending on which
~agency has better press and governmental relations at the moment.

As shown above, the better mass transit devices for relatively sparsely populated
- regions like the Portland Metropolitan Region (i.e. buses, car pools, jitneys) utilize the
road system. - . _

Responsibility for planning the regional transportation system could reside either
with the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) or with Metro. There are
problems associated with assigning this responsibility to Metro. Metro has no
experience with road planning. Metro's experience with transit has been limited to
rubber stamping Tri Met's failed policies. Metro has no construction expertise. It is
not in the taxpayer's interest to duplicate experience already residing at ODOT. If
Metro were to have this responsibility, the regional ODOT office should be made part
. of Metro. ’ ' ,

ODOT has a regional office with expertise planning roads as well as mass transit and
the construction of both. If this responsibility is assigned to ODOT, it would work
under a pact with the Washington Department of Transportation similar to the
treatment of the Columbia River Bridges. This responsibility would include the
planning for the region's mass transit, state and interstate road systems and related
construction. ‘

o \o3



Tri Met's and C Trans' responsibility should be limited to operation of existing rail,
buses and contracting for privatized jitneys and cabs, no planning or construction.
To do that more successfully, they must become more professional, less political.

1. US Census Bureau, 1990 Social and Economic Characteristics foe
Metropolitan Areas, Table 32, p. 1430. :

2. US Department of Transportation, Urban Mass Transit
Administration, Ur il T it Proij ;: For r

Actual Ridership And Costs, Table 5-1, p. 54. '

3. Michael Cameron, Environmental Defense Fund, Transportation .
Efficiency-Tackling Southern California's Air Pollution and .
Congestion, 1991. i )

4., US Department of Transportation, Federal Highway .
Administration, Journey-To-Work Trends in the United States and
its Major Metropolitan Areas 1960-1990, pp. 32 and 58.

‘5. Robert W. Behnke, Athena An_Advanced Public -
Transportation/Information System For Residents of Urban,
Suburban and Rural Communities, Cascade Policy Institute Oregon
Better Government Competition 1994 Winners, Portland, Oregon, pp.
27-45,

Melvin Y. Zucker
2222 N.W. Ramsey Drive
- Portland, OR 97229-4205
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Regional Transportation Plan Public Comments
April 18, 1995 at Beaverton City Hall

4/18/95 Steve Abeling -
S.T.O.P & BTA
7619 SW Locust
Portland, OR 97223

Best use for $27 million reserve fund and RTP is alternatives to automobile travel. Dismayed that Washington
Country hasn't put more bicycle and pedestrian projects into their proposals. SUPPORTS: TRXT4-
Multnomah/Garden Home Intersection improvement because it increases safety; TOD Miliken Way important part of
Westside light rail; WTOD?2 - Beaverton Creck; Metro TOD1 which sets up regional revolving fund to acquire
properties around key areas of transit development; OB 1,2,3,4,6 all very useful, #2 & 6 on Barbur Blvd upgrade to
make a major bicycle commuting route.

Regional Transportation Plan Public Comments
April 17, 1995 at Metro Center

4/17/95 Jim Bailey

Fritz Companies
12403 NE Mart St
portland, OR 97230

Consider freight element in planning for the RTP. Reliable movement of goods has a direct impact on our jobs
currently and in the future, Wants to keep trains running more smoothly and truck movement designed to avoid .
congestion, Need to educate public about tradc in this country, and Metro could play a role in this education. Inter-
relationship of air, land and sea transportation brings manufacturing, retail, agncultural and warehousmg into play
Look to the future and work on infrastructure.,

Ll .
Ooml Transportation Plan Drat Comments

U\

Page 1
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May 4, 1995

Metro Council RE: MTIP and Interim Federal RTP
c/o Michael Hoglund ’

600 NE Grand Avenue

Portland, OR 97232

Dear Members of the Metro Council:

Good evening. I am a member of AORTA, the Association of Oregon Rail
and Transit Advocates. Tonight I am speaking as private citizen.

I want to emphasize today what a unique opportunity you have to fund
transportation projects which could move us toward the vision of our
region that is less dependent upon the'automobile. After decades of
constructing, rebuilding and enlarging roads and highways at great
expense, it is now time to seriously invest in other modes.

At a time when Tri-Met ridership is not keeping pace with current
population growth, this region cannot afford the small amount of
* funding being proposed for transit as compared to highways. Elements
of Tri-Met's Strategic Plan, including Fastlink that was outlined in
the MTIP first draft, should be implemented through MTIP funds.

The RTP should be commended for including the aim of "developing
transportation projects and programs that produce the most efficient
transport capability with the ‘most cost-effective combination of
transportation investments" and the goal of placing a "priority on
protecting the region's natural environment in all aspects of [the]
transportation planning process."

However, the RTP needs to be strengthened by revising several system

goal statements. System goal 1, objective 2 should state: To provide

a public transit system which maintains accessibility t+o—jobs for the
transportetion—disadvantaged all residents. Accessiblity goal

statements which are measured by "fastest mode" travel times should

also be measured by the most efficient and least env1ronmenta1 damage

mode criteria.

The transit goals, objectives and policies also need to include other
lower cost transit alternatives like commuter rail by securing existing
rail right of ways. The transit system section should make the Portland
International Airport light rail connection a near term priority and
outline a full circumferential line.

To achieve these goals, we must place the highest priority on complet:ing~

the transit, bike and pedestrian system. I urge you to use the MTIP
Regional Reserve Fund for specific improvements to the alternative
modes network and to use the RTP as the means to implement a more livable
future for our region.

Sincerely yours,

e

Dav1d M. Zage

z design

3104 NE SCHUYLER
PORTLAND, OR 97212
503 . 281.0434
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WASHINGTON
COUNTY,
OREGON

May 10, 1995

l
|

Tom Kloster
Metro

. 600 NE Grand Ave.
Portland, OR 97232

Dear Tom,

-The attached comments on the April 1995 Draft of the Interim Federal Regional
Transportation Plan are from the Washington County Coordinating Committes
(wccce). ’ ' :

The WCCC agreed by consensus during its May 8 meeting to forward these
comments, with the understanding that each of the 14 jurisdictions represented on'the
committee may send additional comments as well.

if you have questions, don't hesitate to call me.

>

n E. Rosenberger, Director
Land Use and Transportation

Sincerely,

Attachment

doc:rtpmems.pbe

\ 09

155 North First Avenue Department of Land Use and Transportation, Adminlstration - Phone: 503 7 693-4530
Room 350-16 A Hillsboro, Oregon 97124 , : FAX #: 503 /6934412
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WASHINGTON

¢=\__¢ COUNTY,
~ OREGON
' : Washlngfon County Coordinating Committee (WCCC)

Comments on the April, 1995, Draft Federal RTP

May 9, 1995

These comments were adopted by consansus agreement of the Washington County Goordinating -
Committee at it's May 8, 1995 mesting. Individual WCCC member jurisdictions may choose to submit
addttional comments separately. Specific map and project comments may be included In these
comments, : :

General comments offered by the WCCC are as follows:

1. Jhe docyment should clarify status of contents, There should be a discussion about the roles of
the different elements of the RTP, (e.g. Maps, Goals and Objectives, Text) That Is, what Is
binding and what Is not; what Is advisory, what Is explanatory. Perhaps a new section in
Chapter 1 should be created to serve this function.

2. Th ument shoul nti dress requlatory regulirements. Transportation facillties
outside the UGB should be treated with care. New major roads and many road reclassifications
will require an exception to the goals (urban alternatives?). Other rural Improvements such as
significant eapacity improvements are severely restricted by ORS 2156.213, 215.283 and OAR
660-12-065 (March, 1995 amendments). Also, pursuant to OAR 660-12-060 and 660-12-065, the
document should provide adequate findings when showing changes to existing acknowledged
transportation plans. If there is an Intent to retain the 1992 RTP for State purposes and have a

. separate RTP for Federal purposes, this needs to be made clear up front. It should also be
clarified that compilance with the TSP provisions of the TPR Is not part of FEDRTP. Some of the
discussions of TPR criteria (eg. VMT/capita) can create the wrong impression regarding the
function of this document. ‘ ,

3. document d be r regarding the “interim" status of it's content.

The interim status of the document should be' clearly communicated. The document should be

clearly represented as for purposes of meeting federal requirements only, It should be clarified

where necessary that the content of the entire document, inciuding the project list, is subject to
. change during the next RTP development phase. Examples: :

o Fed. RTP projects are from plans with 2005/2010 horizons. Project needs for 2015
cannot be adequately assessed without the beneflt of 2015 analysis.

° *Final determination of need" should clearly be identified as only for purposes of the
Federal RTP. It is important to convey that the Federal RTP statement of need has not
been shaped by 2015 travel demand or system alternatives analysls, TPR requirements,
or In many cases Reglonal policies that are still evolving.

) It should be stated explicitly in appropriate locations that gosls, policies and strategies
are subject to revislon during the next phase. .

o It should be made clear when Federal RTP guidelines or assertions of performance are
based on assumptions and when they're the product of some analysis.

I.IO

' Depanmenf of Land Use and Transportation, Planning Division . Phone: 503 /640-3519
155 North First Avenue Hilisboro, Oregon 97124 FAX # 503 /693-4412
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Draft Comments ~ FedRTP
May 9, 1995
Page 2

: : a defi areas 2 esponsibllities vs
] i respongibllities. The plan is represented as ‘endorsing regional elements of
the transportation system and defining the extent of Metro interest in the subreglonal system"...
Greater clarity In definitions of reglonal and local Interest and responsibility are needed to
achieve this. For example: , '

o ln-some cases reglonal intergsts are defined in geographic terms (l.e. Reglonal or Town
center focus) and In some cases in terms of functional hlerarchies. Local interests are
> often an undefined remainder In the equation. Both regional and local Interests should
be explicitly defined. :
o Previous references to "suburban subareas® are changed to “reglonal and town centers,”

which leaves major portions of the suburban areas out of the plcture. Specifically, we
belleve that there needs to be mare emphasis on regional and local roles and
responsibliitles in addressing transportation needs of 2040 mixed use, employment and
industrial areas. ' _

5. The ment should ide a better under. ing of Transit's rola In th lonal em:
We're hesitant regarding objectives, policies or Planned systems that are put forth without a
detalled analysis of alternatives. For Instance, we don't know the ridership Impacts of this
system. Relevant questions will be how to pay for services; what Is a constralned transit system;
what [s the impact of constrained transit system on antlcipated ridership, on auto travel demand,
on roadway system capacity requirements, and ultimately on the nature of the constrained
transportation system as a whole. One of our primary concerns Is the adequacy of future
suburban transit services. The Plan's major commitments to light rall and high end transh
services combined with a lack of apparent strategles for expanding funding does not seem to
leave much for providing basic senvices necessary to adequately serve the Reglon's suburbs.

6. Trangportation Demand Management: A clear regional role In TDM strateqy and program
development and in defining how local programs -should dovetail to meet reglonal objectives
- should be identified and cleary defined. Goal 1 specifies a comprehensive regional approach to
TDM, but the introduction to the section defers Implementation of TDM measures to the local
governments, .

7. Pedestrian Element: s the RTP Interest In walking a “"system" interest or a "program" interest?
The heading says "system;" the goal statement says “program.” Consider making it the latter,
It's hard to envislon a regional pedestrian “system,” easy to envision a regional "program"” that
focuses on doing what Is described In the first paragraph on page 1-27.

8. The document should clarlfy several greas related to funding and implementation:; -

.0 It isn't always clear how RTP measures relate to RTP goals. How measures used tie to
' Goals and objectives should be defined. Some measures lack objectives, eg. transit
measures looking at percents of trips; good to know, but where are trip % objectives in
RTP? Restructuring this section to more specifically link measures with objectives would
be helpful. -

) Emphasizing *preservation and efficient use of existing facllities as the preferred

\ W\
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Draft Comments —~ FedRTP

May 9, 1985

Page 3
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approach in praviding a transportation system* won't work In all cases; in the suburbs,
where many arterlals are only 2 lanes wide, there Is still a need to upgrade facilitles.
This should be defined as a strategy, not a comprehensive approach.

The concept of “residual revenues” is perhaps oversimplified. It needs to be made clear
here that some revenues are dedicated to specific purposes and not avallable for O, M,

and P...and vice versa, that some directed by policy to O, M and P are not avaiable for
capital construction. _

Decisions “to accept a lower level of servics on segments of particular facllities” should
be made explicitly as part of a system plan, and not on a project by project basis.

m s clarification in some other areas:

Main Streets — Remove the words "less auto capacity.” Metro staff has previously
Indlcated the Main Street design does not assume a reductlon of capacity.

Neighborhoods -- Discussions of neighborhood and local system design should be
rewritten with more care. Current discussions are overly simplified and in some cases
not accurate. Master street plans were rejected by LCDC on Aprll 13, 19985. The range
of 8 to 20 street connections per mile also should be eliminated, as establishing a
frequency standard for street connections also was rejected by LCDC. (See Aprfl 1995
TPR revislons.)

Local Streets -- These descriptions need more thought. They should more accurately
reflect factors at work in major system congestion, or at least to point out that there are
contributing factors other than *lack of local strest connections,” l.e. land use patterns,
travel demand, spacing and other characteristlcs of major system. :

Clarify that there are limits to clrcumstances when certain design features need to be
provided, i.e. that “should be provided" means “when reasonably possible® — when it is
reasonable In light of need for feature and Impact of providing it.

§
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WASHINGTON
COUNTY,
OREGON

May 10, 1995

Tom Kioster

Metro

600 NE Grand Ave.
Portland, OR 97232

Dear Tom,

Washington County's comments on the April 1995 Draft of the Interim Federal
Regional Transportation Plan are attached. Revisions to the Existing Preferred and
Fiscally Constrained Network matrices are attached, We expect to submit additional
revisions to the constrained matrix reflecting the current cost threshold before or
during the May 12 TPAC meeting.

Washington County's comments are intended to supplement the comments of the
Washington County Coordinating Committee (WCCC), which already have been
forwarded to you.

If you have 'questions. don't hesitate to call me.

Slncerely.

, Principal Planner

 Attachment
dog:tpmem8.pbo

n3a

: Department of Land Use and Transportation, Planning Divigion Phone:; 503 /640-3519
North First Avenue . Hillsboro, Oregon 97124 . FAX # 503 /603-4419
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6 WASHINGTON
COUNTY,

OREGON

Washington County Comments on Dratt Federal RTP
May 10, 1985

In-1  The plan Is represented as ‘endorsing regional elements of the trangportation gystem and
defining the extent of Metro interest in the subregional system®... Greater clarity in definitions of
reglonal and local Interest and responsibllity are needed to achieve this.

In2  First two bullets: This i8 an interim document baged upon interim information. K is premature to
say that It represents reglonal consensus on transportation policy direction, Many policy
dacislong and certalnly conseneus must wakt untl final data Is In, analysis ig complete and
strategy discussions are held. : : '

In3 * Fourth paragraph. The pdpn.dation projections seem odd. Did our projection actually go down
10 years further in the future? )

In6  Regarding 8tate Planning Requirements, this section or some other section should be revised to
incarporate the points from Larry Shaw's memo,

1-4/5  Ideally, there shoutd be more dlscussion of proposed modffications to vislon and guiding
principle statements. A primary question here I8 the change In emphasis from “mobility” to
‘accesslbility.® The implications of this change depend on definitions, which are unclear,
Presumably this reference Is to accessibility of the *Jobs within 80 minutes" type and not 8
reference to the more commonly understood physical accessibiiity (although & is used in that
sensg elsewhere in the document.) Accessibllity of both types is important, but as wo
understand them, nelther incorporates a measure of mobllity. It Is Imperative that levels of

. mobiiity continue to be monitored, and that adequate mobility be provided. These terms need
defining. ' '

14 Bottom of the page. Since this is a 2015 plan, referencing 2040 numbers sesms somewhat out
. of context. it would be beuef to reference 2015 numbers here.

15 "rop of the page. Regarding the last sentence of the gukling principles, we believe economic
P growth should be Included In the balance mentioned here.

16 Top of the page. A paragraph should be added describing soclal impacts,

* 1-7 8ystem Goals and Objectives: Goal 1: agaln, the change from *mobliity” to *accessibility* has
" implications for general faclity of movement and travel times between points on system, Thess
need to be explored and addressed more thoroughly. There are variants between objectives
;oo. eg) sometimes It's malntain %, of population (Obj 3); sometimes It's maintaln population
" (Ob). 4) ‘ : , i

1.7 Performance Criterion under Objective #2. Conslderation ehould be given to changing this
standard to 60 minutes, When walking, watting and transferring time Is congidered, 30 minutes
really isn't very long. Much of the RTP is contingent on residents taking transit trips much longer
than 30 minutes to work, ’

S | - us”

Department of Land Use and Transportation, Planning Division Phone: 503 /640-3519
‘North First Avenue Hillsbero, Oregon 97124 FAX # 503 /692.4412

1



A P.4-20
MAY 10 'S5 84:26PM WACO LAND USE/TRANSP

Draft Comments — FedRTP
May 10, 1995
Page 2

18  Goal 2, Ob]. 3: Emphastzing *preservation and efficient use of exlstihg facllities as the preferred
approach In providing a transportation system" Iz an admirable objective, but the transportation
- 8ystem still needs developing In parts of the Region that are still maturing.

19 Objective #7. We suggest placing a period after *nelghborhood streets', Regardiess of why the
through trips are there, we should be concerned with through traffic on neighborhood strects.

111 Top of the page. We suggest the reference to providing Tess auto capacity” be deleted. We
received a March 20, 1995 letter from Mary Weber of the Metro staff reganding the proposed
Comell Road Maln Street that stated that Timiting automoblle access or eapacity would be
detrimental...” and *..the maln street design does not assume a reductlon of capagcity along these
coiridors.” . : ,

Re: Nelghborhoods ~ This section needs to be rewrltten with more care. It's not this simple,
and the presentation Is not accurate (e.0. arterlal gpacing lsn't referenced here but can have a
major Impact on congestion levels), Master street plang were rejacted by LCDC on April 13,
1995. The range of 8 10 20 strect connections per mile also should be eliminated; establishing a
frequency standard for street connections also was rejected by LCDC. (See April 1035 TPR
revigions.) -

1-12 " Descriptives in this sectlon give It an inapproprlately dramatic and dictatorial tone, Examples of
changes suggested: ".., ISTEA has dramatieally altered ..." (third line); *... roadway system will-be
shaeply may be limited ...* (fifth line).

113 Goal 1 Obj 1 -- What are the implications of language change to malntain "curront trave! times.*
: - Previous reference was travel times "equal to todays.” Previous reference was written in 1952,
What's the reference mark? 1992, 1995? Either language is ambiguous. Should establish
something fixed and specific. ' :

1-14  Founth bullet from bottom of page — Are ramp meters warranted on all freeway ramps in the
region? if not, you may want to quallfy ramp meter control reference.

Third bulet from bottom of page — Pacific Highway (86W) shouid be inciuded among “through
route” stroets inside 217 that wouldn't be upgraded to freeway standards.

1-14 and 116 Acknowledge in the disousslons of design features that there may be cases In which
the features recommended here cannot reasonably be provided, eg. when impacts of providing
~ them exceed benefits they provide. .

115 6th bullet, What ls intended by ‘spec!al design considerations® for freeway diversion routes”,

1-18  Collectors -- It would be batter to Gouch location of these as within a locallzed service ares®
: rather than within a “focal jurisdiction.” The latter often not true, especially in Weshington

County, with ts- 14 local Jurisdictions. -
(Here's another area where the shift of emphasls from “mobility” to “accassibllity” is bothersome.

"Access* s taking on muttiple definitions, too; physical land access In this case, generalized
access (to employment markets, for Instance) In other casges.)

e
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1-16  Third builet from bottom — Unrestricted parking on collectors is contrary to our design standard,
which does net allow parking on Major Collectors.

1-17  Local Stresets - This description needs more thought, It should more accurately reflect factors at
work in major system congestion, or at least to point out that there are contributing factors other
than *lack of local street connections,” Le. land use pattems, travel demand, spacing and other
characteristics of major system. Discusston of major system congestion could be eliminated.
Eliminate Connection-per-mile criteria here, also. .

1-17  Transh: The goal statement at once seeks to provide reglonwide services and to focus on the'
central chy and regional centers, and to support other land uses that depend on high levels of
trangit service. That's a lot.

1-18 through 1-21 - Good and very ambitious service standards and functlonal class characteristics.
However, Primary Transit Network isn't blg enough and Fastiink network Iz too expansgive to
- meet desired objectives. For example, while Objective 3 calls for providing primary or trunkiine
service within a five-minute walk for a majority of new development within the UGB, the
trunk/primary network envisloned In this document provides the desired gervice lavel to only32 -
percent of Washington County new households. ' :

We're hesitant putting forth any objectives, policies or planned systems without a detailed
analysls of alternatives. For Instance, we don't knaw the ridership impacts of this system.
Relevant questions will be how to pay for services; what Is a constrained transit gystem; what Is
the impact of constralned transit system on anticipated ridership, on auto travel demand, on -
roadway system capactty requirements, and ultimately on the nature of the constrained
transportation system as a whole,

118 Ob]ectlvg? #1, Poucy 1. Are tha referenced travel time periods for the peak petiods, off-peak or
any time

Obective #3, Polioy #1. W bellevo this policy should explictly state what the coverage s in
. 1895, and then gesk to increase coverage well beyond today's figure. We belleve this Is more

consistent with the Goal on page 1-17 which emphasizes transit throughout the urban growth

boundary. : . :

Support for the transportation disadvantaged is Included as a genéral system goal (p. 1-7),
Some reference should be included here,

1-23  The vision statement for the reglonal freight systermn seems out of context relative to other
soctions which don't have & vislon statement.

125 Goal 1- Oblective 1 What do "aesthetic practical” and *aesthetic safe® mean? o
. Goal 1 - Objective 1, Policy &, blcyels access to regional trunkiines is aleo Important. Metro
should coordinate with local jurisdictions as well as Trl-Met in matters of providing bike access
to transit. ) .

Goal 2 .- Where ls‘the 10% reglonal center biks trip target from? s it conslstent with 2040
Central Clty and Reglonal Center targets? Is it achlevable? (Did development of target include

\\9
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how 1t helps achieve broader goals/targets (i, VMT)), or how it dovetails with other modes?
We didn't see anything similar for transkt or TOM or other non-auto goal statements. ‘Would be
great to Integrate technically-supportable targets like this for other modes in thls document.)

Goal 2, Objective 1: The policies under this objective soom disointed from the objective. For
example, how does developing a prioritization process lead to securing additional funding
Sources? The policies may be fine, they just don't implement the objective.

1-26  Goal 3 - There Is no regional role in blke use promotion here. Seems to us that there ought to
. be one bayond *participation and cooperation® with local efforts. At least an umbrella of
coordination, and poselbly a regional Inttiative. This Is an area where there aren't major local
differences that preciude & reglonal approach, and a regional approach would seem more cost
and media efficlent than a conglomeration of local efforts.

126 - Is the RTP interest in walking a "system® Interest or a ‘program" Interest?  The heading says
‘system.” the goal statement (on 1-27) says "program.* Conglder making  the latter. It's hard
to envislon a reglonal pedestrian "system.* easy to envision a regional *program” that focuses on
doing what Is described in the first paragraph on page 1-27,

127 Bhoutd there be a specilc target for Goal 1, a8 there is for bikes on 1-267 (Same concems and
. questions as mentioned re: bike target), Consider consolidating Goals 1 and 2. They have the
same objectives. '

Goal 1 - Objective 1 - What are the "region's activity centers™? Reglonal Centers? Towh Conters?

1-28 . The TSM discussion Is interesting, but seeme out of context....what are the goals, objectives and
policies for TSM implementation. Considering the Importance of TSM in system implementation,
we would strongly urge that a TSM section be fully developed.

130  For TOM there are no mﬁbnﬂ targets and strategies that tie local government responsibilities
and Inltiatives together? To what degree should those be Identifled or described In the Federal
RTP? ' .

The Oblective 1 referance to “incentives* must be referring to *artificlal incentives® or subeidies
that encourage sov use. In our View, the flexibility and time-efficlency of autos are *incentives*
for thelr use that ghouid not be eliminated or Unnecessarily compromiged.

180 * Qoal 1 specifies a comprehensive reglonal approach to TDM, but the Introduction to the gection
defera implementation of TDM measures to the local govemments. A clear regional role in TOM
strategy and program development and in defining how locals programs should dovetall to meet
regional objectives gshould be identifled and clearly defined. :

For the Federal RTP, thero's too much emphasis and references In the TDM sectionto -
VMT/capita, which Is a gtate critetia/objective and will be considered during the next RTP
phase. These references should be dropped, Generally speaking, the TOM discussion should
be greatly reduced for the Federal RTP. It is longer — more academic, more detalled —~ than
other Plan element discusslons, It Is genarally a good discussion, but It is Inconsistent with the
treatment given other elements. .

ug
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131 The top-of-the-page performance criterla seem to lack conslstency — and don't really seem to be

these do the job?

First bullet — suggest this criteria (minimizing SOV travel) focus on PM peak hour, for
nce measurement purposes.
Third bullet tem add the phrase “where non-sov modes can accommodate demand.”

Eliminate first sentence of CMS discusslon (end of page).

192 Parking Management - If the intent with this RTP Is to address federal requirements, delete
references to the Transportation Planning Rule.

2-1 Add a couple of sentences explaining why it's Important to consider growth through 2040 as
part of a 2015 plan.

2-5 Refer to Subarea 5 as "Beaverton and Hilsboro*

246 Refer to Subarea 7 as “the Southern |-§ corrido”, spacifically mention Tigard and Tualatin in the
text. ‘

3-2 second bullet — this inal determination of need" should clearly be identified as only for
purposes of the Federal RTP. While the next paragraph states that *no new or dedlcated

misinterpreted as representing the need that will be defined in the 1998 RTP - referenced here
as the "Integrated state and federal RTP.* The Federal RTP statement of need has not been
shaped by 2015 travel demand or system alternatives analysis, TPR requirements, or in many
cases Regional policies that are still evolving.

(Related Note: Projects identified in Chapter 5 as necessary to address needs and achieve RTP
goals and objectives are taken from our 1988 Plan, which Is based upon 2005 numbers, not
2015.)

43 Previously referenced “suburban subareas” are now referenced as “reglonal centers /town
centers® (#3 on this pg. 4-3, and over next couple of pages). This looks like it leaves major
portions of the suburban areas out of the picture. Regional and town centers are defined areas.
Suburban subareas were not specifically defined, and presumably, covered all the territory not
covered by the other four categories identified here. Specifically, we believe that there needs to
be more emphasis on addressing transportation needs of 2040 mixed use, employment and
Industrial areas.

44 Impiications of change noted abave: What is the regional commitment to the system outside of
Reglonal /Tawn Canters? What's the expectation regarding local Interest and responsibility?

The current Close In subareas section discussion can be Interpreted as eliminating the possibllity

\\A
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of "major* roadway Impravements in these areas. A better approach would be to state a
preference for altematives to these major improvements. Also, Is *closa-In subareas® a defined
term or a generic reference? If it's defined, where Is it deflned?

Reglonal Centers paragraph. Add the words * and other centers® to last sentence.

g

Downtown Portland/Central City second paragraph. Add the words * and Transportation
Systems Management® to the last sentence. ‘

45 The introduction td mmm&m section needs to ba clarified.

For Instance:

) Do the bulleted principles articulated here really form the basls for the RTP's ‘underlying
concept'? How about ensuring travel efficlency through the reglon? How about
adequate system petformance, and the balanced performance, not just
interdependence, of the “three major elements?* .

o) What are the four elements referred to In the next paragraph? The four bulleted tems?
The three elements *roadway, transit and tdm" mentioned in the first bullet? Balancing
strategic Investment across modes/programs seems to make sense, and is probably the
Intent, but it's not clear here. -

The assertion in the Reglonal Overview of System Elements section that Improvements identified
In the Plan "ensure that sufficlent travel speed and capacity are maintained on the Reglonal
eystem within glven financlal and environmental constraints® can't be demonstrated yet: 2015
analysls Isn't done; policy framework needed to define adequacy Isn't complete; and projects in
Plan were developed to address shorter horizons (Washington County Projects from a 2005
Plan). RTP acknowledges this elsewhers, need to be clear and consistent on this.

45 Toexpand on earlier comments on this issue, there should be a better discussion about the
roles of the diffarent elements of the RTP, Le. what has the force of law, what Is advisory, what Is
explanatory? What witl be adopted by ordinance, what by resolution? What Is the status of
maps? Goals and Objectives statements? Text? Perhaps a new section In Chapter 1 should be
created to setve thls function. If there Is an intent to retain the 1892 RTP for state purposes and
have a separate RTP for Federal purposes, this needs to be made clear up front.

46 First bullet: Change "principal antarial highway route" to “through route®

Again, see 4.3 comment

48 Reglonal Frelght System - the actlons listed seem like they may be more appropriate In Chapter
" 1as policles? , S g

49  Specifics on how we can't fund transk are identffied here. What happens to the service and with
+ what effects if $43 million annually Is not avallable to support primary network? How much is
needed in addition to Primary Network, ie. secondary service, to achleve service standard, and
how much does It cost? There is a need to develop a preferred Primary Transit Network and a
constrained Primary Transit Network. :

\20
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4-10

Second full paragraph - we'd hope the bus fleet would be 100% accesslble by 2015.

4-12 - 4-15: Delete all references to future TPR and VMT/capita requirements. They aren‘t relevant here.

412

414

4-15

417 -

4-18

Last paragraph. How have “these (demand management?) objectives been taken Into ,
consideration In forecasting travel demand and the extent of roadway and transtt Investments
recommended in the Plan ..." This should be analytically defensible.

TOM needs regional goals and objectives, with strategies that define how local Jurledictions
contribute; that reglonal role lsn't defined here; seems mostly to be local Jurisdiction driven.
The RTP should set targets and establish regional role in achleving them, f only a coordinating
one; should also be a regional role in education, _

Parking ~ This language overstates our understanding of the parking limitatlon/SOV use
dynamic. Do we lnow parking limitations to be an effective SOV trip reduction strategy In all
parts of the Reglon? Says It can be here, but the effectiveness should be demonstrable. This
program should be characterized more as a strategy to conslder and explora rather than one
that must be implemented. »

Flrst paragraph - Add ODOT to first sentence.
Third paragraph - Shouldn't the ORS reference be 366.514, not 356.5147

Fiﬁure 4-1 - Add two Regional Through-Routes In Forest Grove, the East/West Arterial In Beaverton,

Beef Bend, 112th, Walker and Bethany as far as the Town Center. (See attached map.)

There should be a reference to the fact that there are other Minor Arterials than those identified
here as having reglonal significance. Also, some expianation of when a minor arterial is
reglonally significant and when It's not might be helpfu.

Figure 4-2 — The Forest Grove Bypass should be added to the National Highway System map If possible
Figure 4-3 - See the attached map for proposed additions to the RTP Fraight Network Map.

- We propose the following defetions/revisions to the RTP Freight Network Map:

0 Cedar /University/Sunset Dr. north of TV Hwy. - The preferred route for trucks will be the
Forest Grove North Arterial.

o TV Hwy: West of Quince - The preferred route for trucks will be the Forast Grove North
Arterial. , :

o Hall/Cirrus /Scholls Ferry - The freight network is intended to provide for connections to

| 2]
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main frelght routes rather than internal circulation (Le. Cirrus) within freight areas. This
segment should be redefined as, 1) Hall: Nimbus to Hwy. 217 and 2) Scholls Ferry,
Nimbus to Hwy. 217. e

Other comments regarding the Freight Network Map:

0 °  To better show system wide freight network connectivity, designated state freight routes
(e.g. Hwy. 47, Comellus Pass, OR 210) should be shown on the map.

Flgure 44 foll Fastiink 1 routes shout eliminated:
As a general comment, we belleve there should be more primary service and less Fastlink
service, . ' '
1) The Murray Road/Butner Road - Murray link should be primary only. Butner should be a
secondary bus line that doesn't show up on the. map.

2) The Hall Boulevard route between downtown Beaverton, Washington Square and Tigard
should become a primary route, once .the high speed line shawn on Hwy 217 Is operational,

3) The route between Tigard and Lake Oswego wouldn't seem to warrant 10 minute service by
2015 given the fact that the Lake Oswego-Tigard connection currently is every 30 minutes, and
dramatic population changes aren't predicted along this corridor. This corridor should be a
primary route.

4) The 1-205 Fastlink connection between Tualatin and Oregon City seems like overkill. We
doubt that 10 minute service would be warranted given the limited opportunity to pick up
‘passengers between the two centers. Instead, this should be a primary route,

5) The Fastiink connection between Lake Oswego and Wast Linn doesn't éeem warranted by

2015 given the fact that the Lake Oswego-Tigard connection currently is every 30 minutes, and
dramatic population changes aren't predicted along this corridor. This corridor ghould be a

primary route. .

6) The Fastlink connection between St. John's and Oowntown Portland doesn't seem warranted,
+ The Fastlink portion should stop at Vaughn and 27th. The portion between Vaughn and 27th

and St John's should be a primary route.

7) The Fastiink connection south of Oregon Ctty should be eliminated.

ollowing Primary r hoy! Iminated:

The primary route on 185th Avenue should go to PCC, and the segmént north of Springville road
should be eliminated. - :

fimary ro h - With the savings from changing several Fastlink routes
to Primary rortes, the following Primary routes should be consldered:

1. A north-south Hiisboro Route, possibly serving the Orenco Town Center.

\22
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2. A route on Evérgreen Parkwqy/Comell, possibly running from Comell at Murray to Evergreen

at Comellus Pass.

3. Aroute In the 170th/158th corridor tunning at least from Farmington Road to the Sunget Hwy

and serving LRT.

4. A route on Hwy 99w from Tigard to Sherwood

5. A route from Tualatin to Wilsonville

6. A route alonq Hall Boulevard between Tualatin and Tigard

Addttionally, it appears supplemental primary transit service is needed elsewhere In the region.

Moare spectfically, it seems more East/West service is warranted in Clackamas County and
North/Sauth service Is warranted In Gresham.

Figure 4-5 — The "Proposed Reglonal Bicycle Network" map needs revislons. It appears to be a blend of

a proposed system plan map and an existing facliities and project status map. Look to the
Roadway Functional Class Map (Figure 4-1) as a model for revisions, That Is, show the planned
reglonal system (don't Incorporate local facliities Into the classHication system at all), and show
only the planned system (f there's a need to show what's existing, programmed and committed,
use another map). ' '

Also, why are there dead ends in the system? Bames Road, Baseline and what looks like SE
57th are examples.

Treatment of rottes In the rural area seems inconsistent. e.g. The Scholls Ferry route continues

S-1

outside UGB; Farmington Road doesn't. .
First paragraph: Major goals outlined in Chapter 1 have changed.

Chapter & ~ TABLE: Comments on the Chiapter § Table of Preferred Network Projects are attached,

62

Those “reglonally significant* projects that were submitted for the 2040 Reserve Funds should
appear on this list.

Is "Secondary Reglonal Significance" (the "box" symbol for the tabie) the same as ocal® interest
referenced Ir) text? Don't recall seeing *secondary” regional interest elsewhere,

Need to add the following measures consistent with brevious objectives:

Transk Travel Speed between the central city and'reglonal centers and reglonal centers to
regional centers (see Obj. #1 Polley #1) A -

Percentage of new population and employment covered by the primary network (see abjective
# 3) o

Number of jobs accessible by transtt within 30 minutes from *disadvantaged" subareas
(Compare to system Goal #1, objective #2).

123
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71

73

74

8-11

8-11

8-17

Off-peak level of service calewlations for reglonal through-rbutes (compare to roadway goal #1

obfective #3)

Po;)x.daﬂon within 15 minutes of Regional Centers In the off-peak (seo system goal # 1, objective
#4 | ' -

ft Isn't always clear how the measures Identified here relate to RTP goals. How measures used
tie to Goals and objectives should be defined. (Including System Design Goals and Objectives
(;):g 1-12); eg. ho measure to determine whether travel times through reglon (Goal 1; Objective
1) are met. - ‘

Some measures lack obfectives, eg. transit measures looking at percents of trips; good to know,
but where are trip % objectives in RTP? Restructuring this section to more specifically link
measures with objectives would be helpful. 4

Second paragraph: Are | and Economic Effects of the Plan to come as part of FEDRTP or
With 1996 RTP? Uncertaln re: reference to "above analysls of performance.” ’

First and third paragraph: The concept of “resldual revenues® ks perhaps oversimplified here. It
needs to be made clear hete that some revenues are dedicated to specific purposes and not
avaliable for O, M, and P...and vice versa, that some directed by policy to O, M and P are not
available for capital construction.

Local Revenues: The lavel of treatment for local revenues here is probably fine, but we would
Iike better understanding of how future local revenues wers forecast. Minor note: The _
Washington County program mentioned here is the Major Streets Transportation Improvement
Program (MSTIP). Also, It Is supported by revenues from serial levies, not bonding.

1l rain . 6-1 and 7-1 comments also apply to discussion
and conclusions stated in this section.

Priortty #2 refers to 10-year priority projects in Chapter 5. This should be deleted. See
attached comments on the Constrained Network Tables. The *regionally significant* projects
that wil be funded with 2040 Reserve Funds should appear on the Constrained Network Tables.

The funding priorities recognize the importance of cost-effective people-moving options like high-
occupancy vehicle lanes, yet a discusslon of HOV lanes is lacking in the rest of the Plan. We
belleve HOV fanes should be seriously evaluated as part of the 1996 RTP, and the Federal RTP
should reflect that point. - :

6 a) should lay oit how “decislons will be made to accept a lower level of service on segments
of particular faciities.* We belleve such declisions should be made explicitly as part of a system
plan, and not on a project by project basls. : ‘

dociripledaS.obe : ~

24
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Chapter 5 Project Maitix

Dale: 5/4/95

. Varsion 2.0
ProJects Recommended for Preferred Network
LY -
*A=Added, DeDropped, R=Revised! \ ' Roadway Lanes Modal Elements Froleet Con
AOR'| Judisdiolion | Ne. [Project Name LY frojsctlocation Extying | Proposed| Tronsll [Bloycie] Pad |Freloht] ToM | ToM (1998 Dollon)
Woshington | 48 [v2nd Y Gordsn Home fa Aton 2 3 ® | ¥o| o $522.000
Washington | 49 {198t S Kinnamon fo TV. Hwy 2 3 B3 1 a a |- $1.240.200
Woshington | 70 [2091h . Fomington fo T.V. Hwy. 2 53| & a I =) 16.026.000
Washingtoen | 71 [Olason Hait lo BHHwy. 2 3 = . e $2.296.134
Washington | 72 |Gatden Home Mullnomoh Bivd. to 92nd 2 3 ® ® O $3,305,000
Washington | 73 [185m 1.V, Hwy. fo Formhgion 2 FI ) . . $3,600,000
Washingten | 74 lsattomon - ICornell fo Latdiaw 2 p) [*] a -Q $6.381,000
mmP3 Washingten |76 [170th Avenus {Rigert fo Alaxonder 2 6 | & o_| o $9.851.000
Washington { 76 [west Union TETWN Hidnd bo Comelius Poss 2 3 1 [s] D 2093000
Washington | 77 Imhompson Mult, Co. Une fo 143rd 2 3 o D $2.439,000
msnpa | Woshingten | 78 [Marfin/Cometua Schefi realignment Martin/Cornelia Scheffin 2 2 [=] o D | $3.720,000
manP y Wathington | 79 |evergresn 26hfoGlencos . 2 3 ) * o $5.140,000
Wathington | 80 jGlencoe Uncoh lo Evergraen 2 3 ) K o $3A72.000
Washingtan | 81 JOX Hwy. 99w Wionvite Rd. o Hwy, 99w 2 3 L 3 xa| e $638.000
Washington | 82 [Mutnomah Co. Lie o Garden Home 2 3 | ¥ | % o 31,088,000
Washington | 83 [170th Aloxander 10 Baveline 2 3 a2 D x® 35.002.000
Washington | 84 eo/Snsat OxHwy. 97w 10 Murdock of2 3 = [<) D $4.742,000
Wasthington [ 88 |Evetreen Road Brke Lones shute Rd. la It Avenuve 2 2 * ¢ | $704.000
Washington | 87 [Basetne Rd. Bike Lones 174t Ave. 10 23151 Ave, 2 7% | 2 & $1.295,980
Wastington | 88 {Tuciath Rd Stk Lonse fHwy 99 1o Boones Ferry Rd. nfo njo <* * $1,000.000
Washinpton | 89 |Farmmihgton Rd. Bike Lanss IOR217 fo Munay Bivd, nfa nfa * Y - $2.845,000
Washington | 90 |Ground Level Ratat space Criminol Antice Faclifty in Hilsboro nfa nfa & [o) $1,000,000
V/ashington | 91 [Beqverton CreekTOD SW 163rd. Murray o Jeniins n/a va | S .0- $2.220.644
Washington | 92 fEverresn Shute fo 25th 2 3 ¥ $4.795.000
Washington | 93 [Muray TV Hwy. {0 Allen na nja * * $100.000
Waihington_| 94 jForminglon  , cenesmeiam Muray lo Hocken 24 [ [ 3 $2.622.000
A Washington | 95 [Wolket RdS. Bikewmy improvements {17d 10 185th Ave. nja n/o L3 & a $370,000
[ WashCo Tolal - ' $362,817,848
f Mutnomaoh | 1 [NEHokey st 207th Ave fo 2231d Ave 2 35 * * $1,350,000
Mutnomoh | 2 [storkst . 2671 Ave. 1o Troukiole Rd 2 5 7] . $) 430,000
Mutaomah | 3 ]207t Ave Connectot Hobey 5t %0 Glion 5Y/223rd Ava 0 ; . o $7,720.000
Mutnomch | 4 |NE Hohey St 190 Ave lo 207h Ave 2 5 . * $2,700,000
Mufinomoh | 6 |287th Ave Bul Run R fo Divilon 84 2 5 0 [¢] $1,245.000
Muttnomah | & [223%d Ave Ghsan St by Haohey 81 3 -] ® a4 o $1.540,000
Muttnomaoh 7_[Road Rehab Progrom Counfypwide ° n/a n/a $16,000.000
Multnomoh | 8 |Skynal Rshob Program Counyvwids nfa nfa * $5.300,000
‘Mutnomoh | 2 [PowstiVolley Rd Burnside 1d %0 Kone Rd.” 2 3 o o] $1,150.000
Mutnomoh | 10 [242nd Ave Powsl Bivd to Burntide Rd 2 s ¢ |l o $1,265.000
Mutinomah | 11 [Jenre Rd 12050 NE of Forter 1o 803 S of Powell 2 2 ® 4 $1,900,000
L: D | Mumomen | 12 |[Comsontmnd 2 2 o 2 ) dropped
G . WP, oLEI- > ,‘W QM HWME e WML . 2 2 o S ¢ HAieey
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Chapter 5 Project Matrix

Date: 5/4/95

X4

4 « Elerment of Primary flsplonal Skmificance
Q = Elsment of Secondary Aegional Significancs

Pags Sol13

Verslon 2.0
Projects Recommended for Preferred Network 5-
4 .
*A=Added, D=Dropped, R=Revised LY 5 . Roadway Lanes Modat Elsments Project Cost ®
ADR | Judisdcticn | No. [Project Name (+ Project Locaffen Extsfing | Proposed) Tramlt [Bicycle] Ped | Fretohi] DM (1998 Deltars) .
Clockomos | 48 [162nd Avenue Y Sunfide Rood 1o Highwoy 212 2 3 [+] ‘0 $2.510.000 b
Clackamas | 46 [9sth Avenue \ Lownlield o Mather . 0 3 a o $1.480,000
Cluckomas | 47 MLScolt/Xng Avenus : idismon 10 132nd Avenue 2 3 oo $1,240.000 ©
- Clockomas | 48 M Eiks Lones Centiol Point Rd. Yo OR213 n/a n/a . $350,000 &
Clockamos | 49 [Boones Feury 85s Lones Kruse Wy fo Cotrrty Lina n/a n/a * $1.000,000 W
Clackomas | 50 |Linwood Ave. Bike Lones King Road fo Countyline n/a nfo o $260.000 3
Clackomas | §1 {Concond Rood Bk Lanes {Rivet Road 1o Oatfield Rood n/a nfa * $160.000 ’
Clackamas_| 52 |Rakoad Ave. Blke Lones 1o Hormony nfa_| n/a . $1,000.000 5
Clackomas | 83 |C1C Connsctor Clack. Reg. Pork ko Mamet Road afo rya e 0 $1,014,000 8
Clagkomas | 64 |Lake Rd.Bive Lanes SE 211t o Oatfield Rd. n/a na ¢ $780.000
A_|_Clockamos | 65 [82nd Dive Biewoy Hwy 212/224 10 Jeordter ST, n/a | nia ry £99.9%0 D
A Clackomos | 66 [Commen Drive Sikeway |16 b Quany Read n/o nja 4 $675.000 %
A_[|_cleckamas | 67 [South End Road [Wamet-Porroti fo UGS ) nja * $250.000 -
ClackCo Toldl , - $170,770,900 @
. N\
Wathington | 1 [Evergrean Piy Bxt. Comeus Pass fo Shute Road o s id * * e © $2.426.0438 3
- Washington- | 2_Lombord Conyon ko Centat Street a. 3 |4+ Jo o $849.002 D
Woshington |_3_[1121h Cedar HIt inferchange T» tothevil o6 3 D1 9o | o | X 37,500,000 &
- Washingfon | 4 [14¥d : West Union o Xaiver 0 3 9 Tol o $1.400,000 0
Washington | 6 112am (incte" AW RERSETIIFRY (oo 1o TuolinSherwood Zoe| 3 B o | ¥ xo $9.642.000
Waoshington | & [126mh ' Brockmon o Hofl 0 3 91 a o $4,130,280
Wastington | 7 _|Okf Schols Feny [Murray to 8est Bend 2 3 O N ) $4,104.000
Washington | 8 [Comet 179t o Bethony ° FEIN * 4 ¢ |- $3.023.000
V/oshington | 9 _|Comsta Pots Sunse! Hwy, fo Wesl Union 2 3 A | e a * £3,698.000
Washington | 10 {Mumay MiNkon 1o Jenldne— TEXSITY | 2 4 * | e e | o 248500041, V€280
Woshington_| 1) [Comell Asington 1o Batathe/on 2% & [ . * * 259700 -
Washington | 12 |ComeNl 185M fo Shute s 7 : D ® . $787 400
ingfon Bomes . 217 %0 117 © 2 3 * | o . $5.812.000] .
msTne. :.,‘:hw— - it - IR oA T |—2 5 : - e sEnorear] dxtit,o00
. Washington_| 16 _|Bomes |Mter %o Mult. Co. Uine - 2 5 ] ale $2.410.000
Washington | 18 J216m |Basstine Yo Comen 2 5 5] O & 312,180,000
manPs Woshington | 17 [Bornes (@Comelofuhrelldh | 82| 5 € | o ® $2,184,000
msTrs Wahingfon_| 18 [Brookwood AXport fo Borete o/3| afs o]l elo T $6.966.000
Washington | 19 [somes Miter 10 Leahy et -5 Q * * $2.756.000
Washington | 20 [Comnel Softzman o Muit. Co. Line 2 3 o] * a $9.876.000
Washington { 29 [Jenkhs Munay fo 1S8h z3 s 9 D Mel o L $1.532,000
MmIMry Washington | 22 [8asefine 11 leato 2315t 2 IS 4 T o * $15.921,000
ELEND ~Wahinglon—]-23-{Baiokee 40230t 2 3- s—L $2869.00 |-
Washington | 24 [Basoins 185th fo 216t 2 - 5 < CE ) $2,439.000 oon
Woshington | 25 |Cornet Hwy. 26 fo Softzman 2 5 “ .o * $3,358.000 01.'_"-‘.
Washington_| 26 [Muray |science Pok Drive o Comett 3 5 * * * $2.438.000
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Metro r ] 2 Date: 5/4/95
Chapter § Project Matrix Toa i
ProJects Recommended for Preferred Netwo rk
*A=Added, D=Dropped, R=Revised \ Roadway Lones Modal Elements Project Cost
ADR | Jurdisdiction | No. [Prolect Narne L Projecl Locatlon Existing | Proposed| Transli Blcycle| Ped | Freighi| TOM {1995 Dollars)
Washington | 27 |Rood Rehab Progom”  » County-wide nfa nfa =) $15,200,000
Woshington | 28 [Signai Rehap Program  ©. Countyawids - nfa nna | B $6,000,000
™MSTIP3 Washington [ 29 [Beef Band £t Schokls Fery fo 99w 2 2 ® =) $9.062,000
PYP 3 Washington | 30 |Derg3i9m [TV Highway fo Raseline 2 3 C] o] ¢ | O " §$6381.000
Washington | 31 [ Bemany [Wast Union to Katser 0 3 = [ @ $6.409.000
Washington | 32 [185th Gemantown Rd. lo Comalius Poss 0 2 ¢ @] $725,000
Washington | 33 Jwolker fo 1858 2 8 a ° $2,301,000
Washington | 34 |Bethany Bronson fo W, Unlon 2 3 & ¢ | o $3,147,000
Washington | 35 hvalker Muray lo 185 2 s [ ] * * $10,150,000
Washington | 36 |Bomes Lechy fo Hwy. 217 2 5 K3 * . $1,784.000
mMeTry Washingfon_| 37 |Comef o Satfzmon 2 3 (] ® o | ¢ $2.671,000
Washigton | 38 [158th- Jonidns to Boseline 3 3 ¢ @ o | we $1.204,000
V/ashington | 39 [Nyberg/3w 66th 5 fo Borkand 2 3 ® * o $2.045.000
Woshington | 40 [ASen 217 f0 Westem 3 3 * o D 'y $275.362
Washington | 41 |GresnwayHall Gresnway/Hall interssction nfa nfa < [a] & ¢ $81.000
PELETS, |42 JGastMain Of-1o-Brookwood 2 3 - 35765000 |
Washington | 43 |Cedor Hine Huntingtan fo Butner EX] 3 R o¢| $950.000
Washington | 44 [Cedar Hilk Walker fo Hunfington 4 3 + ® % $181.000
Washington | 48 [Afan/\Vestern Allon/Westem Intersection a 3 ¢ ® * @ $40,000
Wohington | 46 [Anen Menio fo Mah 3 5 =] o ® $3,067.000
Washington [ 47 [Allen Mumay to Menio 3 3 h) [a] ) $150.000
Washington | 48 JEAW Antertal 117t 1o 110Mm 0 6 ) &) % $14,202 000
Washington | 49 |Aflen Lombard o King 3 S * a . 54,776 536
Washingtan | 50, [E/W Artedat Hall fo 117h qa 3 9 xel o $2.483 331
Washington [ 81 [Greenbup ("€ GREETERA T /MEPLETENF Y15 1 3 5 | & o] e $1.270,000
Washihgton | 62 [Epw Anteral Hocken to Munay g2 3 g J e ¢ $1.678.000
Woshington { 63 [N, Astedal Connector Hwy 47 1o Gales Cresk Rd. 0 3 @ a $4,376 000
‘e washington— |-64—Hatt ————————{3cholsfeny ko Greenburg————f- 3 — - 5| ® ] e ] = ~$361,400
Washington | 66 [Cedar Hik Tv Hwy. lo Holl ZX 3 2 ¢ @ $1.249.410
Washington | &6 ]} 10th EfW Antedol fo Conyon 2 3 e ¢+ a *$100.000
Washington | 67 [125th Brockman o Schos Ferry 2 -8 ° o $5.590,000
Washington | 68 |19t Bamnes jo Comell 2° 5 < LS [) $2,415,000
ISP Washington | 69 [Hall/99w Infersaction n/a na * @ ® ¢ $716,000
. Woshington | 60 |E/V¢ Arteriol Cador Hills ko Watson/Hall 0 3 g @ S $2,483,331
DELETT Washington | 61 [Boones Fery Tuatalin River Bridge to Sogert 2 3 < ¢ @ $1.021,000
PSTH 3 Washington | 62 Hi teAn] - [MMiearyHocken to Ceclar Hils 0 3 a % X&| o $2,326.000
DELETE w on——63—jHet Groenbung o Dukam 2 -—-— o1 5 ——————416,000:000 | -
TELSTE Woshington—|~64-1Boones Ferry Yerwosd- £ 3—10—| o - ~$4490.000-} -
T [ I ashington 66 Ioumom Fomy 2 n - = Aiiites
Washington | 66 |Isnidns Cedor Hik fo Mumay 2 3 =] ¢ | o [3] $2.813,000
Washin, 47 |Dsnney 217 Yo Schofs 2 3 5] [) $1,610.800
VM“."M WAL TEWFS%B‘TTW 3 ) [= I - $1,7°G,, orp

b

& = Element of Frimaty Aegional Significance
O = Elament of Secondaty Asglonal Sipnlficance
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Chapter 7 Project Matrix R
Verslon 2,0
Projects Recommended for Financlally Constrained Network
*AsAddod, DeDro| R=Revised N . Roadway Lones Modal Elements ~ Project Coet| Wond | 2nd
ADR' | Jurdedicion | No. [Project Name [ Projeci Logation Existivg | Poposed] Tronst [Sioycle] Ped | Fielght TSM (1998 Dotam| V/C | Wont
Clockomas | 2 [sunmerLane extemiont \ 122nd 1o 182nd Avenve 0 3 [=] o $3.830,000
Clockamas | 43 Rood \ [973h 10122nd Avenum, 2 3 [=] [«] 2670000 11| 10
D Clochomas | 44 |Menterey . |enatepioefuter 0 2 o Y dropped
Clockamas | 48 }182nd Avenue [sunawside Rood to Highway 212 2 3 [] =) $2810000| 07| 05
D Gloshams 4 m tearhoindobather | 0 3 o [s] dropped| Q9 04
Clackomas | 47 |Mi Scott/idng Avenve ijeman fo 132nd Avenue 2 3 [=] D $122000| 09 07
R Clockamas 43 _[viomer Mine Bice Lanes 1Ceniral Polt Rd. fo OR213 nfa nfa ¢ $350,000
R Cilockomas £ |b Foury 88 Lones Kams Way lo County Line nfa nja ¢ $1,000000
Clockomas 50 |Uhwood Ave, Bilke Lones King Road fo County Line nfa nfa @ $260000
Ciockomas & |Rakoad Ave. Biks Lones Harson to Hammony afa nfa @ $1.000,000
Ciackomas | 83 |CTC Conneclor [Clack. Reg. Pork fo Mather Rood ) na $ $ $1,004.000
Clackamas 64 Loke Rd.Bke Lanet SE 213t fo Oaffield Rd. nfa nja ¢ $780,000
R Clackamas | 55 [82nd Diive Blkeway Hwy 212/224 lo Jennifer 5¢. oja nfa * $99.900
R Clockamas 66 [Comnen Dave Bkeway Sto Rood nfo nia 3 R $476,000
R Clockamas__| 62 End Rood [Wamer-Partott lo UGB n/a nfa ¢ . $250000
A 0001 /el 88 |Hwy 43 mieneciion Torwiiger Infanection (80% share) nfa nja ® (3 e $550,000
A ODOT/CC | 84 [Hwy 43 Intenection ‘A’ Avenus intenection na n{a % * 2 $290000
A ODOT /L | 85 [Hwy 43 Intenection McVey/Green Strest Infemection o nfa ¢ @ o $641 000
A onoT/~c| 85 [Hwy 43 Reaignment [Waet ‘A" Strest Realignment (S shom) | /o nfa ¢ ¢ S 610000
A obot/ez | 87 [Hwy a3 [Wiamette Fols n/a nfa ¢ ¢ ® 582 500
A opor/ec| 68 [Hwy 4 Falng Sireet (EO% shore) nfa nfa * * ¢ 3100000
A op0T/rz] 89 [Hwy4d |Pimiico Sireet na nfa & ¢ % $75000
A ODOT /£ | % [Hwy 43 Signalimp. | Jole Point Waffio Signal nja nja Py ¢ ¢ $40000
A 0DOT/z. | 110 [Hwy 213 Inferchange mmuooazgoh Ef;,) 85000000
Clackomoa Totod $160,017,400
Washingion | 7_{OId Soholls Feny Mumy fo Best Bend 2 5 [ o s4104000{ 0a] 04
Washinglon | 8 [Comell 120th to Bethany 23 5 » ¢ D 000|072 04
Vaihinglon | @ |Comelus Pas [Sunset Hwy. to West Union 2 5 S 1T e <] [ 34000 09] 04
Vashingion | 10 [Muray Milkan to Jentdm TERMAN 2 4 ® [ ¢ @ Y, VICTE, ssoee]  01] 13
woshington | 11 |Comen | Anington lo Baseline/Mats & 5 4 | o @ * $2500) 07 o4
Wwashington | 12 IComvell 185th to Shute 5 ? 4 ¢ ) D 4782400} . 13| 07
Woshhgion | 13 [Bomes Hwy. 2170 1 17th 2 5 ® ¢ ¢ $8412000| 12| 12
Woshhglon | 16 [Bames Mut, Co. Une 2 3 -] ¢ 2410000 14 10
Washingten | 16 [216th gaisehe o Comal 2 5 =] & e | 9 $12,80000| 11| 07
Washhgton | 17 [Bomes_ - Safizman (@ Come) Io Future 119t gx{ 5 ¢ =] ¢+ $2.84000 11| 1
Wathhglon | 18 |Rrookwood Akport 1o Bossline o3{3]s | ¥ Y ¢ | QG $5,986.000
Washhgton | 19 [Bames toLechy £2-| 6 = [y 2 $2755000| 13| b1
Washinglon _| 20 |Comell [satzman fo M. Co. Uine 2 3 | B e | o $987000| 12| 12
Washington | 21 |Jen¥ne 10 156M e3]| s a 9 Xl o $18200] 1.3] 13
Washington | 22 [$amine M fo 2t 2 s & ® $ 1621000 07 s
Waskrplon—t—g3—{Basmtne ——iBrookmoedle fdiel ! 2 ¢ ¢ $23860 200 —0.9} —
Washington | 24 |baseine 188th o 216th 2 6 1 ¢ ® . $2430001 14 13
|| Washington | 25 fComen . Bwy.261030hmon 1 2 6 p D) ¢ __ 115 &F3asee0] 10

4 = Elemeni of Prinacy Reglona! Sipniticence
Q = Element of Secondary Regbael Sniicance
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Metro Date: 5/4/98

Chapter 7 Project Matrix
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Version 2.0
Projects Recommended for Financially Constrained Network
*A=Added, D=Dropped, ReRevited . g -__| Roadway Lanes Modal Bemnenfs Ptolect Cost| Wont | 2nd
AOR* | Judidiction { No. [Projeci Name i\ Project Locaton Existing | Proposed| Transll {8icycle] Ped {Freig] toMm | Tsm (199$ Dosan)| V/C | wort
Washhglon | 26 |Muray L\ Sclence Park Orive to Comel 3 5 | e o $288000| 12
MmSTP3 [~ Washngion | 30 |Dwee/219m 3 TV Highway lo Baseine 2 3 a o] ¢ |2 . $5301000) Q5| o4
Washhglon | 32 [186m s G ormantown Rd. lo Comelhas Poss 0 2 ¢ D $725000
\Yoshington | 34 |Bethany Brorvon to W. Union 2 5 L3 ¢ ¢ R14700] 10[ 02
Woshington | 36 [Bames |Loahy o Hwy. 217 rvl s < ® ® $1784000 | 14| 1
LA L T Vioshinglon | 37 [Comelt Munay to Saftzmon 2 3 4 e =] LY $24100( 12 10
Woshington | 38 [168th Jenidna o Baelne 3 s * ¢ | o | x& $120400] Lif oa
Washington | 39 [Nyberg/Sw 85th 15 10 Borand 2 3 $ * [o] $2.045.000
Washington | 40 [Aen 217 1o Wastem 3 3 o o [ ¢ $2763521 o8] 07
- Washington |} 41 |GreenwayMal Gresnway/Hall htersection nfa nfa_| @ =] ¢ @ 581,000
DELE mw foro 2 3 — & e~ $5,260.0004. .10} 09
Washhgton | 43 |Cedar Hi Hunlinglon fo Mriner 5 8 < o¢ ¢ $o0000| 01| 00
Woshhglon | 44 |CedapHis [Waket fo Huntihgton 4| s * * @ s18lo0| os| oa
Washhgion | 45 | astom Alen/Westem htenection 3 5 * + * ¢ $40000] o9
e Vashhgion | 45 [Aflen Murray to Mol 3 5 =] a * Qo700 13| o
Washhgton | 49 |Alen Lombard fo King P 3 5 | @ 5] ¢ $47758%6 | 10| a9
Viashington | §1 [Gresnbuyg 217 10 Hod 3 s 3 a ¢ 81200000 10| 10
Washington | &2 Asterial Hocken 1o Mumay AL 6 =) ¢ * $1,478.000
DELVETE [ 1 waihingten—|-64-{Hal ok Fenyto @menburg s 5 >—1—» * sseta00t—11] 08
Washington | 68 jCedor Hils v Hwy.toHal 4] s > s @ $1240410( 05| 04
mP 3 Washington | 50 |Hal/9ow intemection n/a nva | @ * * () $715000
peLeT® | Wahington | 4L Js¢ Fomy n fo-Soged ot e S P S % & $1004000-£ —-H1—08
. Washington _ﬂo%ml MILTERA~ BHoon, 8 il 3 =] ¢ K¢ O $2,328 000
TRLETE [ —wWahingion— w Heldo-BeonesFerry -~ « menmwm et 2] 3. 4 Q- $4468.000-| - —13}-—07]
- Washington | 66 [Jentdm iCedar Hlls fo Mumay 2 3 =) ® =) [+] $28300f 13] 1)
Washington | 47 [Denney 217 to Schots Ferry 2 3 =) [+) o sis0p00| 08 05
Washhgion | 68 [o2nd [Garden Home fo Alen 2 3 < X¥e¢| o $522 000
Washhgion | 71 [Oleson ol to B-H Hwy. 2 3 a ¢ xe® $2396134| 09 02
Washhgion | 72 |Garden Home Multnorhah Bivd. fo 92nd 2 3 @ ¢ ® $3306000| o08] 04
Woshhgion | 73 [issih LV. Hwy. fo Farminglon 2 3 & ° 9 33600000 10 10
s 3 Washhglon | 75 [170th Avenue Rigert fo Alxondier 2 35 ¢ o D 9851000 13 1
| Wasmhglon | 76 [West Uokon — B 143 10 Comehus Poss 2 3 d o a 1,190 siosseeo| 08| 0o
3T 3 T | Woshhglon | 79 |Evergreen 25th to Glencoe 2 3 [»] @ 5] 35140000} 12| 1
Washiglon | 80 [Glencos Uncolnto 2 3 = [ o 3422000 09| 07
| Washington | 62 IMumnomah Mutt. Co. Une lo Garden Home 2 3 ¥ | wé| o $1038000| 2] 09
Woshingion__| 88 |i7am Alexandet 10 Baseine 2 3 g [s] ne sspzoo0] 13 13
Voshinglon | 84 [Wisorwiie/Sunset s Hwy. Pow fo Murdock of2 3 8 [ o] sa742000| 07| o8
: Wmhington | 68 [Tualath Rd.Bke Lanea Hwy 99 fo Boones Fery RJ. na | nra | & % $1.000.000
Y/ohingion | 69 [Farmington Rd. 8tce Lones OR217 to Mumray 83vd. na | nta [ @ | e $2,845 000
| vioshinglon | 90 |Ground Level Relal space Crimhal Assfics Facitty h Hilsboro nja nfa | ® - D $1,000,000
V/ashingion | 91 _[Beaverton Craek TOD 15V 183rd. Murray to Jenidhs n/a nfa | G D $2.220 54
|| Washington | 92 [Shute to 25m 2 s [ 4 sa796000] 07] 07
| | Woshington | 98 |Mumay _ IV Hwy. fo Aflen na | nja | # ® $100000
.| Woshington | 94 [Faminglon - MumaydoHocken |2 | s | e L. __|. _ 1| __. - 252000 12| 1.0

@ = Element of Primary Regionat Significence
D « Efevnent of Secondary Regiona! Signiicance
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Chapter 7 Project Matrix oo LA
Verslon 2.0
Projects Recommended for Financially Constrained Network
*AsAdded, D=Dropped, R=Revised R Roadwoy Lanes | Modal Eemenh Pioject Cost| Worst | 2nd
ADR'| lurdhdiction | No. [Project Nome § TEDCARTTNY == Project Localion Existing | Proposed] Transi [Bicycis| Ped {FreigM] TOM | Tsm (1995 Dokars)| V/C | wont
R Washington | 95 |wafkor RS, Biieday improvement 3 173rd to 185th Ave. nfa n/a L3 ¢ =] 2370000
A? ODOTANC] 71 [TV Hghway \ 209th{219M va | no {9 @ Y 31250000
_A? oDOT/WE[ 77 [BH Highwoy ) RH/Scholy &%ﬂm na | nfa | B | ¢ | e ¢ $4000000 | _12] 1.0l
A? ODOTAe] 78 |Formington Road Widenhg 200th Avato 172nd AYe (S0%ahore) 4 1 & = 35 A00000
Washington Tolod 1 $217,181,576
Mutthomoh | 1 |NE Hokey St 207th Ave to 223rd Ave 2 3s * * $13%00 | os] 07
Muttnomah 2 [starkst 252th Ave. fo Troutdale Rd 2 3 D ¢ 14000 10| o0s
Multnornah 3 J2071h Ave Connector Habey 5t fo Glean $1/223rd Ave Q 5 & [s] $7.220000 09| 04
Multnomah | 4 |NE Hakey 5t 190th Ave to 2071h Ave 2 3 * ® s22000 | o0s] 03
Mutthomoh | 8§ [257th Ave Bull Run Rd fo Division SI 2 3 ¢ =) $1.245.000
Mutnomch | & [223d Ave Gsan $t lo Hobey St a 5 ¢ D [+] sis00m | 1M o7
Mudnomoh 7 _|Road Rehab Program Countiravide nfo nfa $16.000,000 i
Mulinomoh 8_|Signdl Rehab Program Couniywide nfa nfa ¢ $5,300 000
Mulnomoh 9 |Powsll Votiey Rd Burnside rd to Kane Rd. T 6 o a $1160000 ). 0a] o5
Mulnomah | 10 |242nd Ave Powsl Bivd fo Bumids Rd 2 3 * Q $12500] 09| o5
Mulnomah 11 _|Jenne Rd 2050 NE of Foster 1o 800’ 8 of Powel 2 2 4 & $1.900000 1.1 09
Muinomoh | 14 [162nd Ave Ghsan $t Io Hohey St 3 5 o a $1780000| 10| 04
Mulnomch | 15 [2671h Avenus Powel Valley Road la Bull Run Road 2 s [+ Q $1.235000
Mulinomeh | 16_|NE Glson 8t 202nd Ave o 207th Ave 2 5 o a a 8220000 | 09 o7
Mulinomch | 17 |Ofent Dr Kane Rd. to Andenon Rd. 2 5 5] [5) $2.45 000
Mulinomch | 18 [Paimquist Rd 242nd Drive fo Mt. Hood Hwy 2 3 a [s] s206000 | 10| 1o
Mulinomch | 19_|NE Clson sl 223rd Ave f0 242nd Dr 2 [} a [+] Q 8325000 | 08] o7
Mulnomch | 20 [267h Ave Orent D¢ o Powsl] Volley Rd 2 3 a a $1oss0m | 10l 04
Mulnomaty 21 _[242nd Ave Paimquist Rd 10 Powet B\d 2 6 Q Q $2.300.020 0.5 04
Mulinomoh | 23 {190t Ave Butier Rd fo Hghiand Dive 3 3 a Q s1876000 09 09
Mullnomch | 24 |NE Hobey 5t 223td Ave Y0 238th Dt 2 3 & ® 8102000 | o8] 04
Multnomah | 25 |NE Hakey 5t 2381h Dr 1o Columbia River Hwy 2 [3 * @ $3240000 | - 14] 0
Muttnomch | 26 [Division Drive j268th Ave to Troutdole Rood 2 3 ol g $770000 | 04| 03
Mullnomoh |} 27 |242nd Ave Connector Glsan $1 to Sandy Bivd o ] o] hd $2.000000
Mutnomch | 28 [162nd Ave Hakey $tto | - 84 NG 3 a o . $725000] 10| 08
Mullnomah | 29 [Divelon 8t 2571h Ave fo 268th Ave s 3 0 % 2420000 04
Mulinomah 32 JDMsion Street 198ih Avenuse to Wolda Avenue 5 5 Q * $210.000 0.8
Mufinomoh | 33 |DMsion Strest Bike Lones 182nvd Ave. lo Xane Road B 3 1 e $100000
Mulnomch ) 34 [Bumside Sireet Bike Lanes 1815t Ave, fo 106th Ave. 4 4 * 4344000
) Molasmak | 3la [¥niinded Prejech-oniviit-Co-brhdges dropped
R Mulinomch | 37b [Hawthome Biidge Sidewola & Phate | Ovenur{Howihome Bidge na nfa L 2 \ $2.000000
Mulinomah | 38 |Civie Nhd Cenirol Collector Bumiide fo DMvhion 0 2 a Q [=] o §2049. 000
Mulnomch | 39 [Cvic N'hd Station Picea LRT irocka @ Centrol Cotecior n/a nfa a (=] a a $1200000
D bRAnemei 41 |sebweed Sddge njo nfa 3 L4 9 o] moved lo bridges.
D Mulnomah | 42 [MulGeSrdger—Sebmia GeatralSlvy n/a nfa ' | o ® ® moved o bridges
D Mulromah | 43 [MulCoBidgeMregram GoatialShy nja nfa ® ¢ | o ® moved fo bridgas
A1 ooouyme | 2 Jus2s Palmquist/Orient Inteneclion ({o% thare) | n/a nfa * * $500,000 ]
A7 oboT/Me] 64 [Powal Widsning |Birdsdiote to Eastman (6X% shara) $2.000,000

4 - Eterment of Primery Reglonal Signiticance
0 = Elament of Secondary Reghnal Signdcance
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METRO
Transit Outlook

Regional Transportation Planning

Spring will be a busy time for citizens in the re-
gion as a number of draft transportation plans and
programs will be available for public review and com-
. ment. The following is an overview of the programs

as well as the ities for public participation.
. Priorities 95 ~ A series of meetings to solicit
public comment on the preliminary Regional Trans-
portation Plan update and the draft FY 96 Metro-
politan Transportation Improvement Program, will
* be held throughout the region in April. Informa-
tion abotit meeting dates and times appears at the
end of this article.

. Reglonal Transportation plan (RTP) ~ The plan
is a 20-year blueprint for the region’s transporta-
tion system that takes into consideration expected
population and economic growth. The RTP ad-
dresses how to best move people and goods through
the region and identifies strategies for highways,
arterial streets, transit, freight, bikes and pedestri-
ans. The current RTP will be updated in two phases,

a preliminary update to comply with new federal

requirements will be adopted by the Metro Coundl
by June 1995 and a full update to bring the current
up to date with state requirements and 2040 Frame-
work, Metro’s Regional Framework Plan for growth.

2040 Framework ~ This is the next step in the
Region 2040 planning process and will focus on
implementing the Region 2040 growth concept
adopted by the Metro Coundl in December 1994.
Metro’s 2040 Framework will address four broad
categories: use of land, transportation, natural ar-

eas and water. For more information about 2040.

Framework, contact Metro at 797-1721.

.__TRANSPO
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RTATION

Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Fro-
gram (MTIF) - A regional transpoctation funding pro-
gram. For 1996 there are $27 million of federally
authorized funds aviilable for allocation to new
projects. Metro is developing project selection crite-

ria and a draft recomméndation for allocation of the

. funds with input from local governments and the

public. Local jurisdictions are submitting transporta-
tion projects to Metro for consideration.
How you can get involved - Drafts of both the
preliminary RTP update and MTIP funding recom-
mendations will be available for public review in
early April. There will be a 30-day comment period
following the release of the draft recommendations.
Priorities ‘95 meetings will provide an opportu-
nity for the public to comment on these drafts to a
panel of Metro coundilors and local elected officials,
as well as a chance to review maps and ask ques-
tions and talk with Metro staff. The meetings are
tentatively scheduled on the following dates, Call
Metro at 797-1866 to confirm meeting dates and lo-
cations: *All meetings run from.4 to 9 p.m. with
oral comments taken from 630 to 9 p.m. '
Thursday, April 13 — Clackamas County meeting
Pioneer Community Center, 615 Fifth St.,, Oregon
City, Tri-Met bus line 33. _
Monday, April 17 ~ FPortland meeting Metro Re-
gional Center, 600 NE Grand Ave., Portland, Tri-
Met bus line 6 or take MAX to the Oregon
Monday April 17 ~ East Multnomah County meet-
ing Gresham City Hall, 1333 NW Eastman Parkway,

Gresham, Tri-Met bus lines 4 and 23 or take MAX

to the Gresham City stop.

Tuaesday, April 18 — W. County meeting
Beaverton City Hall, 4755 SW Griffith Drive,
Beaverton, Tri-Met bus lines 54 and 59.

For more information about the Prioritics '95 meet-
ings or to obtain copies of the draft preliminary RTP
update and the draft MTIP recommendation, call Metro
at 797-1866. ‘ :



"NEWS RELEASE

600 NORTHEAST GRAND AVENUE PORTLAND, OREGON 97232 2736
TEL 303 797 1510 FAX 303 797 179

April5,1995
" For immedidte release
For more information, call Pamela Peck, 797-1866

Metro seeks input on transportation funding priorities

Changes in federal regulations and possible reductions in federal
funding may mean that cities and counties in this region will have to.
make hard choices about future transportation priorities. Metro will
hold a series of public meetings this month to receive comment on
how federal, state and local transportation dollars should be spent for
the coming fiscal year and in future years. :

“Long-range transportation funding plans must reflect the dollars
that can be reasonably expected to be available. We will have fewer
dollars available,” said Mike Hoglund, Metro transportation
planning manager. “That means we will have some difficult choices
to make.” '

The series of public meetings, called Priorities "95, will provide
citizens the opportunity to comment on the interim 1995 Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP) and the FY "96 Metropolitan Transport-
ation Improvement Program (MTIP).

The Regional Transportation Plan is a 20-year blueprint for the
region’s transportation system that takes into consideration expected
population and economic growth. The plan addresses how to best
move people and goods through the region and identifies strategies
for highways, arterial streets, transit, freight, bikes and pedestrians.

The interim 1995 RTP is the first of two plan updates and will meet
federal transportation and air quality planning requirements and
deadlines. A second update will be completed in late 1996 to
implement the Metro’s 2040 growth concept.

- more -



The FY 96 Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program is
a regional transportation funding program. Local jurisdictions submit
transportation projects to Metro for funding consideration annually.
For 1996 there are $27 million of federally authorized funds available
for allocation to new projects. Metro will take comments on how the
$27 million should be allocated at the Priorities ‘95 meetings.

The meetings will provide an opportunity for the public to make
oral comments to a panel of Metro councilors and local elected and
appointed officials from 6:30 to 9 p.m. Metro staff will be available to
answer questions and provide background information from 4 to 9
p-m. The meetings are scheduled as follows:

Clackamas County
Thursday, April 13
Pioneer Community Center, 615 Fifth St., Oregon City
Tri-Met bus line 33

Portland

Monday, April 17

Metro Regional Center, 600 NE Grand Ave. ,

Tri-Met bus line 6 or take MAX to the Oregon Convention Center stop

East Multnomah County

Monday, April 17 - :

Gresham City Hall, 1333 NW Eastman Parkway

Tri-Met bus lines 4 and 23 or take MAX to the Gresham City Hall stop

Washington County

Tuesday, April 18 .

Beaverton City Hall, 4755 SW Giriffith Drive
Tri-Met bus lines 54 and 59

All meeting locations are ADA accessible. For additional bus routes and
schedule information, call (503) 238-RIDE. '

Drafts of both the preliminary RTP update and MTIP funding
information will be available for public review in early April. There
will be a 30-day comment period following the release of the draft
recommendations. All written comments received during the
comment period will be entered into the formal record. Written
comments should be mailed to: Metro, Transportation Planning, 600
NE Grand Ave., Portland, OR 97232 or faxed to (503) 797-1794.

For more information or to obtain copies of the draft interim RTP
update and the draft MTIP funding information, call Metro at (503)
797-1866 or call Metro’s transportation planning hotline (503) 797-
1900. S ###
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UPCOMING OPPORTUNITY TO COMMENT ON IMPORTANT
TRANSPORTATION PLANS | |
Metro’s Transportation Planning Division is planning an event for mid-April to invite the
public to comment on both the Interim Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and Fiscal Year
1995-96 Transportation Impfovemenf Program (TIP). 4
e The RTP lays out 20-year transportation priorities.
e TheTIP is an annual funding document. 'T"his year’s program will identify $27
million in transportation projects, intended to begin to imp[ement Metro’s Region
2040 recommendations. | | |
An announcement will be forthcoming, or you may call Pamela Peck at 797-1866 for more

information.

— HitHHE —
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Help decide how this region
will spend transportation dollars

A series of meetings,
called Priorites 95,

will be held around the
region to receive public
comment on transporta-
ton funding priorities.
Clackamas County

4 t0 9 p.m. Thursday, April 13
Pioneer Community Center

615 Fifth St., Oregon City
Tri-Met bus line 33

Portland

4 to 9 p.m. Monday, April 17
Metro Regional Center

600 NE Grand Ave.
Tri-Met bus line 6 or MAX
to the Oregon Convention
Center stop

East Multnomah County
4 w0 9 p.m. Monday, April 17
Gresham City Hall

1333 NW Eastman Parkway
Tri-Met bus lines 4 and 23
or MAX to the Gresham
City Hall stop .

Washington County

4 t0 9 p.m. Tuesday, April 18
Beaverton City Hall

4755 SW Griffith Drive
Tri-Met bus lines 54 and 59

Oral comments will be taken at
cach meeting beginning et 6:30.

For more inﬁmafim, call Metre
8t 797-1866 or call Metro’s

. Transportation Planning Hotline,

(503) 797-1500.

Skanner - runs April 12




Come to this Prorites
'95 public meedng to
comment On transporta-
don funding priorities:
Washington County

4to 9 p.m. Tuesday, April 18
Béaverton City Hall

4755 SW Griffith Drive
“Tri-Met bus lines 54 and §9

Oral comments will be taken
beginning at 6:30.

For more information, call

Transportation Planning Hotline,
(503) 797-1900.

Metro at 797-1866 or call Metro’s

Help decide how
|- this region will spend

transportation dollars
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Help decide how
|-~ this region will spend
transportation dollars

Come to this Prorities
’95 public meeting to
comiment on transporta-
don funding priorities:
Clackamas County

4 to 9 p.m. Thursday, April 13
Pioneer Community Center -

615 Fifth St., Oregon City
Tri-Met bus line 33

Oral comments will be taken
beginning at 6:30.

For more information, call

Metro at 797-1866 or call Metro’s
Transportation Planning Hotline,
(503) 797-1900.

* Clockamas County Review ad — runs April 13
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Help decide how
" this region will spend
transportation dollars

A series of meetings,
called Priorides '95,

will be held around the
region to receive public
comment On transporta-
don funding priorities.

Clackamas County

4 to 9 p.m. Thursday, April 13
Pioneer Community Center
615 Fifth St., Oregon City
Tri-Met bus line 33

Portland
4 t0 9 p.m. Monday, April 17
Metro Regional Center

"600 NE Grand Ave.

Tri-Met bus line 6 or MAX to the
Oregon Convention Center stop

East Multnomah County
4 to 9 p.m. Monday, April 17
Gresham City Hall

" 1333 NW Eastman Parkway

Tri-Met bus lines 4 and 23 or
MAX to the Gresham City
Hall stop

Washington County
4to 9 p.m. Tuesday, April 18
Beaverton City Hall -
4755 SW Griffith Drive
Tri-Met bus lines 54 and §9

+ Oral comments will be taken at each

meeting beginning at 6:30.

For more imformation, asll Metro at
797-1866 or call Metros Transportation
Planing Hotline, (503) 797-1900.

Oregonian - runs April 12 and April 16
DIC - runs April 12
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Help decide how
--  this region will spend

transportation dollars

Come to this Prorities Frois e

’95 public meeting to
comment on Transporta-
don funding priorities:

East Mulmomah County
4 to 9 p.m. Monday, April 17
Gresham City Hall

1333 NW Eastman Parkway
Tri-Met bus lines 4 and 23 or
MAX to the Gresham City
Hall stop '

Oral comments will be taken
beginning at 6:30.

For more information, call

 Metro at 797-1866 or eall Metro’s
Transportation Planning Hotline,
(503) 797-1900.

Cutlook ~ uns 4/12



