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M ETRO

MEETING: METRO COUNCIL REGULAR MEETING
DATE: May 25, 1995
DAY: Thursday
TIME: 7:00 PM
PLACE: Council Chamber

Approx. 
Time *

7:00 PM

(5 min.)

(5 min.)

(5 min.)

7:15 PM 
(5 min.)

Lead Councilor

7:20 PM 
(20 min.)

7:40 PM 
(5 min.)

7:45 PM 
(10 min.)

7:55 PM 
(10 min)

Presenter

CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL

1. INTRODUCTIONS

2. CITIZEN COMMUNICATIONS

3. EXECUTIVE OFFICER COMMUNICATIONS

4. CONSENT AGENDA

4.1 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.

5. INFORMATIONAL ITEM

5.1 1995 Independent Financial Audit Plan

6. ORDINANCES: FIRST READINGS

6.1 Ordinance No. 95-602, An Ordinance Relating to Administration, Amending
the Metro Code, and Declaring An Emergency.

7. CONTRACT REVIEW BOARD

7.1 Resolution No. 95-2154, For the Purpose of Requesting the Solicitation of
Competitive Bids Pursuant tovMetro Code Section 2.04.043 for 
“REGGIE’/, A Regional Government Information Exchange Network

8. RESOLUTIONS

8.1 Resolution No. 95-2138, For the Purpose of Adopting the 1995 Interim
Federal Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)

Hoffman
Waterman

Clem McCaig

Cotugno Monroe

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.
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Approx. 
Time * Presenter

8:05 PM 8.2 Resolution No 95-2139, For the Purpose of Amending the FY 1995 Metro 
(10 min.) Transportation Improvement Program to Allocate $1,026 Million to

Various Plaiming Activities and To set Priorities for the Region 2040 
Reserve.

Cotuano Monroe

8:15 PM 
(10 min.)

9. COUNCILOR COMMUNICATIONS

8:25 PM 
(10 min.)

10. LEGISLATIVE ITEMS

8:35 PM ADJOURN

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





Joint Metro Council/Future Vision Commission 
Gresham City Hall 

April 25, 1995

Metro Councilors Present;

Future Vision Commissioners Present:

Susan McLain, Ruth McFarland, Ed Washington

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 discussed the objective of preservation of farm lands 
in the document.

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 concerns 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 concerns 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 concerns 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
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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 the 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 analysis 
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 Wameking 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 concerns. 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, Wameking 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.

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 diey 
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

lo



Joint Metro Council Future Vision Commission Meeting 
Lake Oswego City Hall 

May 3, 1995

Metro Councilors Present: Susan McLain, Don Morissette, 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 concerns 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 tirnes 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.

Alice Schlenker noted the Future Vision Commission did not prepare the 2040 Growth Concept. She discussed the 
adoption process of the related planning components.

Gordon Haber, 705 Country Club Dr., Lake Oswego resident, noted he was a bicyclist. He noted a substantial 
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 Commission 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 determining 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 Comer 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 negative 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
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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

AN ORDINANCE RELATING TO )
ADMINISTRATION, AMENDING THE )
METRO CODE, AND DECLARING AN )
EMERGENCY )

ORDINANCE NO. 95-602

Introduced by Mike Burton, 
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:

I ■

(a) Section 2.02.030 is amended to read:

2.02.030 Definitions of Personnel Terms

(1)

(2)

<3)

"Auditor" means the elected Auditor of Metro or his/her designee.

"Council" means the elected governing body of Metro.

1*Chief financial officer* means the person responsible for managing the 
financial affairs and budget of Metro,

"Department" means a major functional unit of Metro.

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

"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 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 sch^ule 
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 hours 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, daughter, 
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.

"Permanent position" means a budgeted position which is not 
temporary or seasonal. However, the term piermanent 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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^{24)

<3€)(27)

"Personnel director" means the employee appointed by the 
Executive Officer to administer the provisions of this chapter 
regardless of whether the person is also a department director.

"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.

"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 
completed the required initial probationary period occupying a 
permanent position.

"Reinstatement" means the return of an employee to a position 
following a separation of employment.

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

Page 3 — Ordinance No. 95-602
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oim "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.

(b)

^34)1111 "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.

Section 2.02.080 is amended to read:

2 02.080 Recruitment and Anoointment

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

(b) Recruitment efforts will be coordinated by the office of personnel in coopera
tion with the hiring department. Recruiting publicity will be distributed through appropnate 
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) Tntp.mal Recruitments. A regular employee who has successfully completed 
his/her initial probationary period may apply for vacant positions and will be consider^ as 
an internal applicant. Temporary employees must have completed a competiUve recruitment 
and selection process through the office of personnel to be considered as an internal
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applicant. All applications will be considered without prejudice to their 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.

— w’

(d) General Recruitment. If the vacancy is not filled as a result of internal 
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.

(e) Pursuant to the terms and-intent-of-QRS-268.180(5), ORS 268.210 and QRS 
268.215;- qUII appointments of employees shall be the sole responsibility of the Executive 
Officer subject to the provisions of this chapter. However, the appointment of all department 
directors, the chief financial officer and the general counsel, or other-positions-who rcport-to 
both the Council-and the-Executive Officer,- must be confirmed by a majority of the Council 
prior to the effective date of each such appointment or promotion.

(f) All appointments of employees to the office of the Executive Officer shall be 
the sole responsibility of the Executive Officer.

(g) All 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.

(i) Direet-aAppointments of staff in the-office-of the-Executive-QfficerT-depart- 
ment directors, the chief financial officer/the personnel director, the general counsel, s|^f in 
the office of the Executive Officer, staff in the office of the Auditor, and staff in the Council 
office may be made without going through the normal recruitment and selection process. AH 
appointed- staff-in-the office-of-the-Exeeutive Officer-ond appointed-department-directorsThe
personnel director, the chief financial officer, all department directors, and all appointed staff 
in the office of the Executive Officer shall serve at the pleasure of the Executive Officer. 
All-appointed-s$taff in the office of Auditor shall serve at the pleasure of the Auditor. AH 
nppointed-sStaff in the Council departmen^fi|| shall serve at the pleasure of the Council.

(C) Section 2.02.325 is amended to read:

2.02.325 Definitions of Personnel Terms

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

(4) "Dismissal" means the termination of employment for cause (see
Termination). ^

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

(6) "Employee" means an individual who is salaried or who receives wages 
for employment with Metro.

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

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

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

(10) "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.

(11) "Non-exempt" position means a position that is eligible for overtime 
compensation.

(12) "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.

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

(14) "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.

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

Page 6 — Ordinance No. 95-602

\2>



(16) "Personnel director" means the employee appointed by the Executive
Officer to administer the provisions of this chapteiregardless of whether 
the person is also at department director.

* (17) "Personnel file" means an employee’s official personnel filejvhich is
kept in the office of personnel.

(18) "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 expecta
tion of continued employment.

(19) "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.

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

(21) "Represented employee" means an employee who is in a recognized or 
certified bargaining unit.

(22) "Resignation" means voluntary separation from employment.

(23) "Status" refers to the standing of an employee.

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

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

(a) 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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(b) "Contract Review Board or Board" means the Council is the Contract Review 
Board for the Metropolitan Service-BistrictMetro with the powers described in ORS chapter 
279 and section 2.04.020 of this chapter.

(c^ "Emergency" means an emergency for the purpose of this chapter rpeans 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.

(e) “Executive Officer1* means the Metro Executive Officer. For the purpose of 
this chapter Executive Officer also means those persons to whom the Executive Officer has 
delegated authority to execute contracts and contract amendments.

fe)H "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 ofifederal, 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:

(1) By a consolidated department;

(2) By jointly providing for administrative officers;

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

(4) 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, responsible, 
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 completion by the bidder/proposer of all required 
conditions, ^

"Personal Services Contract" means;

(1) The following are personal services contracts:

(A) 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 of surveyor, passenger aircraft pilot, aerial photogra
pher, timber cruiser, data processing consultant or broadcaster.

(B) 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.

(C) 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.

(D) Contracts for services as consultant.

(E) 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.

(B) 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.

(j) " •’‘Procurement officer^' means the person designated by the Executive Officer to 
carry out the functions required of such person by this chapter.

"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.

011 "Public contract" means any purchase, lease or sale by Metro of personal 
property, public improvement or services, including those transacted by purchase order, 
other than agreements which are for personal services. Public contracts may be obtained by 
purchase order as determined by the Executive Officer.

"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.

0Hi "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.

"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.

0)111 "Sole Source Contracts" means contracts for which it can be documented there 
is only one qualified provider of the required service or material.

(b) Section 2.04.030 is amended to read:

2.04.030 Rules and Procedures Governing All Personal Services and Public Contracts

(a) 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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fb)-----Initiating-Q-GontraGt:—When a-department-initiatea-n-contniGt-not in thn form
of-Q-purchasc order, it must-first notify the Contraets-Division of the-Department of General
Servieca-of its intention-ond-request-the issuonee of a eontmeHiumber-whieh-sholl-appear on
all-copica of the eontraet. —The department-must eomplete-a-contmet summary form indieat-
ing-thc specifies of-the-eontraet. This form must-be-forworded-to the-Gontraets Division of
the-Depoftment-of-General-Services either-with a-fully-executed contraet-<one copyH^-^e
amount-is estimated to be $2,500 or under, or with an-unexecuted contract (three copies) for
review,--approval and signature-if-the-amount is over $2,500.

(e)-----Doeumentation-Required-^or Contract Files. The Contracts Division of the
Department of General Services-will maintain ccntral-files^or-all -contracts .-An-original
eepy-should be given to caeh-eontraetor. All correspondence rclating-te-a-contraet-which
alters-conditions-or-amounts-^nust-be-^ncluded in the-central-files-as■ should-all-papers which
document-the-^roeess of obtaining competitive bidsr-quotes-or-proposals. In any case where
a-low-bidpquote or proposal-is-not accepted,- a detailed-justification-must-be-ineluded with
the contract-file;--Other documentation7-if-applicabIe,-that sho»ld-be-4neluded-in the file
includes!

-----Mailing-Lists

^3)---- Affidavits -of-Rublieation

(3) ---- Insurance-Endorsements ■ and Certificates

(4) ---- A-mendments

-----Extensions

^6)-----Related-Go rrespondence

f?)---- Quotes, Proposals-and-Bids

(8)---- Bonds

<9)——DBE/WBE Information

(IB)—Gontract Closure Form

(44)—Personal Services Evaluation-I^orm

(d^H Contract Review. Prior to approval by the appropriate person or body, 
contracts shall be reviewed 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 reviewed by 
the Deputy Executive Officerchief financial officer.

Disadvantapp-d Business Program. All contracting and purchasing is subject to 
the Metro Disadvantaged Business Enterprise Program. Metro will take affirmative action to 
do business with Disadvantaged Business Enterprises. The Contracts Division of the 
Department of General Serviceslialson officer will maintain a directory of disadvantaged 
businesses which shall be consulted 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.ooooo

Monthly Contract Renort. The Executive Officer will provide a monthly 
report to thie Council, pursuant to section 2.04.032, of all contracts, including extensions and 
amendments, which have been executed during the preceding month; provided, however, that 
such monthly report need not include purchase orders under $500.

m Federal/Statp 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.

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

(a) 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.

(b) Orepon 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.

(c) Rejection of Bids. The Executive Officer or-the-Deputy-Executive Officer 
may reject any bid not in compliance with all prescribed public bidding procedure 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,(X)0, 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.

(5) 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:

2.04.043 Public Contracts Between $2.500 and $25.000

(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 $25,000ii, the contracting department shall notify the 
Dcportment-of General Ser>-icesprocurement officer of the nature of the proposed contract^ 
the estimated cost of the contract, and the name of the contact person. The Department^ 
General Scrviceaprocurement officer shall publish notice of the intent to solicit cojnpetitive 
quotes, 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 publication and after 
consideration of all quotes received.

(h)-----Review Process. After selection and prior-to approval, the contract must be
reviewed by the Contraeta Divioion-of the Department of General Scr.'ices—

III Approval Process

(1) Fef-e^ontracts of $2,500 or morer cithefshall be signed by the Execu
tive Officer or Deputy Executive Officer must aign-;-howcvcr, the 
director or assistant director of the Zoo may sign purchase ordcra-of 
$10,000 or less, men designated in writing to serv'e in the absence-of 
the Executive Officer or Deputy Executive Officer, the director of
General Services may sign contractfh- 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 procedures of section 2.04.030, 
"Rules ^d Procedures Governing Personal Services and Public Contracts."

(e) • Section 2.04.044 is amended to read:

2.04.044 Public Contracts Over $25.000

(a) Selection Process. Unless exempt from competitive bidding by section 
2.04.041, the following competitive bidding procedures shall apply to all contracts iover 
$25,000,

^4^—The initiating department staff-Nvill prepare-bid specifications and 
compile a list of potential biddersr

^3)-----The bid-document will be-reviewed' by the Contracts Division of the
Department of General Services and-by the gcncml-counscl before bids
arc solicited or-advertised 7 and shall include the contract form-to-be
usedr

f3)P| 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 advertisement may be appropriate depending upon the nature 
of the contract.

-The initiating dcportment-wiH^eceive-flnd-open sealed-bids ■ at■ the time
ond-plQce dcsignatcd-in the request-for-bidsr .

^5)---- The-opened-bids-will-be reviewed-by-the rcquesting-deportment-and-a
recommendation and eontract-wiii-b^ubmitted to -the-Gontracts-Divi-
sion-of-the-Departmcnt-of-Generol Services.

f6)---- After-selection-ond prior-to approval, the-contract must-be-reviewed-by
the-Gontracts -Division-of ■ the Depart men t-of-General-Services.

The initiating-department will-notify-oll-bidders in-writing-of-the
contract-award-and obtain ony-necessary-bonds arKHnsurancfr-eertifl-
eatesr

The district shall reserve the right to reject any or all quotes or bids 
received.

(b) Approval Process. All initial contracts with a contract price of more than 
$25,000 shall be approved and executed by the Executive Officer-or-Deputy Executive 
Officer. When-designated in-writing to-serve-in-the-absence-of the Executive Officer or 
Deputy Executive Officer, the-director of General-Services-may-approve-ond-execute
eontracts-of $25,000. No contract may be approved or executed for any amount in excess of 
the amount authorized in the budget.

(c) Within thirty (30) days of award of a construction contract, the Contracts 
Division of-the-Department-of-General Scrviccsprocurement officer shall provide the notice 
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."

(e) 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.

(f) Section 2.04.051 is amended to read:

2.04.051 Personal Services Contracts Under $2.500

(a) 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

Page 15 “ Ordinance No. 95-602

zi



proposals need not be obtained. Thia otatcment will be-kcpt in the Deportment of Finance 
and-Administration-contract file?

(b) Approval Process. For personal services contracts of less than $2,500, the 
director of the initiating department, or a designee of the director approved by th^Executive 
Officer, may sign contracts if the following conditions are met:

(1) A standard contract form is used.

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

(3) 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 contract.

(6) The Contract is for an entire project or purchase; 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 procedures of section 2.04.030,
"Rules and Procedures Governing Personal Services and Public Contracts."

(g) Section 2.04.052 is amended to read:

2.04.052 Personal Services Contracts Between $2.500 and $25.000

(a) Selection 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 selecting 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 Depart
ment of General Scrvieesprocurement officer of the nature of the 
proposed contract, the estimated cost of the contract, and the name of a 
contact person. The Department of General Servieef^rocurement 
office 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 publication 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 
y review by the initiating department.

(b) Review Process. After selection and prior to approval, the contract must be 
reviewed by the Gontmcts-Division -of-the-Departmcnt of- General ■Servicesprocurement 
officer.

(c) Approval Process. Fer-eGontracts of $2,500 or more,-eithershaIl be signed by 
the Executive Officer-or-Deputy-Executive-Qfficer-must-sign. When-designated-in- writing - to 
serve-in-thc abscnce-of-the-Executive Officer or Deputy-Executive-0ffiecr,-the-director-of
general-services may-aign-contmcts. No contract may be approved 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 personal services contracts of $25,000 or more an 
evaluation of proposals from potential contractors shall be performed as follows:
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(1) 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 generd 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 appropriate 
notification.

(2) 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 description of the 
criteria that will be utilized to evaluate proposals and the estimated 
budget for the project.

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

(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) After evaluation is complete, the department director will recommend 
final selection through-the Contracts Division of the Dcpartment-of 
General Services.

• c
(6) Notifications of selection and rejection shall be made in writing by the 

initiating department.

(7) Personal services contracts with the scope of work must be approved by 
the department head and then forwarded to the Contracts Division-of 
the-Pepoftment of-Geneml-Servioesprocurement officer for internal 
review and execution. General counsel review is required.

(b) Approval Process. All initial contracts with a contract price of greater than 
$25,000 shall be approved-and-executed by the Executive Officer-or Deputy Executive 
Officer. When-designated-in writing to serve in-the-abscnce-of the Executive Qfficcr-or 
Deputy ■Executive-Officer, the Dircctor-of General Services may-approve and execute
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contracts of more-than $25,000.-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 procedures of section 2.04.030, 
"Rules aijd Procedures Governing Personal Services and Public Contracts."

(i) Section 2.04.054 is amended to read:

2.04.054 Personal Services Contract Extensions and Amendments

(a) Selection Process

(1) 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 previ
ous year.

(2) 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.

(3) In addition to the requirements of this subsection, any contract amend
ment or extension exceeding $10,(XX) 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.

(b) Approval Process

(4) -----Eess-thon $2.500; -All contract amendments and extensions-which-are
leas-than $2,500 if the contract-wos-originally for $2;500-or more-or
which result in a total contract price-of less-than-$375Q0-may-be-ap-
proved by-the director of the initiating-department-or-by-o-designee of
the-director approved by the Exccutive-Officer-if the following-condi-
tions-oremetT
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(A)---- A standard contract form is usedr

^---- Any deviations to the contract form arc approved by the general
counsek

(G)---- The expenditure is authorized-in the budget.-

(D) —The contmct docs not further-obligate-Mctro beyond $2,500?

(E) The appropriate scope of work is attached to the contraetT

{F)---- No contract amendment or extension may be approved in on
amount in excess-of-thc amount authorized in the budgetr

$2.500 and Over.—All personal services contract amendments and 
extension! which arc for $2^500 or more or-which result in a-tohd 
contract price of more-than $2>-500-shall be approvedexecuted by either 
the Executive Officer-or Deputy Executive Officer. WTicn designated 
in writing to-serve in,-the absence of the Executive Officer or Deputy
Executive Officer, the director of Regional Facilities may sign contract 
amendments and extensionsr No contract amendment or extension 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 procedures of section 2.04.030,
"Rules and Procedures Governing Personal Services and Public Contracts."

(j) 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 bids or quotes are not required when food items other than 
those routinely 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 provided 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:

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

(ii) Meat and poultry;

(iii) 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:

(i) The vendor does not have sufficient financial ability to 
perform the contract;
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(ii) The vendor does not have the equipment available to. 
perform the contract;

(iii) The vendor does not have key personnel available of 
sufficient experience to perform the contract; ^r

(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 order^ 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 specifications 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 con^ct 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.

(c) Approval Process

(1) $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-

1 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 project or purchase; not a portion 
of a project which, when complete, will amount to a cost not 
greater than $2,500.

(2) Over $2.500. All contracts and amendments and extension| which 
exceed $2,500 mayshall be approved-by eitherexecuted by the Execu
tive Officer or Deputy Executive -Officer. When designated-in- writing 
to-serve-in the-abscncc of the Executive-Officer-or-Deputy 'Executive
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Officer,' the-director-of-Regional Facilities may-sign■ contracts-and 
amendments and extensions?

(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:

9.01.070 Emergency Succession: In the event of the death of the Executive Officer or Ae 
declaration of a vacancy in that office, the Deputy-Executive Officerdirector of the dep^-; 
Ineht of administrative services shall immediately take the oath of office and become the 
Executive Officer until such time as the Council shall fill the vacancy by appointment or a 
successor shall be elected and qualified. If the Deputy Executive OfficerDirector of the 
department-of administrative services shall not be qualified or if a vacancy exists in that 
position, then the Director-of Finance-and informationchief financial officer shall so serve 
while continuing to hold the position of Director-of Finance and^nformationchief iinancial 
officer. If that position shall also be vacant or the person shall not qualify, then the Council 
shall in emergency session designate a qualified person to so serve on a temporary basis.

Section 4. Emergency Clause

This ordinance being necessary for the health safety or welfare of the Metro area, for 
the reason that the administrative reorganization 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 SECHON 

^.04.043 FOR "REGGIE," A REGIONAL GOVERNMENT 
INFORMATION EXHANGE NETWORK

Date: May 25,1995 Presented by Ann Clem

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND 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 plarming 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 Coimcil on Jime 8, 1995 for a capital outlay of 
$44,960.

Therefore, a trial phase is proposed, cormecting 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:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8. 
9.

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 Office 
Metro Regional Center 
Clackamas County 
Multnomah County 
City of Milwaukie

10. City of Vancouver

1
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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

2
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BEFORE THE METRO 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 )

RESOLUTION NO. 95-2154

Introduced by Mike Burton, 
Executive Officer

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

WHEREAS, this high priority 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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EXHIBIT"■J
REGGIE costs for Metro & 12 other sites:

• One Time Monthly One Site One Site One Site One Site lOSKe
Per site: Cost Service 1st Year 2nd Year 3rd Year 3 yr 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 Brout^ cable, etc. $1,551.00 $1,551.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,55tl00 $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 2nd Year 3rd Year 3 Year Total Total
To access Mutt Co & ODOT. $975.00 $1,011.00 $13,107.00 N/A N/A $13,107.00 $13,107.00
1st year costs will be picked up Paid by Paid by
by Reggie Project Subsequent ISO 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 1st Year 2nd Year 3rd Year 3 Year Total Total
T1 Frame Relay service, lOPVCs $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) Rrewall Servers $5,000.00 $5,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $5,000.00 $5,000.00
Connection Software $7,000.00 $7,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $7,000.00 $7,000.00

Total $26,029.88 $6,54Z88 $6,542.88 $39,116.64 $39,115.64
Grand total $125,633.44

Assumptions:

1) Three year contract

2) Twelve remote sites: ODOT, WashDOT, PDOT, C-TRAN, Tri-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) AD remote sites are within the US West LATA or are already acoessable through the State of Oregon.

Planning Department Budgetary Information:
The Following Spending Authority is required from Council.

Capital

M&S

Total

Reggie Hardware

Reggie Network Svc 
Reggie Software

$44,960.00

$63,673.44
$17,000.00

$125,633.44



AGENDA ITEM 8.1 

Meeting Date: May 25, 1995 

Resolution No. 95-2138

For the Purpose of Adopting the 1995 Interim Federal Regional Transportation Plan (RTP).
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M M O N U M

Metro

Date:

To:

From:

Re:

April 20, 1995 

TPAC

Michael Hoglund, Transportation Planning Manager 

Interim Federal RTP

TPAC will be asked to recommend approval of the Interim Federal
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) at their April 28 meeting.
Attached for your review prior to the meeting are the following
items:

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 1995 
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 
Council adoption.

2. An April 19, 1995 memo from Larry Shaw, Metro Senior Assis
tant Legal Counsel, describing a strategy to temporarily 
proceed with “decoupling” state and federal RTPs. Tradi
tionally, all state arid 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 11'.

3. 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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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 ISTl^^ 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 policy 
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 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).
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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
9S-2138.RES
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M M R N U M

Metro

Date: ^ April 19, 1995

To: _ Mike Hoglund, Transportation Planning Manager
From: Lany^ia^ Senior Assistant Counsel

Regarding: RTP ADOPTION STRATEGY DISCUSSION 
Our file: 10.3.J

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

ORS 268.390 requires that Metro adopt a state RTP, a transjwitation functional plan. It may 
contmn "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, particularly Objective 13.

The federal "Regional 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 
financially "constrained."

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

'riP/RTP Resolutions - Decoupling

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 ordinance.

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, Transportation Planning Manager 
February 8, 1995 
Page 2

Narrower South/North choices can be shown than 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 vdth 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.

RUGGO Amendment Impact - July 1995

Both the refined 2040 Growth Concept and updates of RUGGO Goal II objectives 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 applicable RUGGOs, state RTP update 
adopted as a functional plan must comply with the RUGGOs 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 . 
RUGGOs 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 leaving it as the state 
RTP and consider "recoupling" them with the TSP in 1996.

rpjl959

cc: Tom Kloster
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Proposed Financial Constraint Selection Criteria
for the

Regionally Significant Non-State System 
1995 Interim Federal RTF

Objective:

Develop criteria to guide allocation of residual capital resources to the 
Regionally Significant Non-State System for the purpose of financially 
constraining 1995 Interim Federal RTF. The exercise is a first cut 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:

Criteria:

Maintenance, preservation, operating, 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 RTF).

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

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
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5.

8.

9.

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 LOS3reas 
which are greater than 1.0 now and in the future. Generally, these are 
_areas with chronic congestion and nunimal alternatives, either 
through land use or alternative modes, or routes or access links 
identified on the RTF 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.

2040 Implementation (Roads). Fund roadways which serve major 2040 
land use areas that do not conflict with above LRT objective (e.g., 
Columbia Corridor, 217,1-5 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 'Tiig bridge" funds to downtown bridges.

Transit. Assiune 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 sigmficant 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 si^ificant 
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.

14.

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 developing cost estimates. 
Information will be available at the meeting.

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

MH
Metro
4/20/95

Page 3
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Qn^n
Date: April 20, 1995

To: Andy Cotugno
Metro

Froni: Dave Williams, Manager 
Transportation Analysis Unit

Subject: Financially Constrained RTP

INTEROFFICE

MEMO

The federally "mandated financial constraint assumptions make the "Interim 
Federal Regional Transportation Plan" different from past RTFs. 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" RTP, 
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: . l

♦ 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.

♦ 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.

♦ We tried to reflect the access needs of regional centers inherent in 
2040 plan.

♦ We need to address our worst freeway safety and operational 
problems.

♦ We want to implement low cost TSM improvements in several 
corridors needing attention.

731-0281 (9-91)
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We want to address several particular 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.

1-5 North
1-205 Corridor
1-405/US 26 Connection
AOH MIS reports
Special freight-only treatments

acdw04l9.e
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ODOT Constrained Project List

TIP Committed

US-26 Camelot - Svivan (Phase 3)* 29.6 tvHlion
- Reconstruct Sunset mainline, replace Canyon Road overcrossing and 

- add third lanes.

US-26 Hwv 217-Camelot* 8.747 million
- Add 3rd lane EB, noise walls, remove Wilshire on-ramps and close local 
accesses.

OR-217 Sunset Hwv - TV Hwv NB*
Widen Highway arid structure and complete ramp work.

24.15 million

US-26 Murray Blvd. - Hwv. 217* 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 Blvd. 
interchanges.

1-5 @ Hwv. 217 (Phase 2) '1.2 million
- Improve ramp and freeway operations by constructing Phase 2 of the 
project.

* Westside Projects

Completion of Committed Projects

1-5 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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Freight

US-3QB NF 33rd or NE 60th 8 million
- Provide a better connection between Columbia Blvd. and Lombard 

- Street to facilitate east/west commercial (freight) traffic flow in the
vicinity of NE 33rd or NE 60th.

US-30B Killinasworth @ 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.

1-84

1-205

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

E. Portland Freeway @ Highway 224 (Sunrise Unit 1)
(Listed under Safety and Congestion)

2040

OR-217 TV Highway to 72nd 
Wden to three lanes plus auxiliary lanes each direction.

96 million

I-5 Greeley -~N. Banfield (Phase 1)
(Listed under Safety and Congestion)

Safety and Congestion

I-5 Greeley - N. Banfield fPhase 1) 36 million
- Eliminate severe bottleneck conditions on 1-5 southbound between 
Broadway and I-84 interchanges by constructing the first phase of 
a widening and ramp modification improvement to I-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 I-84 to improve freeway and ramp 
operations.

1-205 F Portland Freeway @ Highway 224 (Sunrise Unit 1) 114 million

2
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- Improve the congestion caused by weaving conflicts on 1-205 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 

•limited access facility from 1-205 to Highway 212 at approximately 1-35th.

US-30B Killinasworth @ Columbia 
(Listed under Freight)

Westside Projects
(Listed under TIP Committed)

Transportation System Management

ORE 99W 1-5 - Durham Road 1 million
- Interconnect traffic signals to improve traffic progression.

US-26 Cornell to Bethanv 0.025 million
- Provide interconnect between interchange 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 progression and reduce 
delay.

ORE-43 Cedar Oak - Hidden Spring 0.02 million
- Interconnect traffic signals to improve traffic progression and reduce 
delay.

ORE-217 Hwy. 217 NB off-ramp @ Scholls 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 I-205 Exit 2 million
- Provide a two-lane off-ramp from I-5 northbound onto I-205 to improve 
freeway and ramp operations.

Pedestrian / Bikeways

ORE-99E Harrison Street - Oregon City Shopping Center 2.5 million
- Improve pedestrian safety by installing lighting and constructing and 
replacing sidewalks along McLoughlin Boulevard.

3
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6.075 million

3.3 miljjon

1.9 million

1 million

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

ORE-10 (SW Beaverton-Hillsdale Hwy.) SW65th to Hwv217
- Construct bicycle lanes and sidewalks

OR-9QVV (Barbur Blvd.) Terwilliger Blvd. to Multnomah Blvd.
- Construct bicycle lanes and sidewalks

OR-99W (SW Barbur Blvd.) Hamilton St. to Front St.
- Construct bicycle lanes and sidewalks

Hall Blvd. Oak St. to Pacific Hwv,
- Construct bicycle lanes and sidewalks

OR-8 (Canyon Road) SW 110th to SW Canyon Dr, 
- Construct sidewalks

3.667 million

Overmatch

US-26 Palmquist/Orient Drive
Improve intersection. «

US-26 Birdsdale to Eastman
Widen to five lanes.

1 million

4 million

ORE-8 (TV Hwy) 209th/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.

ORE-43 Terwilliger Intersection 1.1 million
- Construct northbound left turn lane on State Street to Tenwilliger; 
reconfigure Ten/villiger 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.

4
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ORE-43 McVey/Green Street Intersection 1.282 million
- Construct turn lanes for both northbound and southbound traffic on 
Highway 43.

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
- Signalize and restripe approaches to the intersection.

0.165 million

ORE-43 Failing Street 0.2 million
- Install traffic signal at Failing Street; close six streets on east side of 
Highway 43.

ORE-43 Pimlico Street 
- Install traffic signal.

0.15 million

ORE-43 Jolie Point Road O.i2millioh
- Install traffic signal at Jolie Point Road to complement ODOT Highway 
43 improvements.

ORE-210 (Scholls Ferry Road) Scholls/ B-H/ Oleson Road 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.

5
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BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

FOR THE PURPOSE OF APPROVING THE ) 
1995 INTERIM FEDERAL REGIONAL ) 
TRANSPORTATION PLAN (RTP) )

RESOLUTION NO. 95-2138

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 federal Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency 

Act (ISTEA) regulations require metropolitan planning 

organizations to update transportation plans every three years; 

and

WHEREAS, The federal ISTEA requires financially 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's 

transportation system and satisfies federal ISTEA regulations; 

and

WHEREAS, This interim federal RTP provides the scope for 

transportation improvements eligible for funding through the 

Metro Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP); and

WHEREAS, Approval by resolution of the federal RTP is 

required to receive federal transportation planning funds; now, 

therefore.
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BE IT RESOLVED,

That the Metro Council hereby declares;

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

approved.

2". That 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 approval is contingent upon demonstrating 

conformity of the federal RTF with CAAA.

4. That staff is instructed to proceed with Fhase II RTF 

update activities to fully address both state and federal 

transportation planning requirements.

ADOFTED by the Metro Council this day of

1995.

J. Ruth McFarland, Fresiding Officer

TK:Irak
4-20-95
95-2138.RES



. 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.



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 meetingi

TIP Subcommittee Recommendation. Staff evaluated the testimony 
received 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 "Old" FAU funds, were identified to 
support some projects.

This list 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 
list 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 list" 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:

10



1. 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 resolution 
(technically ranked 10th, 28th and 38th of 48 projects) were 
removed from the short list. 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 l and 2 
of this Staff Report.

2. 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 reguest of the City of Beaverton, staff 
re-ranked it as a Transit-Oriented Development project where 
it placed third out of eight projects. Further discussion of 
this action is contained in Attachment 3 of this Staff 
Report.

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

4. 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 this study.

5. 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 which 
would require only $600,000 (not $2.1 million).

6. Portland Area Telecommute. A motion to include this project 
on the short list was defeated, largely because CMAQ funds 
have been allocated to a similar 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



motions wsre mads to amsnd ths short list to . include any of the 
three projects. In the case of the Marine Drive project, the 
Port of Portland representative 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.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S RECOMMENDATION

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

IZ
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ATTACHMENT 1

M

Metro

Date: May 16, 1995

To: JPACT

From: Andy Cotugno, Planning Director

Re: Region 2040 Reserve - Short List

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 
time 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."

2. 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:Imk
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Metro
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ATTACHMENT 2

M

Date: May 9, 1995

To: Rod Monroe, JPACT Chair

From: ^^Andrew c. Cotugno, Planning Director 

Re: 2l39°n 2040 Reserve Public Hearing (Resolution No. 95-

2n t^e Metro Co\uicil conducted a public hearing on
an initial narrowing of candidate projects for the $27 million of
Sg“".20i° R?serYe funds- Most the testteo“ waf iS sippSr? 
Of projects already reflected in this resolution. As such P
monvtl0Sh°f the re®olution would be consistent with that testi- 
nT-n?^ofThJJe+-WaS/ however' testimony in support of the following 
2139? hat are not currently reflected in Resolution No7 95~g

CRXt 11 
CRXt 13 
PRX 3 . 
PF 4. . 
PP 1. .

. . Highway 43/A Street/Failing . . . . . . $i,094 645

. . Highway 43/Failing Street 140 000

. • SE FosterRoad - 162 to Jenne Road. . . 2,ll2!900

* * SiftSL?rine/.Wl?ei?:Lng t0 Terminal 6 . . 2,400,000. . Hillsdale Pedestrian Improvements -
, Phases II and III. . . . . . . . . . . 6on non

JSoD*2* * * ’ nreshaJ Ped* to mx - Phase 11. ..] [ 481,/000
WTOD 2. . . . Beaverton Creek Master Plan. . . . . . . i.ooo!nnn

$7,828,545

Metro Council should consider the public testimony 
whether or not to add any of these projects to the Y 

• nar^OWing reflected in Resolution No. 95-2139. If the 
resolution is amended, they will be considered further as subse
quent narrowing decisions are made. rurrner as subse-

ACC:lmk

Attachment 
CC: JPACT

Metro Council
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ATTACHIIENT 3 
PAGE 1

U M

Metro
fiOONE 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 lirt at this time are 
subject to JPACT approval.

As nqted 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 

. TODs 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 prop>osals). 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 
inaease from $7.34 million to about $9.1 million. The attached letter 
provides more information for your consideration.

MH

11
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ATTACm4ENT 3 
. PAGE 2

CITY of BEAVERTON
4755 S.W. Griffith Drive. P.O. Box 4755. Beaverton. OR 07076 TEL: (503) 526-2481 V/TDD FAX: (503) 526-2571

ROB DRAKE 
MAYOR

MEMORANDUM 

.Date: May 11, 1995 

To: JPACT Members

From: Rob Drake,
Mayor of Beav

Re: TOD Rankmg for the Mill Avenue/Heniy 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.

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/Hemy 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.
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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 describ^ in the Cntena 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 re^onal 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
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ATTACHMENT 4

Qnegon
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 telecommuting project under FY 96 STP funds. We imderstood 
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 telecommuting project was not 
included in either list of recommended projects.

Telecommuting is an effective tool to reduce single 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 potential 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 
making with you. You may reach me at (503) 378-5268.

Sincerely,

John A. Kitzhaber 
■ Governor

Wliam 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 ) 
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 )

RESOLUTION NO. 95-2139A

Introduced by 
Rod Monroe, Chair 
JPACT

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 

Improvement Programs (MTIP and STIP) funded with both regional 

and state STP reserve funds; and

WHEREAS, Metro and ODOT have identified $4.2 million of 

miscellaneous additional transportation funds, including some 

program funds never allocated to specific projects and some 

project funds never obligated; and

WHEREAS, Metro solicited its regional partners for bicycle, 

pedestrian, freight, transit, road expansion and preservation, 

transportation demand management, 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 project nomina

tions were received; and

WHEREAS, Metro staff applied technical and administrative 

multi-modal ranking criteria to prioritize these nominated 

projects; and

WHEREAS, Metro sponsored a widely advertised Transportation
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Fair in January and four widely advertised public meetings held 

throughout the region in April and has held numerous advertised 

meetings of TPAC, JPACT and the Metro Council inbetween during 

which these funds, the project nominations and the ranking 

process have been discussed and been the subject of public 

testimony; 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 projects 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 million of Region 2040 Implementation Program 

funds.

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;lmk
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EXHIBIT A

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

Planning

Metro ISTEA/Rule 12 Planning $525,000
Commodity Flow $170,000
Local Technical Assistance $75,000
Westside Station Area Planning $209,000
l-5/Hwy 217 Study $50,000

TOTAL 2040 RESERVE ALLOCATED $1,029,000
REGION 2040 RESERVE $27,190,000

BALANCE $26,161,000

85



2>(d



EXHIBITS

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

PROJECTS SUMMARY OF ADMINISTRATIVE CONSIDERATIONS

Rank I Roadway Projects

CJ)

of 48
1 Sunnyside Rd.
2 Murray Signal Interconnect
3 238th/Halsey
4 99W/Tualatin Rd.
6 Scholls Ferry Signal Interconnect
7 I-5 SB/Front Ramp Metering
8 Greenburg/Mapleleaf
9 Murray N. Signal Interconnect
10 Hwy. 43/Willamette Falls
11 Johnson Crk. Blvd Phase II
12 Sandy Blvd. Signal Interconnect 
12 Powell Signal Interconnect
12 TV Highway Signal Interconnect
12 Division SIg Interconnect (60th/SE 257th)
13 l-S/l-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 McLoughlln-HarrIson thru Milw. CBD

REGIONAL 2040 RESERVE TOTAL
FAU-STP

PROJECTS MOVED TO OR-43 EARMARK 

Rank I Reconstruction Projects
of 6

1
2
4

Hawthorne Brdg Deck Structure 
l-S/Kruse Way Reconstruct 
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

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 PAD funds.
ATMS arterial corridor priority; projects ranked as package of 5 @ $1 M.
ATMS arterial corridor priority; projects ranked as package of 5 @ $1 M.
ATMS arterial corridor priority; projects ranked as package of 5 @ $1 M; multiple jurisdiction benefit 
ATMS arterial corridor priority; projects ranked as package of S @ $1 M; multiple jurisdiction benefit 
ATMS Program priority; provides infill of existing 1-5/1-84 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; eligible for new $3.2 M earmark for OR 43 MACS projects. 
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

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



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 I TDM Projects
of 6

1 Regional TDM Program 
2&3 CentralCity/Regional TMA

a. CMAQ Unallocated*
b. Candidate Project Total*

5 Swan Island TMA
REGIONAL 2040 RESERVE TOTAL

CMAQ

$987,000
$886,000
$250,000
$600,000

$2,723,000

$718,000

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

$1,448,000
$207,000

Port add-back due to logical relationship to Columbla/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.

Rank [Transit Projects
NA

CD Transit Finance Task Force
CD 5 Gresham LRT Station

REGIONAL 2040 RESERVE TOTAL

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

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

Rank I 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

$1,560,000
$1,440,000

$296,000
$400,000

$3,696,000

Cannot be added to super-structure until pairiting 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.

A
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Exhibit B (Page 3)

Rank | Pedestrian Projects
of 24

C5>

1 Pacific Ave. - Forest Grove .$91,000
2 Hillsdale - Phase I $520,000
3 Woodstock Blvd $200,000
9 A Avenue - Lake Oswego $8,000

11 Cully Blvd Bike & Fed $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

1 Metro TOD Program $4,500,000
3 Mill AveJHenry 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

Rank [Planning
NA

Metro ISTEA/Rule 12 Planning $525,000
Commodity Flow $220,000
Local Technical Assistance $75,000
Westside Station Area Planning $209,000
l-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 publlc/piivate development agreements 
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 only

Added by JPACT; eligible for funding if legislature does not renew TGM Grant program
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Metro

N D U M

To: Presiding Officer, Ruth McFarland
Metro Council 

From: Mike Burton
Date: May 25, 1995
Re: Openspaces Acquisition 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 responsibility 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 Januaiy, 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 tliat 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 department 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 sorhe 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 timelirie 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 contact.



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 
Financial Consultant

Jim Desmond
The Trust for Public Land

Russell Hoeflich 
The Nature Conservancy

Maurene Bishop 
Pacific Power and Light

John Gould
Lane, Powell, Spears, Lubersky

Isaac Kalisvaart 
HGW, Inc.

Ernie Platt
Matrix Development Co.

John Sherman 
Friends of Forest Park

Ed Simpson 
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 in order to better underst^d 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.)

***** Background *****

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 clanfying 

comments have been incorporated into the body of the report.)

Implemcntalion 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.

Metropolitan Greenspaces Master Plan .
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 sigmficant 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.

Proposed Open Space. Parks, and Streams Bond Measure
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:

0 to acquire 6000 acres in 14 specific regionally significant target areas.
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.)

Acquisition Stabilization

Contract
Administration

RefinementTarget Areas/ 
Trails

Mobilization
Voters 

Approve j. 
Bond Measure

Implementation Strategy Committee Recommendations
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***** Recommendations *****

Refinetnent
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 designated 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:

Gather
Data

Metro
Council

Approval

Citizen
Input

Local Government 
Coordination

Acquisition
Regional Parks & 

Greenspaces 
Advisory 

Conunittee

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 staff7contractor 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.)

• 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. 
Acquisition objectives should be very 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?

• 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 tighter 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.

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.

Acquisition
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.

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

The Committee recommended a streamlined acquisition process, summarized below;

; Real ; 
)i Estate K 
I Negotiators) I

Acquisition
Specialist

Property
Owner(s)

Due
Diligence

Executive
Officer

Signature

Signed 
Agreement 

from Owner

Approval 
' by Legal 

Counsel

Agreement
on

Terms

Close
Transaction

Prior Counefl 
Approval

of Target Sites and 
Acqi^ldon 
Pamiv^ts : .

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

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

2. 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).

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

Implementation Strategy Committee Recommendations
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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 specific (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 negotiate.
- 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 considered 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 diligence1" work 
after the real estate transaction is fully negotiated, provided the agreement is 
appropriately structured to protect Metro.
- It is important to be very clear in both negotiations and legal agreements that there will be 

a due diligence period following the execution of legal agreements.

1 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 II environmental assessments; biological, archeological, and land surveys; 
more detailed title and legal investigation; etc.

Implementation Strategy 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 sp>eed 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.

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.

Stabilization
“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 contaminated 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 funds into escrow at closing).

Mobilization
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; preparing 
standard contracts; developing 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.)

• 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/intergovemmental 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 imiplement 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 
would envision employing a Program Supervisor, 4 Acquisition Sp>ecialists, 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:

• Establish gradations of authority so that Acquisition/Trails 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—try 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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General ^
• 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, 
turnover, etc.

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

• 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 acquisition process who agree to donate all or part of 
their services.

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

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

• Brief the Council regularly on work efforts, progress, difficulties, etc.; its 
understanding and support will be essential if it is necessary to consider revised 
acquisition parameters or the possible use of eminent domain.

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

***** The staff sincerely appreciates the Committee’s assistance. *****

C:Vwpwin60\wpdocs\greenspc.rp<
Implementation Strategy Committee Recommendations
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M M O N D U M

Date: May 24, 1995 

To: Metro Staff
r

From: Mike Burton, Executive Officer 

Re: Metro Reorganization Plan

METRO

Introduction
This memo outlines my plan for consolidating Metro’s administration. It also presents a 
number of new roles, responsibilities and relationships, and associated budget and 
staffing changes.

Current Executive Officer Priorities
• 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 achieve a number of purposes:

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 other 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 into four categories:
• Four direct service providers;
• One planning department;
• 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 Administrative Services 
Department. This unit merges three support services departments (Finance, 
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
• Provide administrative services in support of Metro’s operating units and elected 

officials.
• Lead Metro’s financial planning efforts (for example, long-range funding strategies, 

financial planning, and annual budgets).
• Establish and manage various funding mechanisms as needed for Metro operations.
• Manage all Council action items related to finance and administrative services.

Administrative Services Director
• 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
• Serve as a member of the Management Team;
• Provide financial advice and assistance to the Executive Officer and Council;
• Directly supervise accounting, financial planning, electronic and print services, and 

risk, contracts and grants management;
• Develop a Management Information System; and
• Formulate a long-range funding strategy for Metro.

Structure
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.

Accounting 
Investment/ 

Cash Mgmt. 
Credit & 

Collections

Future
Analyst

Accounting

Don Cox

Financial 
Plaiming 

Craig Prosser

Electronics & 
Office Services 

Ann Clem

Chief Financial 
Officer 

Jennifer Sims

Risk & Contracts 
Management 
Scott Moss Paula Paris

Personnel

Administrative 
■ Secretary' 

(proposed)

DIRECTOR 
Doug Duller

(open recruitment)

Property Services

Budget 
Financial 

Planning 
Debt. Mgmt.

Information 
Services 

Printing/Mail 
Creative 

Services 
Dept. Office 

Management 
Reception 
Contractor’s 

License

Risk
Contracts

Construction 
Development/ 

Real Estate 
Facilities Mgmt. 
ADA 
Fleet 
Security 
Telephones

Policy
Administration 

Classification & 
Compensation 

Recruitment 
Benefits 
Labor Relations

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

Background

Presented By: Mike Burton

Key provisions of Ordinance No. 95-602 are as follows:
• It creates the position of Chief Financial Officer, appointed by the Executive and 

confirmed by the Metro Council.
• It amends the definition of Personnel Director to reflect that the position need not be a 

department head.
• 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.

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

• It allows the Executive Officer to delegate the Executive’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.
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Metro
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Date: May 18, 1995

To: Metro Council
From^^ 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:Imk 

Enclosures



BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

FOR THE PURPOSE OF APPROVING THE ) 
1995 INTERIM FEDERAL REGIONAL ) 
TRANSPORTATION PLAN (RTP) )

RESOLUTION NO. 95-2138A

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 federal Intemnodal Surface Transportation Efficiency 

Act (ISTEA) regulations require metropolitan planning 

organizations to update transportation plans every three years; 

and

WHEREAS, The federal ISTEA requires financially 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's 

transportation system and satisfies federal ISTEA regulations; 

and

WHEREAS, This interim federal RTP provides the scope for 

transportation improvements eligible for funding through the 

Metro Transportation Improvement 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 declares:

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

approved.

2: That 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 approval is contingent upon demonstrating 

conformity of the federal RTF with CAAA.

4. That staff is instructed to proceed with Fhase II RTF 

update activities to fully address both state and federal 

transportation planning requirements:

5. That TFAC will consider kev City of Gresham comments

that were made on behalf of Multnomah Countv Cities regarding

text or policy language for inclusion in the Interim Federal RTP

and will forward necessary amendments for JFACT/Metro Council

consideration by no later than July 1995.

ADOFTED by the Metro Council this day of

1995.

J. Ruth McFarland, Fresiding Officer

TK:Imk
5-18-95
95-2I38A.RES



STAFF REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 95-2138A 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 planning requirements; and 3) establish a policy 
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 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).

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 
"Chpices 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.

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 comments submitted during the
30-dav 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 Countv that do
not affect the RTP air quality conformity process fi.e.. comments
that do not affect the adopted project matrices). Any resulting
RTP amendments must be forwarded bv TPAC for JPACT/Metro Council
consideration no later than July 1995.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S RECOMMENDATION

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

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



Metro

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
• Recommended discussion items 1

CONSENT ITEMS 
General RTP Issues 
Multi-Modal Roadways 
Transit & TODs 
Bicycle & Pedestrian 
Freight and Intermodal Facilities 
Transportation System Management 
Transportation Demand Management 
Air Quality
Future Analysis & Policy 
Land Use
RTP Relationship to the MTIP 
Additional JPACT Amendments ■

4

8

16

19

22

24

25
26 
28 
28 
28 
29

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



Metro

EXHIBIT ‘B’

Summary of Comments 
& JPACT Recommendations

DISCUSSION ITEMS

1. Comment: The use of the term “accessibility” in lieu of mobility is not
consistent with ISTEA, which specifically sets national goals for “mobility” 
(ODOT).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 1; Disagree; the goal of 
“accessibility” was determined in conjunction with ODOT and other MPOs in 
Oregon as improyement 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 Rights/Transportation 
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 follows:

“Provide adequate levels of accessibility and mobility within the region.”

• Add to last bullet of item no. 11 on page 27 of 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 efRciently through and within the region.”

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

“Cost/Benefit Cost^enef^t 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 RTF 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 walking as the preferred mode for personal trips.”

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 3: Agree; revise with the following 
modified language:

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

4. Comment: The policy link between the federal RTP and the Region 2040 
Growth Concept is too weak; need an explicit policy coimection (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 2 and as a 
new bullet at the top of page 5 of Chapter 4:

“The region will give top priority to strategic transportation investments which
leverage and reinforce the urban form outlined in this pi an.”

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 recommendation on Comment 5: agree; recommend the following new 
language be added to page 10 of the Introduction:

Exhibit B - JPACT Recommendations on Proposed Text Amendments to the Federal RTP 
May 18, 1995 .
Page 2



F. Role of Federal RTP Goals, Objectives and Maps

This Interim Federal RTF, 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
fiinctions 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 inclusion
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 (TSPl 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' - JPACT Recommendations on Proposed Text Amendments to the Federal RTP 
May 18, 1995 
Page 3



CONSENT ITEMS

GENERAL RTF ISSUES

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

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

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 1: Agree.

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

“The federal Regional Transportation Plan seeks to balance the need for 
continued economic-development accessibility and protection of the region’s 
natuml 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.

3. 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 fiinction (Portland):

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

“The Intermodal Management System (IMS) will be -the-primary- an important 
new tool for coordinating transportation modes....”

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

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

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 4; Agree.

5. 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 
Page 4



“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.”

6. Comment: ISTEA description on page 3, Chapter 1 should be revised to refiect 
new “fiexibility” not “priorities” in federal funding (ODOT).

7. Conunent: 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.”

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

“1992 The Oregon Transportation Commission adopted the Oregon
Transportation Plan (OTP), the state’s first comprehensive
transportation plan.”

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

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

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 9; Agree; revise as proposed

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

“ 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.

11. 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 
Page 5



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.

12. Comment: Revise last paragraph on Section B, page 3 of the Introduction to read 
(Metro counsel):

“The 1992 RTF 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 Recommendation on Comment 12: Agree; revise as proposed.

13. Comment: Revise the State Planning Requirements section on page 6 of the 
introduction to read (Metro counsel):

“...(see also 1992 RTP Chapter 8, Section 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.

14. 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 components^ 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.

15. Comment: Add the following 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 
Page 6



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 RTF. To the extent that
this fiscally constrained interim federal RTF identifies policies or projects
different from current local comprehensive plans that are, in turn, inconsistent
with the state RTF (1992 RTF'), metro will consider an immediate amendment
to its state RTF when local plans are amended. Since most projects in this
constrained federal RTF are already in both the adopted TIF and adopted local
comprehensive plans, few such consistency reviews arc anticipated.”

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 15: Agree; revise as proposed.

16. Comment: Add the following objective to System Goal 3 on page 9 of Chapter 1 
(O’Reilly):

“9. Ob jective: 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.”

17. Comment: Include language in the preface (or executive 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 local 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 iB' - JPACT Recommendations on Proposed Text Amendments to the Federal RTP 
May 18,1995 
Page 7



MULTI-MODAL ROADWAYS

18. 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 possible.

19. 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.

20. Comment: Determine which areas now occupied 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.

21. 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 according to the needs and conditions of 
individual jurisdictions.

22. Comment: Metro should look at options for regional and local funding options 
to provide additional funding for multi-modal roadway improvements 
(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.

23. Comment: Consider collector system for regional funding (Hillsboro).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 23: Agree; with few exceptions, 
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
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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 RTF (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 RTF, but are not specifically reflected in the 
plan. The process for determining eligibility and for prioritizing these collectors 
will be developed during Fhase II of the RTF Update.

24. Comment: Western Bypass should be in RTF; improvements to Highway 217 
are not an adequate alternative (Hillsboro).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 24; Disagree; while the portion of 
the Western Bypass that connects 1-5 to 99W is an important part of the Region 
2040 concept (and is included in the RTF 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 RTF (consistent with the 1992 RTF).

25. Comment; Change second paragraph on page 1 of Chapter 5 to read as follows 
(Fortland):

“...strategies to limiting future investments in automobile single-occupancy 
vehicle (SOV) capacity.”

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 25: Agree; revise as proposed.

26. Comment: Change first paragraph on page 2 of Chapter 6 to read as follows 
(Fortland):

“...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.

27. 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 routes that successfully coimect 
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
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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 Control Plans 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 communities, and strategies tailored to these areas must
be developed.

“In addition, ODOT and Metro will examine existing 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 ■er-the- in conjunction with local jurisdictions 
to develop guidelines for local street and property access to these facilities as-
resources-are available.—Additional policy-development-for access control-is
required.”

• 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.”

28. 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 local-travel short trip options by increasing the 
number of local street connections to each other and the regional networki 
while discouraging through travel on the local system with appropriate
street design.”

29. Comment: Delete second sentence in first paragraph on page 12 of Chapter 1 
and replace with the following (ODOT):
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“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.”

• In addition, recommend the following revision to the third sentence in this 
paragraph:

“In particular, funding for projects that primarily benefit single-occupancy 
vehicle (SOV) auto travel on the roadway system will may be sharply limited...”

30. 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 mvolvihg 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 and-substantial-landscaped 
buffers-that-minimize views of non-resource rural-activities.”

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.
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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 RTF
update:

• development of a landscape buffer policy for Green Corridors;

• coordination between state, regional and local jurisdictions on access
issues in Green Corridors:

• development of a through-route policy that anticipates the effect of
neighbor city growth on through-travel routes in these jurisdictions;

• development of land use IGAs with counties and neighbor cities; and

• possible incorporation of Neighbor City transportation
reconunendations into the RTF”.

31. Comment: Delete the fifth bullet under Regional Through Routes on page 14 of 
Chapter 1 (ODOT).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 31: Disagree; instead, reconunended 
revising as follows to address comment:

“...with the exception of McLoughlin Boulevard and US30 northwest of 1-405 
alternative routes,...”

32. Comment: Revised the second bullet under Major Arterial System on page 15 of 
Chapter. 1 as follows (ODOT):

“fceeal Vehicular access should be restricted to public streets and major traffic 
generators-to the greatest extent-possible; consistent with established access 
management standards: minor driveways...”

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 32: Agree; revise as proposed.

33. Comment: Delete the final bullet on page 15 of Chapter 1 regarding travel 
percentages; too arbitrary (ODOT).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 33: Disagree; this section is from the 
current RTF, 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).
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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.

35. Coiranent: Change the second bullet on page 17 to read 8 to 10 (not 20) local 
■ street connections per mile; 20 coimections 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 coimections per mile translates into the 
roughly 200 foot spacing that already occurs throughout most of downtown 
and east Portland.

36. 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).

37. 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:

“I^e-regional^-Principal, major and-minor arterials, and the-minor arterielrend
€oHector-systems-and-streets designated in local-plans-for transit-service-in-the
local-comprehensive plans constitute-the Federal-Aid-Urban-system and, as
6uch,-are eligible for-federal funding. The following are the regional functional 
classification categories:”

38. 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.”

39. Comment: Reference to the “primaiy system” on page 7 of Chapter 4 should be 
deleted, since it was eliminated by ISTEA (FHWA).

Exhibit 'B' - JPACT Recommendations on Proposed Text Amendments to the Federal RTP 
May 18,1995 
Page 13 ■



JPACT Recommendation on Comment 39: Agree; revise second sentence of 
the first paragraph under National Highway System to read:

“The NHS is to consist primarily of existing Interstate routes, and portions of 
the-Primary System,-including significant state highways...”

40. 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.”

41. 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.

42. 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.

43. Comment: Need to refine access policies for arterials 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).

44. 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; however, sixth bullet 
should be deleted, since it repeats the first bullet.
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45. 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 Major 
Arterial (Clackamas Co.).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 45: Agree; revise as proposed.

46. 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 IIRTP process).

47. 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.

48. Comment: Change Figure 4-1 (Roadway Functional Class) to show Morrison 
Bridge as a Major Arterial, based on its freeway coimections to 1-84 and 1-5 
(Multnomah Co.).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 48: Agree; revise as proposed.

49. Comment: Change Figure 4-1 (Roadway Functional Class) to show 
McVey/Stafford Road from 1-205 to Highway 43 as a Minor Arterial (Lake 
Oswego).

JPACT Recommendation on Comments 49: Agree; revise as proposed.

50. Comment: Emphasizing preservation and efficient use of existing 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 facihties; 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. 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.

52. 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 be 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 coimectivity, as well, with specific 
language on both coimectivity and street spacing.

TRANSIT & TODs

53. 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.

54. Comment: Locate south/north light rail along 1-205 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 CityA^ancouver 
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 1-205 from PDX to Oregon City.

55. 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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the Columbia along the South/North corridor and terminating 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 1-5 to 
134th and a possible future spur from downtown Vancouver to Vancouver Mall.

56. 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).

57. Coniment: Chapter 4 should include 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;

“...which provide service to the South Waterfront, RX Zone, Historic Districts 
and other downtown destinations are under consideration and are shown in 
Figured 4.”

58. 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).

59. Comment; Do not delete LRT corridors from funding discussion on page 21 of 
Chapter 8 (Portland).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 59: Agree; revise as proposed.

60. 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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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.

61. 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 (bus or
LRT).”

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 61: Agree; revise with the following 
wording:

“...be located on, or near, tmnk lines..-.”

62. Comment: Retain existing Park and Ride section on page 22 of Chapter 1 
(ODOT).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 62: Agree; retain as proposed.

63. Comment: Given the relatively 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.

64. Comment: Do not delete LRT corridors from funding discussion on page 21 of 
Chapter 8 (Portland).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 64: Agree; revise as proposed.

65. 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.

66. 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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JPACT Recommendation On Comment 66: Agree; revise as proposed.

67. 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:

“Policy: 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.”

68. Comment: The plan’s major commitments to light rail and high-end transit 
services combined with a lack of apparent strategics for expanding funding does 
not seem to leave much for providing basic services necessary to adequately 
serve the region’s suburbs (Washington County Coordinating Committee).

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 me.

BICYCLE & PEDESTRIAN

69. 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..

70. 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.

71. Comment: Trees are as important to the pedestrian experience as sidewalks; 
native trees, in particular, enhance walking and cycling while requiring less 
maintenance (Vogel).
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JPACT Recommendation on Comment 71: Agree; specific design guidelines 
for planning strips inay be addressed as part of the Phase II update effort.

72. 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.

73. Comment: Place a higher priority on bicycle routes that encourage commuting, 
especially to the central city and regional centers, as opposed to more 
recreational routes (Gould).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 73: Agree; this is the basic 
philosophy that guided development of the bicycle network proposed in Figure 
4-5.

74. 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 proposed.

75. Comment: Correct the terms “aesthetic practical” 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 
aesthetic safe system of regional bikeways.”

76. Comment: Bicycle network is incomplete/inadequate in a number of specific 
locations (a number of link-specific comments were submitted 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.

77. Conunent: Don’t drop “quality of hfe” 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
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factor emphasis on protecting natural resources as a fundamental and ongoing 
part of the transportation planning process.

78. Comment: Change Objective 1 of Goal 2, page 8 of Chapter 1 to read as follows 
(Burkholder):

“...improved corridor operational improvements-(including-application of 
Advanced Traffic Management-System (ATMS) freeway-and-arterial
management techniques) completion of bicycle and pedestrian facilities and 
transit service.”

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 78: Agree; however, revise as with 
the following modifications:

“...improved corridor operational systems improvements (including application 
of Advanced Traffic Management System (ATMS) freeway and arterial 
management techniques) bicycle and pedestrian facilities and transit service.”

79. Comment: Make the following minor revisions to Figure 4-5 (Bicycle System 
Map) (various local jurisdictions):

NE 207th Ave - dashed green firom 1-84 to Sandy Blvd.
SE 148th Ave - dashed purple from Stark St. to Powell Blvd.
SE 129th Ave - dashed purple from Suimyside Rd. to Happy Valley 
SE 82nd Ave - dashed purple
South End Road - dashed purple Oregon City to Hwy. 99E 
Borland Road - dashed purple fi’om West Linn to Clackamas Co. line 
VancouverAVilliams - dashed purple from Broadway to Lombard 
Jennifer Street - dashed purple from SE 82nd to SE 126th

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 79: Agree; revise as proposed.

80. Comment: Make the following minor deletions from Figure 4-5 (Bicycle System 
Map) (various local jurisdictions):

• 1-205 Clackamas County remove solid green
• Remove local bike lanes S. of Tualatin Rd.
• 1-5 remove solid green
• . 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 major changes should be made to Figure 4-5 (Regional 
Bicycle Network) to reflect the 2040 Growth Concept and Transportation 
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 n effort. Comments on the interim 
federal RTP will be the starting point for the bicycle work team as they begin 
refinement work in Phase II.

84. Comment: Replace references to “AASHTO” in Goals 1 and 2 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 
beeause 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 foeus on areas of regional interests, as opposed to specific 
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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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.

88. Comment: Correct freight map to show 207th connector (not 201st) as freight 
route (Multnomah County).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 88: Agree; correct as proposed.

89. Comment; Improve freight movement along Columbia Blvd., Interstate Avenue 
and Marine Drive near T-6, including better signaling, and overpass and 
intersection improvements (Lasher).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 89: Agree; freight improvemeiits in 
the Rivergate area are included in the Chapter 5 preferred system project list.

90. 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 trains 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 Union Station in 1994.

C

91. Comment: Change title of “Airports and Terminals” section on page 11 of 
Chapter 1 to “Intermodal Facilities (Port).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 91: Agree; revise as proposed.

92. Comment; Revise third paragraph on page 5 of Chapter 4 to include freight/tmck 
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/tmck model currently under development...”

93. Comment: The freight “action items” on pages 8 and 9 of Chapter 4 constitute 
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): Specify 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. Ob i ectivei 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 oh page 2 of Chapter 5:

“...investments in automobile capacity. The recommended improvements also 
seek to protect and maintain the efficiency of the regional 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 this 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 (Freight 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 description on 
page 9 of Chapter 4, as per recent TP AC 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 outstanding 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 section on page 28 of 
Chapter 1:

“Traffic Signal 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:

• all modes of travel are considered in the signal system design;
• the system is interconnected for maximum travel efficiency; and
• 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 transportation system to handle increased
development without adding capacity.”
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JPACT Recommendation on Comment 102; Agree.

103. Comment: Do not delete flexible working hours section on page 16 of Chapter 4 
unless covered elsewhere (Portland).

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 103; Disagree; flexible working hours 
are covered in new text in the second bullet on page 14 of Chapter 4.

104. 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 
RTP contains a number 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 systeih improvements.

105. 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 the 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.

AIR QUALITY

106. Comment: Chanjge the first bullet in the Air Quality section 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 having a significant regional-impact 
should be considered regionally significant.”

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 106; Agree; revise as proposed.

107. Comment: Reword air quality conformity section to clarify relationship between 
Metro, ODOT, DEQ and USDOT (FHWA).
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108. Comment; Change the first paragraph on page 6 of the Introduction to read 
(DEQ):

“Metro,-FHWA and-FTA make a joint-determination-that-the federal-RTP
eenforms to the-Glean Air Act Amendments-and-EPA’s conformity-regulations.
The MPO makes the conformity determinations which is submitted 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.

109. 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.

110. 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 projects in the financially
constrained transportation program may change significantly.”

. JPACT Recommendation on Comment 110: Agree; revise as proposed.

111. Comment; Add the following text at the end of the third paragraph of the 
Preface (DEQ):

“The resulting financially constrained system should be seen as being 
transitional in nature, with significant changes possible as further refinements are
made.”

JPACT Recommendation on Comment 111: Agree; revise as proposed.

112. 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 II 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, on a 
Phase n analysis of how public expenditures and policies can best leverage 
traiisit-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 playing field in terms of 
funding 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, Implementation, 
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.

Projects 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:
• Highway 47 Bypass in Forest Grove
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Add as major multi-modal arterial:
• EastAVest arterial in Beaverton from Highway 217 to Murray

Add as minor multi-modal arterials:
• Beef Bend/Elsner from 99W to Scholls
• 112th Avenue from Sunset to Cornell
• Walker Road from Murray to Cornell
• 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 (Figure 4-1) to reflect Forest 
Grove Bypass (Washington County).

121. Comment: Revise National Highway System map to show 242nd/Bumside 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 Highway System map
(Figure 4-1) during the next scheduled review:

• Forest Grove Bypass route on Highway 47 as “Other NHS Highway”

• 242nd Avenue/Bumside in place of 181 st Avenue/Bumside 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 
(Washington County).

JPACT recommendation on Comment 122: Agree; revise as proposed.
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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 (Washinjgton County):

“...with street designs that previde-less-auto capacity-than Corridors,-and 
emphasize 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 revision 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.
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This document provides a compilation of comments received from the 
release of the public review draft of the Interim Federal RTF 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.

The Appendix. This section includes sample copies of public notices, 
news articles, press clippings, and other associated material.



Metro
Interim Federal Regional Transportation Plan

Comments Received 
April 12 through May 10, 1995

Section One - Letters and Comments

Abeling, Steve.................................................................................. 105
Bailey, Jim....................................................................................... 105
Behnke, Robert....................................  47
Bothman, Robert........................................   87
Burkholder, Rex............................................................  21
Clackamas County..... ....................   57
Conger, Bonnie....................  ...35
Federal Highway Administration........................................................ 69
Gould, Tim......................................................................................... 13
Hillsboro, City of...............................................................................83
Hymes, Joe.................................................... 37
Knight, Sue........................................................................................ 11
LaClaire, Robert................................................................  1
Lake Oswego, City of...............................   19
Lasher, Lon....................................   9
Luedloff, Chuck................................................................................. 43
Metro Counsel................................  15
Multnomah County........ .............................  3
Multnomah County.................    45
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality.....................................33
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality.....................................81
Oregon Department of Transportation................................................ 75
Parker, James.........................................  31
Payne, Richard ......................    89
Persey, Jim.........................................................................................41
Port of Portland.............................................. ....... ■...........................63
Portland, City of.................................................................................27
Tigard, City of........................  79
Tri-Met............................................................................................... 67
Tri-Met....................................................   73
Vogel, Mary......................................................................................... 5
Washington County.............................  113
Washington County Coordinating Committee................................... 109
Zagel, David.....................................................................................107
Zucker, Melvin...............................  93

Section Two - Appendix

Public Notices 
News Articles 
Press Clippings



Section One

Letters and 

Comments



{t^ssM^/m3.
Transportation
✓

Comment card

The 30 day comment 
period for the FY *96 MTIP 
and the draft federal RTP 
will dose May 10 at Noon. 
Please mail comments to 

3 address on the back of this 
page or fax to 797-1794.

Name ^o'os.v'- 'i^ L.c.cXj.:-r Dote V ^ "S
Affiliation

Mfess <3/'T Kr^u - 'C’(^C§ Fhcne

Ofy/Stafe/ZIP C c -W
Comments (deose orint)

/

&',t:v e.; c,Wt ' <s/n d-) A-V • [A^rL^'k ^1^)

..X- los- ^ / >. Lwv.-fr ^ ir<Lcr j

in- -s4o ^ '-si- V -i / /nAr -

CbiOv c looV *oV.

ia
i-S.. , /Y\ AKt^V vA /o uj Oo(Or-^V__T(soVO^

C^rs. cno1^ vr. ^r) '/T> f

> pc^ >0 -S
ro

r di V \

Uc>^ -fr> C .C^cicsrv~<;>> -^o Cy<-y

G'i-Vs ■ 'v ^ (onr>cw,.-^

^ .~~^v ■<\r\AS r~
/ ’T/^v rrO>~-h

/V\ ('( o-^o(^-H~
Ix'i -a'I ' L^3- rbo-bL

Metro Printed on recyded-conlenl paper
\





Name AwXtkAj^ Dote
Affiliation KK.uirrvA.oUjA] Ao..

AJcbss Ffcne
Crty/State/ZIP •

Comments (oleose orint)

Transportation
Comment card

The 30 day comment 
period for the FY‘96 MtiP 
and the draft federal RTP 
will dose May 10 at Noon. 
Please mail comments to 

e address on the back of this 
page or fax to 797-1794.

^vA(—r- 2o\srr K-w, ,-^riLO. 4a- lat=s) b».jc<Lt-l

■sw

Metro Printed on recydedoonfent paper



•4



Mary Vogel 
3700 NW Columbia 
Portland, OR 97229 

503-645-1992
1 roiNr-fCi iTA 1 i0i4 Dii'i.

APR 1 9 1995
April 17. 1995

Attached is testimony that 1 wish to have substituted for what 1 said during my 
two minutes tonight at the Metro Regional Transportation Plan hearing. 1 had not 
originally intended to testily 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- 
vrith minimal preparation. I'm afiai(Lit showed.

Sincerely, 

Mary Vo^l



Mary Vogel 
3700 NW Columbia 
Portland, OR 97229 

503-645-1992

. April 17. 1995

My name 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 Pordand 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 \\4ien 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 
opponunity to do so in a safe and pleasant environment. However, I think it would be an 
understatement to say that most of our transportation infiastructurc for the last 50 years has 
not focused on increasing the attractiveness and the safety of the pedestrian cnvironmenL 
Rather it has focmed on destroying 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, maldng 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 \^ere I live.

It is time for the pendulum to swing in the other direction with our transportation 
funding. It is time to fiats exclusively on restoring options fir pedestrians, bicyclists and transit 
riders. If 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 arc 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 
attraaiveness of the experience. Without 2000 lbs. of air-conditioned steel box 
surrounding them, the pedestrian and the cyclist 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 narivc 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 dian the sound of 
semi-trucks downshifting. After their first year or two, native trees will need less 
maintainence too-cspecially if planted with a native shrub and herb layer. Having tree- 
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 climate 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.

o conclude, the Portland Chapter of NPSO supports the pedestrian, bicycle and 
transit-oriented projects in the RTP with the caveat that those projeas should focus on 
retaining 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 parldng lots or new paved surfaces are created, they 
should be linked with native plant-lined bio-filtration systems.

TTiank you for the opportunity to testify.

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
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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 fi’om 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 trafiSc 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 fi^eight 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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Metro

Date:

To:

From:

Regarding:

May 5, 1995

Tom Kloster, Senior Transportation Planer

Larry Shaw, Senior Assistant Counsel

DRAFT FEDERAL RTP AMENDMENTS 
Our file: 10. §3.J

April 1995 Interim 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 decoupling and 
avoiding land use decisions.

Introduction

A. Fifth bullet: "endorsement of a set of 10-year regional priority improvements to the 
transportation system for funding eligibili^"

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 p^graph: Add this sentence: "The 19^2 RTP revision'has been found'to be 
coniistenfwith 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 amende in 1996. ' . .... . _.

I-4.D, first paragraph, last sentence: "such'as the preparation "of a state and a federM'RTP .

1-6 State Planning Requirements, second paragraph: amend last sentence "(see also 1992 
RTP Chapter 8, Section E)," then add: "The 1^2 RTP will remain as Metro's functional 
plan/of transportation under state law until amended and adopted as the regional TSP." ''

1^



Tom Kloster, Senior Transportation Planner 
May 5, 1995 
Page 2

Chanter 1

1- 23 - Why are freight systems goals "Draft Goals and Objectives?"

Chanter 2

2- 1, A. First bullet, first line: "The regional land use pattern defined here based bn the 
diri^bh^bf the 2040 Growth Concept and local jurisdiction comprehensive plans . . ."

2-1, B. First paragraph, first line: "The Region 2040 Growth Concept analysis provides a 
unique forecast ..."

2-1, last two lines: "would require p expansion of the urban growth boundary to 
accommodate these increases." (omit "by 14,500 acres"). This change is critical.

2-2, add to third paragraph: "This analysis is based upon the 2040 Gtb^ Concqpt 
purrenity undergoing 'review^ amendment and reamdysis before fin^ adoption as part'of 
regional goals and objectives, however the following land use componentsconcepteiand 
associated growth forecastsef from the Region 2040 Concept are the long-range
growth assumptions for this mtenm federal RTP:"

2- 7, second paragraph: "Implementation of the final Region 2040 Growth Concepyrito 
RtJGGp will involve . . . local comprehensive plans must be, and are consistent with the 
1992 RTP ... It is anticipated |Hat local plans will be revised to reflect the final Growth 
Concept and the regional framework plans as the region implements the final Growth 
Concept. M ranldng system ..."

Chanter 3

3- 1, first paragraph, line 2: ". . . in Metro’s adopted Region 2040 Growth Concept propo^ 
and . . ."

3-1, third paragraph, fifth bullet: "... and for the adopted 2040 Growth Concept proposal

Chanter 4

4-1, fifth paragraph, line 2: "... an adopted regional Growth Concept proposal. The 
programdescription of urban form will help . . . and Region the final 2040 Growth Concept 
will help ..."
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Tom Kloster, Senior Transportation Planner 
May 5, 1995 
Page 3

4-2, first line: "... In December 1994, the Metro Council adopted a 2040 Growth Concept 
bVoTOsal..."

4-2, first full paragraph, second last sentence: "The Irn^ 12040 Growth Concept is scheduled 
to be wmpleted Md adopted into regional goals and objectives by summer 1995. The UGB 
analysis is scheduled to be completed In;early;;sl996."

Chanter 8

8-1 A. Fourth paragraph, second sentence: "All local comprehensive plans and future 
amendments to local plans are required bys^'Iaw to be consistent with all adopted 1|§ 
RTP policies ... to require an amendment to a local comprehensive plan or to amend the 
State RTP.

8-2 add paragraph before B:

"This interim federal RTP has been separated from the 1992 RTP, which is'now'tfiS 
“state RTP," Metro’s state law required transportation functional plan. Local plans 
by state law must be consistent with (he state RTP. That plan has a local plan 
consistency process in Chapter 8.F. It allows Metro to review and respond,tojny 
^leged 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 compreh^sive 
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."

Conclusion

rpj
1972

cc: Mike Hoglund
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POST OFFICE BOX 369 

LAKE OSWEGO, 
OREGON 97034 

(503) 635-0213 
FAX (503) 697-6594

ALICE L. SCHLENKER, 
MAYOR

HARLES C. (MIKE) ANDERSON, 
COUNCILOR
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COUNCILOR

HEATHER CHRISMAN, 
COUNCILOR
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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. I 
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 
function^ 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 9,1-5 Ramp Reconstruction 
at Hwy. 217; projects 83,84 and 85, Terwilliger, 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.
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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,

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

•Project',.-, 2 ' Modal Sicnificance
iProje^posti

Kruse Way/Westlake In terse tn; turn lanes, 
signal timing

TSM, Bike/Ped, Regional 
Significance

$ 100,000

MeVey/South Shore intersetn; 2 left turn 
lanes, r-tum lane, signal

TSM, Bike/Ped, Regional 
Significance

$ 400,000

Hwy 43, Terwilliger to MeVey; signal 
intertie

TSM, Regional
Significance

$ 240,000

Boones Ferry Road, 1-5 to Country Club; 
signal intertie

TSM, Regional
Significance

$ 200,000

Kruse Way/Carman Intersetn; r-tum lanes; 
improve signal timing; add bus pullout

TSM, Bike/Ped, Transit, 
Regional Significance

$ 100,000

Hwy 43/Cherry Street Intersetn; left turn 
lane, improve approach to Hwy 43

TSM, Bike/Ped, Regional 
Significance

$ 820,000

Total Cost of Additional Projects $1,860,000
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May 7.1995

to: Tom Kloster, METRO 

From: Rex Burkholder 

Re: RTF comments

If you have any questions, please call. 282-2599 

Location Comment

1-3. C y 1 Add text attributed to one cause—rapid growthn the use of automobiles”

1-3 C J 2 Add text “Therefore, newly developing parts of the region may be in neeed of 
entirely new roadway,bicycle, pedestrian and transit systems... “

1-4 C last 
bullet

Don’t drop reference to “quality of life”

1-4 C last y Statement that “economic growth is necessary 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 ofinobility 
cost

to the...”

1-7 obj 1, Change: “The number of job opportunities available within 30 minutes from major 
perfonn. residential sectors by tho footoot-modo transit dining peak hom*s should be equal to 
criterion or greater than today.” Reference to fastest mode reinforces SOY’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 available for
work trips.

““obj, 3, Change: “...total regional population having access t(regionalretail and service 
perf. opportunities within 15 minutes byCastesb-mode 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 
crit^on

1-8 System Change : “...improve corridor operational improvementdnoluding-appliqation of 
Groal 2 Advanced Traffic -Management S3^tem ( ATMS) freeway and-orterial-monagemont

toohniquooj, completion of bicycle and pedestrian facilities and transit service.”

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 
SOY’S.

%\
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1-8 Sys. Add: 9 Ohjprtivp • To improve local transportation options by-CQiiiBlfitingijicygla
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 environmeiit.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 51 Cut last sentence. This is unnecessary and inconsistent with goals of balanced 
transportation system.

1-13 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 modal artoriale... ”

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 fadhties, 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 modal artoriale... ”

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 1-5. 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 
arterial 
Design 
Criteria

1-15 Minor 
arterial 
Design 
Criteria

Add bullet: Bicycle Lanes are the appropriate design treatment for bicycle travel 
on Major Arterials”

Action 2D.1 of the Oregon Transportation Plan calls for “renovating arterials and 
collectors with bike lanes... ” The design criteria for Major and minor arteri^iust 
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.

Add bullet: 
on Minor Arterials”

the appropriate design treatment for bicycle travel

RTP comments: Rex Burkholder May 7, 1995 Page 2
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1-15 5th 
bullet

Drop. See comment above, 1-14 4th bullet

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.

Add bullet: Bicycle Lanes are the appropriate design treatment For bicycle trawl 
on Collectors”

1-16
Collector 
System

.Design Change: “Parldng should generally be unrestricted on collectoraexcept where 
Criteria removal is necessaTy_to acrommodate bicycle lanes ”____________

.1*24 Change 3rd sentence: "... will provide safe and convenientoutes for oxioting
R^onal bicy^olioto bicycle travel. .
bicycle
system

1-25 Goal 1 Change Goal 1: ‘Eicvcles are the preferred mode of travel for trips under .5 
kilometers^

1-25 Goal 1 Add new objective: Provide direct, convenient and attractive bikewavs integraferl 
Qq 2.with other transportation modes.” '

Obj.l CHange: ... to developfcbe moot safe, coot effootive. and Qothotio sofo- a convenierit. 
accessible and attractive system of regi^^bikeways throughout the region.”

Policy 1 Delete: Vh^iever praotiool and poBsiblo’

policy 4 CHange “(^tOt-AASHTO) (Le. The.Qregon Bicycle and Pedestrian PI an)

* policy 6 Delete: Vhon-poDoiblo’^

1-25 Goal 2 ^place with: Tocus regional funding on bicycle improvement projecta which most 
improve the bicycle system and help complete the regional bicycle network

“objl 
Policy 1

CHange “(i-.e. AASHTO) (i.e. The Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan)

1 policy 3 Delete: “funding for bicycle facilities will Lin

1-26 Goal 3 Add new policy: ‘Develop licensing program for bicyclists, including training 
programa for all schooLage children in thejcegianZ

1-27 Goal 1 Change: ‘Walldngis the preferred mode of travel for short trina anH to transif”

1-28 last 5J ATMS must be designed so that pedestrian and bicycle accessibility is improved.
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.

RTP comments: Rex Burkholder May 7, 1995 Page 3
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1-29 3 y Add: “encourage drivers to not drive alonejarjiot to drive at.aLLespecially during...”

1- 32 Parking also consumes incredible amounts of scarce land. Based on current
Parking patterns, the amoimt of additional land area that would need to be paved for vehicle 
managemen parking alone is22.5 square miles or 14,400 acre^ about the size of the Urban
t Growth Boundary expansion proposed in the Region 2040 Concept.

Assumptious:
Ratio of registered motor veliicles to population (current DM\r fig^s): 1:1
Number of parking spaces per veliicle (estimated current regionwide): 8:1
Project^ population increase by 2015: 700,000
Typical paring space area (8’xl4’) 112 square feet

(This could be as much as 44,000 acres if accessways, landscaping, etc., were included in the 
calculation. Based on a figure of 126-140 parking spaces per acre from Affordable Housing and 
Parking Requirements, Todd Litman, 1994)

Mnvimum parking ratios should be set by Metro in the next RTP

2- 5 All discussion of roadways, especially in suburban areas, must include bicycle and
pedestrian facilities, per ORS 366.614. THe word “multi-modal” is missing under 
headings of Subareas 4, 5, 6 and 7.'

4-2 B 1 The first sentence is not supported by fact or experience. The need for additional 
capacity is debatable. With true-cost pricing of ti'ansportation and availability of 
alternatives, the “capacity problem” would disappear overnight. Economic 
development can occur without increase in capacity, and even when capacity is 
reduc^, (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 paragraph 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. 

4-2 B Add 4th bullet:”* to reduce demand for transportation through land use changes 
and true-cost pricing of transportation!!^

4-4 Us 1,2,3 Add to each discussion item: IBicycle and pedestrian systems must be completed.”

Add: “to serve shorter trips to and withinthe Central City...”4-6 last 5 
4th sent

4-6 2nd 
bullet

Add: “a regionally significant bikewayystem and supportive local bikeways.”

4-17 3rd 5 Change: “Bicycle facilitieschould shall be incorporated into allhighw ay roadway 
Last sent. projects in accordance with ORS 366.514.” Note: it is ORS 366.614

4-17 Add bullet: Identify and implement stand-alone bicycle projects which imprQve.the 
cycling environment in the areas and corridors of regional interesL the_CentraLClty. 
Regional and Town Centers, Station Communities, Main Streets and Corndors^”

^4
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Roadway Change: NE Broadway/ Weidler from 1-5 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.________________________________

NHS map 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. •

R^onal
bicycle
network

THis map is inconsistent with the Transportation Planning Rule and the Oregon 
Transportation Plan as many arterials and collectors are not shown as including 
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 

it shows only proposed projects, not the complete system envisioned by the

SIngested change: Add bike lanes to all roadways classified as Major and 
Minor Multimodal arterials.

Chapter 5 Add; ‘Major Bicvde Upgrade Fund under Metro’s Jurisdiction to be allocated to tbp 
and 7, same areas proposed under Major PpH Upgrade Fund: Project cost; .<t?40 TuiUinn
Project lists

6-3 Bicycle System: Add performance criteria: % of local bicycle system completed

Change: “... accessible in peak hour b\transit within 30 minutes... ”6-3
Accessibilit
y. Change: “...within 15 minutes b^iaeteet-moda tranaif.in tbp ”

Change: “...within 30 minutes bifiactest modo tranait in the...”

8-11 CHange: “improvements that correct severe existing trafficmultimnHnl
Priority 1 accessibility.problems will have top priority;”

‘priority 2 Change: “...that can be demonstrated as necessary to correct traffic multimndal
linthe...r

“ J5, 2nd Add; “...include ramp metering, signal improvements, access contr<dsd,.high 
sent. occupancy vehicle lanes and adding bikewaya and walkways to the regional corridor

and on local system connecting to the regional facility ”

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

Z<
RTP comments: Rex Burldiolder May 7,1995 Page 5



8-21 Add 2 issues:
^3^3“ 1) Allocation of costs to various transportation users, including costs currently 

considered “external”

2) Development of transportation hiearchy for funding allocation and proj ect 
________ evaluation consistent with Region 2040____________ ___________________________ _

8-23 final Delete: "... 1000 Friends of Oregon LUTRAQ Studyf that study produoco a Mobk 
paragraph- land uco/tranDportation ctrat^gy,” THis study is complete and did produce a viable

strategy.

8-24 TV Highway Corridor

Delete: “...will constructa fivo lQne ail.arterial between...’

8-27 (12) Add: ‘The design rritfri0 enmply with OTIS 366.514 nnd the Oregon Bicycle and 

• ________ Pedeatrinn Plan."--------------- -------------------- ------------------------------------------ --------------------

Glossary Add definition of multi-modal arterial that includdiikplnpfifl md sidpwnlkfl designed 
in arenrdflnce with accepted standards (i e the OrPFOP Bicycle and Pedestrian
PlanV”

RTF comments: Rex Burkholder May 7,1995 Page 6
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CITY OF

PORTLAND, OREGON
OFFICE OF TRANSPORTATION

Eari Biumenauer, Commisslofw 
Felicia Trader, Director 
1120 S.W. Fifth Avenue 

Suite 702
Portland, Oregon 97204-1957 

(503)823-5185 
FAX (503) 823-7576 

TDD 823-6868

May 2,1995 

MEMORANDUM

TQ

FROM:

RE:

Andy Clotugno, Metro 
Tom Kloster, Metro

Steve Dotteixe 

Interim (federal) RTF comments

As mentioned, the city has a number of requested concerns and amendments with die
interim or federal RTF. Two major items need further discussion at TPAC.

1. What is the effect of the split federal and state RTFs on land use decisions by 
local governments in the region? How will it affect Metro's possible interim 
framework plan elements?

2. The federal RTF 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 RTF designation scheme, so some 
form of cross indexing will be necessary before TPAC/JPACT can make a 
conformity determination for minor arterials of regional significance.

Requested amendments:

1. Pg. 1-3, C Transportation Problems Addressed by the Plan, first sentence:

"Many of the region's transportation problems can be directly attributed to one 
two causes-rapid growth and increasing VMT per capita."

2. Pg. 1-4, Vision Statement, first paragraph:

"The federal Regional Transportation Plan seeks to balance the need for 
continued oconomic development accessibility and protection of the region's 
natural environment consistent with the goals set forth in the Regional Urban 
Growth Goals and Objectives (RUC5GOs) and regional policy."

Equal Employment Opportunity
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May 2,1995 
Page 2
RE: Interim (federal) RTP comments

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 be^ entirely focused on freight issues. As these freight 
issues are critical, I 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
- creates safe crossings for each of the modes using an intersection

- 7. Pg, 1-30, bottom 'of page, add a new objective:

"5. Objective: Support private sector/local government initiatives to use TDM
measures which allow the existing transportation system to handle increased 
development without adding capacity."

8. Pg. 3-1, additions to the third bullet

"...Central Qty Transportation Management Plan (CCTMP) and the Sandy
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May 2,1995 
Page 3
RE: Interim (federal) RTP comments

9. Pg. 4-12 and Map 4-4 Corrections:

Hie 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 recreational opportunities.

12. Pg. 5-1, second paragraph, second line:

"strategies to limiting future investments in automobile SOV capacity."

13. Pg. 6-2, first paragraph, third line:

"traditional objectives such as congestion 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 
and Airport) are still unfunded.
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State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality Memorandum

Date: April 26, 1995

To: . 

From:

TPAC, Metro Staff.

arris.

Subject: Questions and comments on the draft Interim RTF.

I am providing some commentary on air quality/confofmity issues 
regarding the draft Interim RTF write-up and suggesting some 
changes in language to improve the accuracy of the text.

1. Determination of regionally significant facilities in the
Interim RTF and the upcoming conformity determination.

•f ■ ,

At this time, it is unclear what the relationship is between 
facilities of primary and secondary regional significance in the 
RTF and the determination of "regionally significant" facilities 
for pu^oses of the conformity determination. The latter 
determination must be made through interagency consultation. The 
draft Interim RTF 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 Air 
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 1-6, first full paragraph, the 
narrative states that "Metro, FHWA and FTA make a joint 
determination that the federal RTF conforms to the Clean Air Act 
Amendments and EFA's conformity regulations." The Clean Air Act



Memo To: TPAC, Metro Staff. 
April 26, 1995 
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.

34
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8420 S.W. Connemara Place 
Beaverton, OR 97008-6933 
April 24, 1995

-!h

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, Green way, and Sorrento. Ironically, the 125th extension will 
not significantly reduce traffic on Sorrento because many people \vill still need to use that road.

Few green spaces are left in Beaverton. Houses, apartments, and 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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Ttu^e into a linear park. Just think how many people could enjoy an "upper" Green way 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 five 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:

I’m not sajdng the world ii going to end tomorrow, but I do believe that decent 
transportation in the Metro area will die an agonizing death over the next several 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 mdre so because they work insidiously, getting 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 
analog-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 get people to (1) iiavel shorter distances 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 will really solve problem (2). We must be 
more aggressive.
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Three things need to be done:

o
0
o

establish disincentives for driving;
establish incentives for using public transport;
make transportation planning information readily available.

Establish disincentives for driving

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 
v/e are dealing with a variant and regressive, but increasing!}' 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 smrcharge, with funds going to Metro area transport.

0 Metro property tax on motor vehicles. 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.

se



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.

o 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 entiy 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 Aese 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, which is partly *why the cost disincentives for dri'.dag 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 Every household should have its own public transportation "how 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.

o 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?

o

o

Promote public transport with commercials. Identify and give examples of its • 
valuable benefits: speed, convenience, cost, etc.

Every potential rider should have a logoed shopping bag. One of the reasons 
people don’t ride public transport is that it’s hard to haul niunbers 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 commimicate my very grave concerns that will have 
been enough.

Sincerely,

Joe HyiMs

P.3. C- T«'iA.s::c<?r T& ■ y rfieiH
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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 projects 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.

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 22f 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 row 
houses on it. Either one would be better utilization 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 
who 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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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 
TRANSPORTATION DIVISION 
1620 S.E. 190TH AVE.
PORTUND. OREGON 97233 
(503) 248-5050

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
BEVERLY STEIN • CHAIR OF THE BOARD 
DAN SALTZMAN . DISTRICT 1 COMMISSIONER 
GARY HANSEN • DISTRICT 2 COMMISSIONER 

TANYA COLUER • DISTRICT 3 COMMISSIONER 
SHARRON KELLEY • DISTRICT 4 COMMISSIONER

TO:

FROM:

DATE:

RE:

Figure 4-1

MEMORANDUM

Tom Kloster and Allison Dobbins, Metro 

Ed Pickering, Transportation Planning Administrator 

May 3, 1995

Review of Interim Federal Regional Transportation Plan, April 1995

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-l-A alignment is in Troutdale rather than Gresham. The 
Morrison Bridge downtown is a major arterial by virtue of its freeway connections to 1-5 and 
1-84.

Figure 4-3 1

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 approximately 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 1-205 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 1-84 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 previously, the Countys portion of Willamette River Bridges Accessibility funds
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 Sell wood Bridge replacement cost (#41), and bridge seismic costs (#42) are accurate and 
may be funded outside of existing known regional resources. The Willamette River Bridges 
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
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May 4,1995

Mr. Jon Kvistad 
Metro Council 
600 N.E. Grand Avenue 
Portland, 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.

^though 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 subsicfy projections have consistently been too 
optimistic. Just compare the actual and projected values of original trips, 
farebox recoveiy 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 Settler Way • Beavenon, Oregon 97005 • (503) 524-4916 
1188 Bishop Street, Suite 911 • Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 • (808) 536-2341



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 dmg 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 V^T, 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.



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,

Robert W. Behnke 
President

cc: Mike Burton
Executive Officer
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Putting the Mass Back in Transit
Technology for reviving the collective commute

The empty seats of the automo- 
biJes 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 communications 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 com
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

u--

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
portation 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 rrs projects go beyond making 
a car into a spaceship and seek to over
come the inherent disadvantage of liv
ing earless in the suburbs. (Bus routes 
often leave oassenuers miles from

communications with telephones and 
pagers would give around-the<lock 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-

ATTACHMENT 1

tination. 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 S 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
nancially drained local governments.

Despite work on a number of plan
ning smdies, 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 S2-mlUlon project called Athe
na. This transit projea—to take place in 
the dty 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 
UA. 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
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 nationwide 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
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TRI-MET’S STRATEGIC PLAN 

THREE (3) YEARS LATER

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 
PROJECTED

FY 1995 
ACTUAL COMMENTS

Increase in Boarding Rides Per 
Weekday

61,700 9,950 Tri-Met’s Projection 
was more than 600% 
too high

Increase in Boarding rides Per 
Annum

14.1 million 2.3 million (same as above)

Increase in Operating Subsidies
Per New Rider

$2.40 $10.23 Tri-Met’s Projection 
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 taxpayer 
doUars?

I made an an^ysis of Tri-Met’s strategic plan for the Cascade Policy Institute in 1994. It 
shows that Tri-Met estimates the operating subsidy per nevv passenger in FY2005 over 
FY1992 levels would only be 37 cents in constant 1995 doUars. Based on nafional trends 
and Tri-Met’s own experience, Tri-Met’s projections should be 20 times (2,000%) higher.

May 4,1995
Robert W. Behnke
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Tri-Met Strategic Plan: 

Business Plan
• Year of Expenditure Dollars

FY9S FW nv5 fY96 FY97 FY9S nv9 nxco FYKOI FYKOi Fi'WOJ FY/004 m0Q5
' fOMCAST FORECAST FORECAST FORECAST rORECAST FORECAST FORECAST FORECAST FORECAST FORECAST FORECAST FORECAST FORECAST

1. Weekday Ridenhip 216,000 233,300 256.600 282,300 310,500 317,800 382,500 120,800 162.900 518.100 570.200 627.300 690,000

2. Weekly But and Rail Hours 32,163 33.095 36.960 11,286 16,127 52,302 56,126 60.233 61,611 70.382 75.172 80.910 86.811

). Annual Revenues (000s)
a. Passenger Revenues 30,161 31.516 39,900 16.085 ‘53,228 62,597 72,298 83,505 96.119 113.121 1)1.001 151.310 171.76)

h. Payroll Tax Revenues 81.211 90.130 96.863 103.157 109,861 117.002 121.608 132,708 111,3)6 150.528 160.) 16 171,512 172.71)

c. Other Existing Revenues 35,113 57.579 15.681 57.113 33,305 36.606 57,172 11.721 50.613 76.616 62.50) 69.776 99.105

d. New Revenues 15.000 18.150 51,521 85,127 91,086 97,162 101.281 111,581 119.395 127.75) 1)6,695

4* Total Revenues (CR and OTO) 150.091 182.555 227.117 251.805 217.915 301.332 ■ 315.161 358.396 392.712 152.182 173.218 520.351 58),276

•(.l/.lc 111.115 121.825 111.176 161,111 180,967 209.616 230,130 25l;l17 271.601 311.6)5 313.295 371.869 109.661

6. Capital Expenditures (CE and OTO) J2’IW 67.511 53.370 109,779 62,150 70,515 .101,253 90,237 101,198 1)8.115 125.913 1)9.855 181.8)7

7. Total Expenditures (CE and OTO) 116.515 192.366 197.516 270.920 213.117 280.191 331,683 311.681 375.799 152,750 169.208 511.721 591.501

8. Operating Result 3,576 (9.811) 29.901 (16.115) 1,198 21,111 13,181 16,712 16,913 (568) 1.010 5,627 (11.225)

9. Estimated Beginning Working Capital 57.031 51.610 11.799 71.700 58,585 63,083 81.223 97,701. 111,116 1)1.329 1)0.761 1)1.771 110.398

28.601 31.206 36,011 10,285 15.212 52.112 57,608 62.862 68.650 78,659 85.821 9).717 102,116

28,150 23.101 8.755 31,115 13,313 10.671 26,616 31.813 15.766 52.670 11.9)8 11.051 )7.982

10. Monihs of Operating Expense 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 30 3.0 3.0 30 3.0

11. Fare Recovery Ratio

CR*Continuinu Revenue
OTO-One Time Only
CE*Coniinulng Expervliiures

Key Point*;
Ridenhip Growth
• Tl»e focus of much of Tri-Mers activi

ties will he achievin* the weekly 
ridership increases shown in lir>e one— 
from about 200,000 daily hoarding rides 
today to about 690,000 in FY 2005. A 
gradual shift in land use as envisioned 
in the Strategic Plan is necessary to 
achieve these ridership levels. This 
growth in fixed-route and minl-bus 
rtdcrship is considered critical for Tri- 
mei to achieve its mission of improving 
imhitiry as the region grows.

26.6% 27.7% 27.7% 28.6% 29.1% 29.9% 31.1% 33.2% 35.1% 36.0% 38.2% 10.1% 12.7%

Service Expeiuion 
• Line two, weekly but and rail houri, 

ihowi the level rf service needed in 
serve sijtnificantly imwe custotners.

New Revenue! . >
• As indicated In line 3d. Tti-Mel will 

need new revenue! in pay for eapanded 
service. The aijency will need J15 
million in new revenues itantn( in FY 
■95, imwlntt at 7 percent per year. An 
additional new revenue source of 530 
million b antleipated rrsniny in FY '98, 
also incieasinn at 7 percent per year. 
The total revenue! in line 1 will cover 
Tri-Met's nperailnx and capital e«- 
penses except fiu the money needed to 
march federal fiindinfi for additional 
li|;ht rail lines.

Fiscal Stability
• The ageiKy's commitment to mainialn* 

in| three monihs' of operaiin| woil ini; 
capital as pan of Its fiscal stahility (<’>1 
is renecied In line 10, which shows 
steady malnicnance of three months of 
operatinf expense. Tri*Met will main* 
tain this cushion to assure wise and 
prudent spending.

Operatlnj Efficiences 
• The ayency will be improving its 

operating efficiencies, to rhar ns fare 
recovery ratio (line 11) increases from 
26'percent today to almost 13 percent 
In FY 2005. This means that by 2005, 
shout 13 percent of Tri-Met’s costs will 
be covered by passenger fares.

Tri-Mft Snuvfir f>d/i Fun
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Transit Convenience
B Y M E L V I N M . W E B B E

€^§i Transit Survive 

th© Privut# Car?
“If you can’t beat ’em, Join ’em” is nowhere more applicable than in the 

fight 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?

Cars 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. 
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 
each 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 
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

Why do so many continue to 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.

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 11 when 
gasoline was rationed and there were no 
new cars to buy. In the years since WWII. 
transit tiding has fallen steadily—from 114 
trips per capita in 1950, to 37 in 1970. to 31 
in 19^. Since 1964, the federal government 
has spent more than SI00 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

transit, have been falling even mote dramat
ically. from 25 percent of work trips in 
i960, 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 irrational infatua

tion has seized us. But they’re wrong. 
Americans—and Europeans and Asians 
and Africans—have simply discovered 
that the automobile is the most elec
tive surface-transportation system yet 
devised. Unlike all other modes, it pro
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 cats as their primary mode of 
travel.

Moreover, travel times for automo
bile commuters have been falling— 
falling slightly, but falling nevertheless. 
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 tranrit). 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

t^fit-Axti I fihPrL>L TS.<k/i£.



Transii Convenience

fourth of unlicensed adults can't afford cars. 
About a third of US households still have 
only one cor that all family members shore. 
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 
transportation 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 cor ownership—but 
that might increase congestion, pollutioa arid 
energy consumption. Alternatively, we might 
invent a kind of public transit offering acces
sibility for the earless, comparable to what cor 
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 from 
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 carry ing only the dri
ver. As a result, earless 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 modem urban life. To be 
sure, the plight of the jobless can't be 
blamed solely on the tronspotution system, 
but just os 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'u solo driver. He 
was declaring in effect that modem 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 turn solo-driven cars into transit 
vehicles? Or. How can we turn more drivers 
into riders’?

It's something of a paradox that, despite 
all the complaints about highway conges
tion. we enjoy a tremendous excess of 
capacity. As Wilfred Owen of Brookings 
once observed, because must 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, carpooling 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 lanes (HOV 
lanes) have 'proved somewhat successful in 
encouraging ridesharing in places 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 passengerv-'-strangers 
who've been waiting in polite queues. With 
three persons in the car. the fonner solodri- 
vets now save up to 20 minutes by avoiding 
the toll gates and the SI toll besides. That 
bit of casual, one-directional corpooling has 
raised car occupancy on the bridge from the 
regional average of 1.1 to 1.9 persons in the 
westbound morning peak—a 73 percent 
improvement. It’s an instructive clue for 
transit-system redesign.

In addition to creating incentives for vol
untary ridesharing, improvements must be 
made in more formal public transit systems. 
Because the contemporary 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—vehicles sized for 
the few persons making the same trip at the 
same time.

DIAL "711"
A merger of automobiles, telephones, 

cellular phones, radios, satellite locators, 
and computers could support new transit 
systems that are compatible with modern 
suburbs. Following Robert Behnke's lead, 
we envision computer-based dating systems 
that, in real time, would match drivers and 
potential passengers having the same 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- 
transpotution 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 "711") and places a 
request by punching the phone bunons. The 
computer then searches for a neighbor trav
eling at that time to that place and willing to 
share an empty scat for a fee. If no one is 
found, it searches for the nearest publicly- 
or privately-owned bus. 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 becoming carpoolers—i.e. transit riders. 
Whether the vehicle that arrives is a neigh
bor’s car. van. small bus. or taxi is probably 
inconsequential: whatever the small-vehicle 
type, the operational service characteristics 
are approximately the same. Arty of these 
interchangeable poratransit vehicles can pro
vide door-to-dobr. short-wait, no-transfer ser
vice. comparable to the level of service that a 
private car provides—and. for some, without 
the tussle 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 cats. 
Because most new jobs are opening in the 
suburbs and because many center-city resi
dents cannot live near those jobs, the decline 
of conventional public transit continues to 
worsen their predicament. Where no bus 
routes run from nearby inner-city locations 
to specific suburban job sites, some fortu
nate job holders use g\ psy cabs and other 
informal, perhaps illegal, paratransit ser
vices. But these may be expensive and unre
liable. 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 pro\ ide for would-be drivers a new 
source of income.___
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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 fi.xed routes while others 
operate like collective ta.xis and take passen
gers directly to their destinations. They offer 
employment opportunities for a great many 
otherwise unemployed or underemployed 
persons. They" furnish low-cost transportation 
service that in some places, appro.-ri mates 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 profitability. The new door-to-door 
airport shuttles in Los Angeles and San 
Francisco suggest we may have a rebinh 
of privately-owned, profitable small-vehi- 
cle systems operating in public transit 
modes. However, a high barrier 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 jitney-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 a 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 \illages sug
gest that persons living in the same neighbor
hood are likely to be fairly trusting—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 reversins 
mass transit's long-term decline.

SMALL VEHICLES, BIG RETURNS
If it's true that the automobile owes its 

tremendous success to its door-to-door, no
wait. no-uansfer 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 transit systems in low-density sec
tions of the metropolis must be those using 
automobile-like vehicles. I suggest the ideal 
suburban transit system w ill 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 University of California, Berkeley. CA. 
and Director of the University of Califoniia 
Transportation Center.

TICKETS TO RIDE!

MULTI-TRIP
COMMUTATION BOOKS

ONE-WAY, ROUND- 
TRIP TICKETS and

MACHINE-ISSUED STOCK, PASSES 
STANDARD or THERMAL

• - I
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Large or small, public or private, NATIONAL has the 
tickets for you. We pride ourselves on accuracy, 
quality, and outstanding service. Give us a try!

You’ll be glad you did!

Orders 1-800-829-0829 
To11 Free Fax 1-800-829-0888 

I I c K E r1 CO. PO Box 547, Shamokin, PA 17872

What do these, y 
ipfoducts have fn common?. ‘I

;.We supply answers to all your sensmgr 
'y switching, safety, signalling, alarms & 
J .; automation application questions.'^

Illuminated Emergency 
Signalling Switches.

Sensing Bumpers and 
Safety Edges.

fliiiiH
Passenger Signalling 

Ribbon Switches.

Safety Sensing 
Treddle Mats.

For further information calf or fax: 
100 Schmitt Blvd.. Firmingdile, HY1173S 

S16-694-6312 • FAX: S16-634-6304
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L Trouble in 

River Ctty
last month, the Portland region re

ceived not one but two wake-up calls.
Alarm No. 1 rang when Metro trum

peted its revised—end, frankly, scary— 
popubtion forecasts for the metropolitan 
a.-ea. In the next 20 years, according to the 
bfest study, /TXJ.000 more people will call 
the Portia]id area home. Ponder the mag
nitude of that for just a minute: It would be as if, during the next two decades, a aty the 
size of San Frandioo (current popubtion: a tad more than 7O0JOOO) were plopped into the 
four<ounty regloct.

Alarm No. 2 sounded with the release of the Tri-Met Gdzens Advisory Committee 
budgrt report The dociment raised a number of legitimate and sobering matten, none 
rnOT important than this: Tri-Met is serving a declining 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 3J3.

Taken toother, these two studies provide oompeiling evidence that, conventional wis
dom aside, the Portland area b largely unprepared to deal with the terrifying growth 
we are about to experience. Currently, we are enjoying the be-iefits of growth 

brought about by decades of sound pbnning. Yet we ate oddly o/mpbeent about what 
this growth could do to us.

It's nice that we have an urban growth boundary to limit sprawl It's admirable that 
have a statewide land-use system that encourages density and protects farmbtvd. But 

these will make little difference if mas* trinitt does not pby a more Important role in the
destiny of thb tegkm. The qualify of our air, the tiirw it taka to tommute, and the
amount of bivl and trxmey dedicated to building toads are all at stake. Unless our region 
addresses a number of fundamental and lometima troubling issues, 10 years from now 
we will be no better off than gridlocked Seattle b today.

These issues include;
• Challenging the fundamental design of our mass-transit system, which is increasing

ly out of touch with the work and living patterns of thb region's residents. Tri-Met has
• »y*ton according to a hub-and-apoke model . 

geanrf to serve people who live in the luburijs and work We are oddly downtown. Problem b, it b nuich more likely for someone
to Uve in Beaverton snd work in Wilsonville than it b (dr 
someone to live in Beaverton arvd work downtown. In the 
words of Portland State University professor Anthony 
Rufolo, a Massachusetts Institute or Technology-tralrufd 
econombt and urban planner who led the Citizens 
Advisory Committees‘Tri-Met b still headed hi the wrong 
direction.''

• Questioning the value of light rail Given our past support of light-rail systems, it's 
dtfflnilt for thb newspaper to even suggest such heresy, but It might be time to re-evalu
ate thb central piece of ttie region's Irsnaportation strategy. There b no question that from 
a public rebdons point of view, light rail b a huge success. But there are two reasons why 
li^t raQ mi^t not be the best use of mass-transit dollars. For one thing, it b enormously 
expensive, bir more so than buses. For another, light rsil b, by lb very nature, located 
along a Bxed route. And If you believe that one otthe key components to a successful 
mass-transit system b lb flexibility in responding to changes in living and working pat
terns, light rail might net make sense.

• Getting serious about the auto. Congestion pricing, psrking-lot tsxes, even toll 
roads—all of these ought to be considered In Cffder to get people out of their autos during 
peak driving times.

• Holding Tri-Met accountable. By most measures, Tri-Met b a decently run organiza
tion staffed with a number of talented people. At the same time, it b an agency whose 
productivity b losing ground. By almast any yardstick—moit importantly, the cost of op
erations compared with the munber of passengers served—the agency b lets efficient 
than it once was. Coming to grips with thb inefficiency b essential.

These questions aren't easy to address, let alone answer. A number of them require at 
least a temporary tuspetuion of deeply held beliefs about the role of a mass-transit 
system in managing growth. And, they are rwt issues that can be addressed by Tri- 

Met alone. Rather, they cut across political boundaiia. For example, acting on hb own, 
Tri-Mat's General Manager Tom Walsh has neither the authority nor the persuasive 
powers to bring about congestion pricing or parking taxes. Nor does he nave the toob to 
challenge the existing biases of a Metal government (and our senior senator, Mark 
Hatfield) that likes to fund expensive bridss-aivd-inottir projects such M light rail but b 
less inclined to help out with lower-tech, but potentially more productive. Investments 
such as buses.

Is it hopeless? Are we doomed to join the not-so-spectal fraternity of congested 
metropolitan areas, choked by bumper-to-bumper exhaust and scarred by ribbons of 
concrete?

Because of ib relative youth, Portland has been able to leam from the mbtaka of oth
ers-Because of Us independence of thought, thb region also has demorutrated a willing- ■
ness to do whatever it taka to work. There has never been a more pressing need to em
ploy both of those advantages.

The alarms are ringing. Are we listening? ^

complacent 
about what this 
growth could do 
to us.

ElVED
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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. Is 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.

SI



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 

Access to adjacent property is allowed.
•V.

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 System

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 practical" 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?

Page 4-19 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 McLoughlln 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. It'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
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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 should be some type of service across the Glenn Jackson 
Bridge. It's good to see 1-205 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 qurrently 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.

\tO



The Kruse Way multi-use trail does not extend all the way to 1-5. 
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. 1-205 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 1-205 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 from 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 
53
5,12
40 
29 
9 
6 
4

122/129th 
CTC Connector 
Johnson Creek Blvd 
Johnson Creek Extension 
82nd Drive 
92nd Avenue 
Sunnybrook Extension 
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
3

Mt. Scott/King 
1-205 Frontage Road



The following are roads which should be added to the regional 
bike system.

Hill Road 
Thiessen Rd 
Borland Rd

Oatfield to Thiessen 
Hill to Webster 
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 1-205 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 1-205. 
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. .In 
general we need to continue to coordinate on identifying needed 
improvements.

Red is used for local bike boulevards. Is there a definition of 
"local bike boulevard"? Are they significantly different from 
other facilities to be distinguished by such a bold color?

U2.
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Port of Portland
Box 3529, Portland, Oregon 97208 
(503) 231-5000

May 2,1995

MEMORANDUM from Policy and Planning
To:
From:
Phone;
Re:

Tom Kloster, Mike Hoglund - Metro 
Jane McFarland
503/731-7049 FAX: 503/731-7466
Port Staff Comments on the Draft Interim Federal RTP

RTP.1S,Charged by ISTEA t0 consider, among other factors, access to ports, 
aaports.mtermodal transportaton facilities, major freight distribution routes...; and “methods to
enhance the efficient movement of freight.” mcmoasio

Chapt^ One ^d Chapter 4 include goals, objectives and actions prepared by the Freight Element
thThSet tJe P0liCy50Undati0nf0r addresslnS efficient freight and intermoSj movement 

Z n TJ!e,s;bse5uue1nt dlscusslon within the RTP on implementing policies focuses primarily
Wlth htt e reference t0 imPlementmg intermodal connectivity and efsLnt Y

^rhnetP!f" SJ0U!d emphasiacthe imponance of mode choices for freight movement and the need to
protect and enhance the freight transportation network, including intemiodal facilities, through
regional investments. Irrespective of their jurisdiction location, intermodal facUities are of region 
importance and value. vwxxi-giuu

ne region needs^ mechmsm to isolate the significance of freight movement on roadway projects 
Uwt are pnmanJy targeted at reduemg congestion. Currently, it is difficult to justify regional

frei8ht Pr0JeCtS that are perccived “ only a congestion problem within a

thorns?!? 0f tI!e Draft Inte.rirn RTP do not contain aPPendix MS. How does Metro intend to use 
^11 and pr0granimin8 processes? Of particular concern is how
wll needs identified by the IMS and CMS be integrated into the preferred and constrained project

Comments on specific sections:

Pg. 1-3; 1991“ ISTEA: Need to add that the ISTEA policy language also speaks to the
oK-r^?nCC offreight “overaent/intermodal connections to the nation’s economic health and 
ability to compete in the global market place.
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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 mobUity on congested corridors that are on the regional freight network and integral 
to regional, statewide and interstate freight movement.

Pg. 1"11; Industrial Areas and Employment Centers: Industrial areas arc sanctuaries for long-term 
industrial activity. Emphasize the importance of protecting the mode choice for commodity 
movement; Le. rail and roadway to/from industrial sanctuaries.
Pfi. 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 Forecasts: 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, Ae plan should specirically identify how Metro will develop the capability to project the 
tr^sportation 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 Areas, first sentence: luJusUlal sanctuaries will be set aside exclusively for 
industrial activities and intermodal facilities.

^8* 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 
iutermodal facilities 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 thfrd 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.)
^8* Section B: Discussion on the need to provide adequate capacity for efficient goods 
movement is warranted here.

Pg. 4-5, Third para^aph: 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.
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Chapter 4, Section C; This relates to the comment on Chapter 1; there is little continuity in verbiage 
or intern 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 
betM'een intemiodal 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 fi-equently. 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 - wUI 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

That’s it for now... You expected anything less from Us??!!??
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DATE:

TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

May 2, 1995 

Tom Kloster, METRO 

G.B. Arringtoy*"^1*^»

INITIAL COMMENTS ON DRAFT RTP

At TPAC last week you asked for written comments on the Draft 1995 Interim Federal 
Regional Transportation 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 I offer the following 
general comments:

1. The policy link between the RTP and 2040 is too weak, 
state the policy that: "The Region will give too

We need to explicitly 
priority to strategic

transportation investments which leverage and reinforce the Region 2040
Growth Concept.M

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.

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 trios". I think 
that is totally consistent with where the Region is headed.

"Promote waiking as the preferred mode for person trips" oug|it 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.

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 spirit of the 2040 
Growth Concept.
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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 o
ISTEA. We are not there yet.
The transit discussion needs to be much clearer so we know whatthe 
financially constrained RTP buys in terms o service levels and LRT. Ability to 
operate and construct the South/North project needs to be spelled out in the 

. charts and narrative. More anention also needs to be given to def'ning what 
you get tor the 1.5% annual service increase with financial 
additional .5% with a $6M to $8M annual STP shift, and the net 4.5% annual 
increase with the preferred network.

Finally, I need to state for the record that 1 don't agree with the assumption that 
a financially constrained RTP should assume NO NEW revenues fortranS^' °ur 
legislative track record since 1980 has shown sprawl but consistent gains.
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION

THE OREGON DIVISION 
The Equitable Center, Suite 100 

530 Center Street N.E.
Salem, Oregon 97301
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April 26. 1995
IN reply REFEKiO

HPR-OR/724.1

Mr. Andrew Cotugno, Transportation Director 
Metro
600 N.E. Grand Ave,
Portland, Oregon 97232-2736

Dear Mr. Cotugno:

FHWA Comments on April 1995 Draft 
Metro Interim Federal Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)

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.

• Pg. 1-6, second full paragraph

The referenced cooperative agreement must include the Governor.

• Page 1-8

The Federal Railroad Administration and Federal Transit Administration are listed a 
TP AC members. I don't believe they are active members.

• Page 1-4, 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, both sections apply to each agency.



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

Reference is made to the state "Access Oregon Highways" but it is not defined within 
the plan.

Figure 4-1, Roadway Functional Class

There 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.

7^



Cornelius Pass Rd. (between Cornell Rd. and TV Highway) and Cornell Rd. (between 
Cornelius 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 a 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
r

Chapters 5, 7 & 8 recognize that a significant 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,

Fred P. Patron
Division Transportation Planner

cc:
ODOT (D. Willaims, Region 1)
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TRI-COUNTY 
METROPOLITAN 
TRANSPORTATION 
DISTRICT 
OF OREGON

TRI-MET
4012 S.E. 17TH AVENUE 
PORTLAND. OREGON 97202

April 24, 1995

Rich Ledbetter 
Metro
600 NE Grand Avenue 
Portland, OR 97232-2736

Dear Rich:

Enclosed is Figure 4-4 for the Interim Regional Transportation Plan Update. This map is the result of 
a meeting among Joe Walsh, Michael Fisher, GB Arrington, and Martin Hull.

Please call me at 238-4970 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,

Zatarain 
Manager of Service Planning

Enclosure
KZ;mht
C:\WPTXT\ZATARAIN\LEDBRTP.LTR
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April 26, 1995

Mr. Andrew Cotugno 
600 NE Grand Avenue 
Portland, OR 97232-2736

Qiiegon
DEPARTMENT OF 

TRANSPORTATION

Region 1

M-1850 (11-94)

SUBJECT: ODOTs 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 underistanding 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 concerned the next year 
and a half will provide a window of opportunity for more of that type of 
development.

We recommend 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 contradict? the declaration of 
policy in ISTEA which states that the National Intermodal Transportation 
System include improvements in public transportation necessary to a^hlgy^ Handers

Portland, OR 97209^37 
(503) 731-8200 
FAX (503) 731-8259

ai j bw uwi I



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 RTF” 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 financiailv- 
constrained: therefore, only a small percentage of the identified
improvements can be expected within the next 20 years.”

4) Chapter 1, page 19. The policy for “Regional Trunklines” indicates trunklines 
should connect regional attractors. It should also state that “pew rogiongl 
public attractions should be located on trunk lines (bus or LRT)”.

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.



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 determine the 
“priorities" for allocating federal funds.

8) Please add a description of the Oregon Transportation Plan (OTP) to the 
chronology of events. Add: “1992 The Oregon Transportation 
Commission adopted the Oregon Transportation Plan (OTP), the state*s
first comprehensive transportation plan."

9) Chapter 1, page 9, Objective 8. Please change objective 8 to read as 
follows: “To improve local travel options by increasing-the-number-of-local 
street-Gonnections-to-each-other and the regional-network, encouraging a 
street hierarchy whereby local streets connect to collectors and
collectors to arterials." As currently written, the objective implies 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: “ISTEA specifies a planning process which calls for 
consideration of alternative modes.”

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 l-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: “Local Vehicular access 
should be restricted to public streets and major traffic generators to-the 
greatest extend-possiblei consistent with established access 11



management standards: minor driveways should be consolidated 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. It is 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 applies to the fourth bullet on page 
16.

15) Page 15. The third bullet, “Parking should generally be unrestricted on 
collectors” should be deleted. It 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 8 to 20 
connections per mile. Should this be 8 to ID 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. I my be reached at 731-8230.

Sincerely,

Robin McArthur-Phillips, AlCP 
Land Use Planning Manager

cc: Bruce Warner
Bob Van Vickie 

. Leo Huff 
Dave Williams 
Mike Hoglund 
Tom Kloster

RTP\fedrtp.doc
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. memorandum

CITY OF TIGARD, OREGON

TO:

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

Tom Kloster 

Carol A. Landsman 

May 1, 1995 

RTF

Not surprisingly. I have a few comments about cost efficiency and cost-benefit analysis.

1) The RTF should include a policy about the efficient use of resources.

2) Si1 T y0U intdUde a briefdiscussion about cost:benefit analysis, you make what I 
believe are several incorrect statements. It is not one of the most diffiSt
It IS certainly as accurate as the results which we get frorn
It gives us a comparison of magnitude and direction of the net present^iue

some impacts can’t be quantified, they can certainly be identified and cvaluatL/

I^°wnWSreC y-0U a!>0.1t appIyin8 h onlyt01116 ^ if the RTF only identified needs
moiST, SmCC.11 ldT^CS S0lud0DS and vciy project-specific ones at tSS
projects should be scrutinized m terms of resource efficiency. t’

rtf„f0r4<!e,Vtl0p!aEaJ C0S11ben'fit ^thodology, I hope you will allocate resources to do 
that. As I have said m the past, but perhaps never in writing, I am wfll^ mMp

ft^a dC!“’,.diSC“S.TSM- Dollar f« dollat. TSM measures can be
w ? ^a efficient trehmque m improving capacity. I agree that these measures would 

to be evaluated m terms of their effectiveness in other policy areas such as oed or
^c’fl^w leiSmP,e'aa crosswalk bm 
• t r ^rrught not be acceptable. TSM measures may not work if they are evaluated
to ^a0,ICVC' of.service>but tlien 1 “■'rays question exactly how muchwc are willing
JriSo a “,ramJeV'1 f servi“- So* fOT “ample, while you mi’^

$2 t° e°d 211 hour of congestion, you certainly wouldn’t be willing to
Ku£,I’tf™ V .mn,lt«.of «”8“tioa Somewhere in there is the cost socLy
I ■ P 7' 8®^ ray pomt. So TSM measures may not get us to the "richt1*level of service, but they might be the best investmern.

^ydZT^PS 1 haVe WMed to0 ,heoreti‘iaI for “ ““ri” RTP. hut these subjects are near

3)
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State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality Memorandum

Date: May 10, 1995
To:

Prom:

TP AC Mecrp Staff

Subject:

toward Harris

Addij^onal Comments/Recommended Changes to the Interim 
RTP .

The Department offered some comments specific to air 
quality/conformity issues in an April 26, 1995, memorandum.
After further consideration of the cutting process that the 
jurisdictions h^e undergone to reach a financially constrained 
Interim RTP, w^^^^pulc^like to state a concern and suggest some 
additions to •'t^e^^fext.

Our basic concern.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 parallel critical view of the larger set 
of projects (see comma^^s^5i«fi,.N. Bothman) in the Interim RTP.
The result is that the RTP hass not received enough
scrutiny on how a financially 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 transitional 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 
process represented a first step toward the 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 coal of
Region 2040, the modal mix and list of projects in the
financially constrained transportation program mav change 
significantly.

PREFACE

Add the following text at the end of the third paragraph: The 
resulting financially constrained system should be seen as being

e>\
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Memo To: T?AC, 
May 10, 1995 
Page 2

Metro Staff

transitional in nature', with significant changes possible as
further refinements are made.

The Department also recommends appropriate footnotes for the 
System Maps .in line with the above changes -in text. We would_ 
like to see Metro staff develop an issues paper for 7PAC leading 
to alternative methodologies to determine the appropriate 
financial allocations to modes to best support 2040 land 
use/trahsportation goals. Perhaps, an all day retreat should be 
considered.

02.
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April 18, 1995

METRO
600 NE Grand Avenue 
Portland, OR 97232-2736

Re: Priorities ‘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. FY96 METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT
PROGRAM

The City 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 transportation 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 scope 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
MZQUAl OPPOPTUNITY EMPLOYER PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER



City of Hillsboro -2- April 18, 1995

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.

n. 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 funding options to help gap the ever 
increasing shortfall. •

m. 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.

rV. 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 RAIL 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 Hillsboro.

84



City of Hillsboro April 18. 1995

Again than you for your time and consideration of these needs. 

Sincerely,

CITY OF HILLSBORO

jty Engineer

RFG/ar





April IS; 1995

PRIORITIES •"95 PUBLIC MEETING

Commei'its 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 
defiiie priority criteria for selectioir of projects, but is none the 
less a priority for the region.

It makes 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. Tlie use of the limited $27 million for wide, short 
very expensive projects is not cost effective.

SI
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Focusing on Washii^gton County where I live, the exciting projects 
were submitted (amazing) by ODOT, OBI, OB2, 0B3, OB4 OB6, 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 recommeiid against include those proposing five lanes 
such as Cornell Road. I question all 
recommend against all 3 lane projects, 
projects I support left turn lanes for 
safety purposes. Most of the 5 an 3 lane 
capacity to nowhere.

four lane projects. I 
Rather than three lane 
major intersections for 
proposals are increasing

All projects increasing auto capacity should be reconsidered 
considering the ability of the region to balance an auto system 
with the project proposed. Most will not stand the test.

I appreciate the opportunity to conwient on the draft proposals.

Robert K. Bothman



April 24,1995

Councilor 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.

BT I 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 dehvery 
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.

Page 1 of 3 8^
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2. Require businesses to provide easily accessible ofiF-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.

I also noticed that there was concern expressed about the development of 
retail businesses in industrial areas. While I do not beheve 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.

BSP I 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 hvable 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.
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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.

Finally, I would agree with and encourage emphasis 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 comprehensive plans. 

Sincerely,

Richard Payne 
18925 SW Cascadia 
Aloha, OR 97007

\r
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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

Decir 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.
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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 
continues 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 RTF?

Enclosed is an outline of a regional transportation plan that is realistic and 
cost-effective.

Sincerely,

Melvin Y. Z
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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 
common motivation for one fleeing 
New York is to get away from the 
rapid, effective and unpleasant 
subway. The transportation planner 
that does not recognize the 
importance of personal preferences 
and adopts a “One shoe fits all” 
approach will fail to achieve his or 
her objective.

■ How “terrible" is the mobility in the 
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.

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 locations where smaller 
and smaller percentages of people are going



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 Multnomah County. 
Additioncdly, 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 outsorts (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 Icurge 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.

UGHT 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

Light rail is so expensive it exhausts all of the 
federal transportation resources available to 
the region.

workers using mass transit in the 
* Portland Metropolitan Region was 
lower in 1990 than it was in 1980 
despite the addition of light rail 
in 1986 between the downtown 
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 1990L When Tri Met applied for Eastmax funding, it forecasted 42,500 
daily riders by 19902, 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 conveysmce 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.
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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 
explains why "park-and-ride" 
facilities have done little to attract 
commuters to light rail.

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.

In addition, there is no reduction in 
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 for an entire commute occurs during the first two to three minutes when the car 
is cold3.

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 1-5 
(between Wilsonville and Hazel Dell, WA). At the same time, eliminate the two lane 
bottleneck on 1-5 north of Lombard so that the entire three lane capacity of the other 
sections of 1-5 can be used. In the near future, add an HOV lane on 1-205 from Oregon 
City to Mill Plain Boulevard.

Let me be cle^ 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 Seattle-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



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 
workers using transit rose during 
the same period. In 1990, 6.18% 
of workers in the Seattle 
Metropolitan Area and 5.36 % of 
workers in the Portland-Vancouver 
Metropolitan Area used mass 
transit4.

Roads are the track on which successful mass 
transit devices (buses and car pools) travel in 
metropolitan areas like Portland -Vancouver 
and which will be used by the "intelligent" 
systems of the future.

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 zmd 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 
relevzmt "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 
1-5 and 1-405 loop around the downtown core area.

The construction of 1-205 was the first departure from "hub" building. It hemdles
increasingly larger volumes of traffic because it 
goes where an increasingly larger volume of 
people want to go -- from suburb to suburb.To fully appreciate the value of 

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.

CARPOOUNG

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.

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” systems, like the 
Athena System, which employ small jitneys and communications to provide service to 
users5. 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 Eire 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 1-5 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 hew 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 Multnomah 
County; goes to the downtown Portland core; or is commercicJ 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 1-5 and 1-205 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 1-5 meet north and south 
of Portland and where the 1-205 routing intersects with Eastmax. Making high speed 
rail go downtown turns it into low speed, greatly increases the cost and maJkes users 
create congestion where it is not needed.

High speed rail would offer a competitive alternative to the airlines for trips to the 
Seattle-Tacoma area, in terms of speed and price. Air trip times have been lengthened 
because of airport parking congestion, security detection devices and the ever 
present weather delays.

RELOCATION OF GOVERNMENTAL SERVICES

We must move City (Portland), Multnomah 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.
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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.

-9-



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, Urban Rail Transit Projects; Forecast Versus 
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.

4. US Department of Transportation, Federal Highway 
Administration, Joumev-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.

MeMti if. Zucker 
2222 N.W. Ramsey Dri(/e 
Portland, OR 91229-1^205
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Regional Transportation Plan Public Conunents 
April 18, 1995 at Beaverton City Hall

Date

Received

Name Address ' Ctommcms' 'v'V' '' '• % -

4/18/95 Steve Abeling
S.T.O.P & BTA
7619 SW Locust
Ponland, OR 97223

Best use for $27 million reserve ftmd and RTP is alternatives to automobile travel. Dismayed that Wasliington
Country hasn't out more bicvcle and nedestrian nroiects into their proposals. SUPPORTS; TRXT4- 
Mulmomah/Garden Home Intersection improvement because it increases safety; TOD Miliken Way important part of 
Westside light rail; WTOD2 - Beaverton Creek; Metro TODl 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 Conunents 
April 17, 1995 at Metro Center

Date
Received

Name & Address

4/17/95 Jim Bailey Consider freight element in planning for the RTP. Reliable movement of goods has a direct impact on our jobs
Fritz Companies currently and in the fumre. Wants to keep trains running more smoothly and tmek movement designed to avoid.
12403 NE Mart St congestion. Need to educate public about trade in this country, and Metro could play a role in this education. Inter-

—
Portland, OR 97230 relationship of air, land and sea transportation brings manufacturing, retail, agricultural and warehousing into play.

Look to the future and work on infrastructure.

jonal Transportation Plan Draft Comments Page I
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May 4, 1995

Metro Council RE: MTIP and Interim Federal RTF
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 amo\int 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 pxiblic transit system which maintains accessibility to jobs for th* 
transportation-disadvantaged all residents. Accessiblity goal 
statements which are measured by "fastest mode" travel times should 
also be measured by the most efficient and least environmental 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 completing 
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,

David M. Zagel ■

z design

3104 NE SCHUYLER 
PORTLAND. OR 97212 

503.281.0434

@ R£CYCL£D PAPER
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mV 10 '95 04:05PM WfiCO LAND USE/TRRMSP P.2/5

WASHINGTON
COUNTY.
OREGON

May 10. 1995
i

Tom Woster 
Metro
600 NE Grand Ave.
Portland, OR 97232

Dear Tom,

,?e.atlacihrd “7’men,s°n the April 1995 Draft of the Interim Federal Regional 
(WCCC° P an are fr0m ,he Washin9,oh c°unty Coordinating CommWee^

The WCCC agreed by consensus during its May 8 meetina to forwarrl thasp
comments, with the understanding that each of the 14 jurisdictions represented on the 
committee may send additional comments as well. represented on the

if you have questions, don't hesitate to call me.

Sincerely,

x'-«Wnn E. Rosenberger, Director 
Land Use and Transportation

Attachment

docirtpmsms.pbc

155 North First Avenue 
Room 350-1G Department of Land Use arxl Transportation. Administration 

Hillsboro, Oregon 97124

\

Phono: 503/693^4530 
FAX#: 503 / 693-4412
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WASHINGTON 
COUNTY,
OREGON

Washington County Coordinating Committee (WCCC)
Comments on the April. 1995, Draft Federal RTF

May 9,1995

These comments were adopted by consensus agreement of the Washington County Coordinating 
Committee at It’s May 8,1995 rneeting. Individual WCCC member Jurisdictions may choose to submit 
additional comments separately. Spedfic map and project comments may be included In these 
comments.

General comments offered by the WCCC are as follows:

.The.document.should clarify status of contents. There should be a discussion about the roles of 
the different elements of the RTF, (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- J-hg-dPCument should Identify and address reoulatorv requirements. Transportation facilities 
outside the UGB should be treated with care. New major roads arid many road reclassifications 
w^l require an exception to the goats (urban alternatives'?). Other rural Improvements such as 
significant capacity Improvements are severely restricted by ORS 21S.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 acknowled^ 
transportation plans. If there is an Intent to retain the 1992 RTF for State purposes and have a 
separate RTF for Federal purposes, this needs to be made dear up front. It should also be 
clarified that compliance 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- The document should be dear regarding the 'interim- status of it's content.

The interim status of the document should be dearly communicated. The document should be 
dearly represented as for purposes of meeting federal requirements only. It should be darlfied 
where necessary that the content of the entire document Induding the project list is subject to 
change during the next RTF development phase. Examples:

o Fed. RTF projects are from plans with 2005/2010 horizons. Project needs for 2015 
cannot be adequately assessed without the benefit of 2015 analysis.

o ‘Final determination of need’ should dearly be identified as only for purposes of the
Federal RTF. ft is important to convey that the Federal RTF 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.

o It should be stated explicitly In appropriate locations that goals, policies and strategies 
are subject to revision during the next phase.

o It should be made dear when Federal RTF guidelines or assertions of performance are 
based on assumptions and when they’re the product of some analysis.

llO
155 North First Avenue

Department of Land Use and Transportation, Planning Division 
Hillsboro, Oregon 97124

Phone: 503/640-3519 
FAX# 503 / 693-4412
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Draft Comments - FedRTP 
May 9,1995 
Page 2

5.

Iha 5i<?gum?r>t ghgglj plgrify ^tgAnttign? and areas of reaforwl tntpro«c and w.snnncihnftJoo 
jggal interests and resDonalhiiiti^^: tkp pi.nl a, .Qgnf^
^ transportation system and defining the extent of Metro Interest in^U^su^IonaJ^S^'f.Gs: o',83bn"atyi toi -—“atz,rMsyrm

b^Tx5idillfSJ2dremalnder ln the eqUati0n BOth re9,0na, and ,0CaJ lnt8fests^ould

P P:n°ys referen?es 10 'suburban subareas* are changed to ’regional and town centers ’ 
ch Iw^ major portions of the suburban areas out of the picture. Specificaily we * thieve ^ there needs to be more emphasis on ragiorral and lo<^l roleS y’

hSSr|S^bariVn addressln9 tfansportation needs of 2040 mixed use. employment and

document ?hguld prpvjde a better understanding nf Transit's rola m the renlnnal Cx/^am-
^,Cies ^ P^^n"ed systems th^t are p^^h^ith^ a"

detailed analysis of alternatives. For Instance, we don't know the ridership impacts of this
Ste the6 m'SHtq,SeSti0IlS h0^10 Pay f0r serv,ces: What ,s a constrahed transit system;
what Is the impact of constrained transit system on anticipated ridership. on auto travel demand

capacity requirements, and ultimately on the nature^Te wnSS^ ’ 
tr^portailon system as a whole. One of our primary concerns is the adequacy of future 
suburban transit services. The Plan's major commitments to light rail and high end transit
^oC^uS7obr°l°pipare'" 'ara,9gles,or exPandin9 dMt noTSLto
eave much for providing basic services necessary to adequately serve the Region's suburbs.

.Transportatlqn.pemand Management; A dear regional role In TDM strategy and prooram 
defining how local programs should dovetail to meet regional ^ectives

TDM a?d dfar!y defIned- Go®11 specifies a comprehensive regional approach to
TDM. but the introduction to the section defers Implementation of TDM measures to tiSlocal 
governments.

Pg^ratLEJerngji Is the RTP Interest in walking a ’system’ Interest or a ’program' interest?
J^tS!wdf n9SaM SyStem;'1110 9031 statement says ‘program.’ Consider making It the latter.
It's hard to ^vision a regional p^estrian "system.* easy to envision a regional "program" that 
focuses on doing what Is described In the first paragraph on page 1-27.

Ibe. document should darlfv several related to funding and Implamentatlnn-

o It Isn't alvrays dear how RTP measures relate to RTP goals. How measures used tie to 
Goals and objectives should be defined. Some measures lack objectives, eg. transit 
Q-^UrlfS look,r>g at P?rcents of triPs: good to know, but where are trip % objectives in 
u u . "e,structur,ng 'bis section to more specifically link measures with objectives would
08 ndipful.

Emphasizing ’preservation and efficient use of existing facilities as the preferred
\\\
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Pages

approach in providing 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 facilities.
This should be defined as a strategy, not a comprehensive approach.

0 The concept of "residual revenues* is perhaps oversimplified. It needs to be made dear 
here that some revenues are dedicated to specific purposes and not avalable for 0, M, 
and P...and vice versa, that some directed by policy to 0, M and P are not avaiaWe for 
capital construction.

o Decisions "to accept a lower level of sen/ice on segments of particular facilities" should 
be made explicitly as part of a system plan, and not on a project by project basis.

9. The document needs daiiflcation in some other areas:

0 Main Streets - Rernove the words less auto capacity." Metro staff has previously 
Indicated the Main Street design does not assume a reduction of capacity.

0 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 April 13,1995. The range 
of 6 to 20 street connections per mile also should be eliminated, as establishing a 
frequency standard for street connections also was rejected by LCDC. (See April 1995 
TPR revisions.)

0 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 street connections,* l.e. land use patterns, 
travel demand, spacing and other characteristics of major system.

o Clarify that there are limits to circumstances 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.

4ocnpr«(i2«.»be

W7-
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WASHINGTON
COUNTY,
OREGON

May 10, 1995

Tom Kloster 
Metro
600 NE Grand Ave.
Portland, OR 97232 .

Dear Tom,

W^hlngton County's comments on the April 1995 Draft of the Interim Federal 
ReglonalTransportation Plan are attached. Revisions to the Existing Preferred and Rscaliy Con^ralned Network matrices are attached. We expect to submit additional
durinTthaMay “TMCmeSCre''eCtin9'heaJ"ent,hreShoWbefereor

Washlngon County's comments are Intended to supplement the comments of the 
^a!ded0ItoCyounty CoordinatInfl Commfttee OA/CXC)^, which already have been

If you have questions, don’t hesitate to call me.
Sincerely,

, Principal Planner

Attachment
dottripnitm&pbe

North First Avenue
Department of Land Use and Transportation, Planning Division 

Hillsboro, Oregon 97124

t\3
Phone; 503/640-3519 
FAX U 503 / 603-441?
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WASHINGTON 
COUNTY,
OREGON

Washington County Comments on Draft Federal RTF 
May 10,1995

SaSSSaSrr*-- fcoortywKSn S, JJSiS.KhK,Uled ,0 “raider ‘
In-1

In-2

In-3

In-6

1-4/5

1-4

1-6

1-6

1-7

1-7

ku meuo Dy me
' consider and take

IS«.£5,niLl!5]^II!?! “ regional elommt of tl» tranaportation avatem and

refl£lSandC'£ra,!rS;^iXrflJaX*>SS^^

«eSSn““ms'walt unt"nnal daa te ln’ !'nalysi, 18 
i?“vSSSt; tSXT10"proiec,lons 6Mm odd'Dld our ',reierti<»' s»«°™

Pn:c™pcSriRxes"s:v™rio"or eome o,her Mata"
IiSSii,ltItil0Iid b? "I?1* dl!CUKlon <X proposed modfflcatlons to vision and ou'idino

2,^1.l'er0 lh0 chanfle ln *n'P,“s,s ,ram
accessJDUfty. The implications of this change depend on definitions which ara urvJiJ,rSHSfo 52 lSf«nCe l$ t°ac<^8lbl,ity of ^ ‘Job* within SO mlAutes* type aiI?Si a

LVr^eret00dphy8,caIaoo«3»Jbaity(although^isusedhthat of both types I* k^^rtan? but as we
HISS? -■ .n,!dwr ln“,PoralM « Pleasure of moMIty. ft la l^mtlra that levels oi ro^ oontaiua to be moniroted, and that adequate mobSy be proSSS^TSSrt^ted

pdn5,p,M'We
\

Top Of the page. A paragraph should be added describing social impacts,

lScatiomHtera«f22fteH(iS Sf3®111 agaln’the chan0e ,rofn ,mob,Iity“ to ‘aocesslbilit/ has 
S to 0f n?Jvement and travef times between points on system. These
too en J?La<!iJ“?jrore thorouflh|y- Th0re are variants between objectives
(Obj. 4)) ^ U ma,ntain % of population (ObJ 3); sometimes It's maintain popuS

Un!!lr 0bJectlv® #2. Consideration should be given to changing this 
S^t ve^ Wa’rtin.9 and lransferrin9 time is considered^minutes
than XrnSito work ^ “n"nasn' °" B,""8 transit Idps much longer

North First Avenue Department of Land Use and Transportation, Planning Division 
Hillsboro, Oregon 97124

II
Phone: 503 / 640-3519 
FAX H S03/6CM.4419
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Page 2

1*9

1-11

i-e Goal 2, Obj. 3: Emphasizing •preservation and efficient use of existing facilities as the preferred
JSSS iIiinn5S^wn0 ? trfnS[?ortatIonjyfert1'18 ari admirable objedfve, but the traSs?SSi 
system still needs developing in parts of the Region that are still maturing.

^^iye *7. We suggest pacing a period after •neighborhood streets*. Regaiiiless of why the 
through tnps are there, wo should be concerned with through traffic on neShb^ood stress.

Top of the page. We suggest the reference to providing less auto capacity* be deleted. We 
20>1995 ,ettef from Mary Weber of the Metro staff regarding the proposed 

Cornell Road Main Street that stated that limiting automobile access or capacity would be 
d^rww^... and '..the main street design does not assume a reduction of capacity along these

Th‘s 8601100 needa t0 be rewrftten with more care. It’s not this simple, 
and the presentation Is not accurate (e.g. arterial spacing tent referenced here but can have a 
n^ Impact on cc^estion levels). Master street plans were rejected by LCDC on April 13

to??Jtreot c^nectl°ns P6r m!le al®o should be eliminated; establishing a 
^rislonO StanC^arC^ or street connections also was rejected by LCDC. (See April 1995 TPR

Descriptives In this s^Ion give it an Inappropriately dramatic and dictatorial tone. Examples of
(thw lln*): ••••

What aP? thelln[‘P,lcat,on® of language change to maintain •current travel times.* 
Prwous ref^ce was trwel times ’equal to todays.' Previous reference was written In 1092,

1992,1995? Either language is ambiguous. Should establishsomething fixed and specific.

Fourth biJiet from bottom of page - Are ramp meters warranted on all freeway ramps in the
region? If not, you may want to qualify ramp meter control reference.

^ific Hiflhway ("W) be Included among through 
route^ streets inside 217 that wouldn't be upgraded to freeway standards.

M4 and M6 Acknowledge In the discussions of design features that there may be cases In which
here 080001 rea5onably be provided, eg. when impacts of providing

them exceed benefits they provide. **

1-12

1-13

1-14

1-16

1-16
6th buflet What Is Intended by •special design considerations* for freeway diversion routes'.

be !JfnirJI!4.6oof5hJocftion of these as wfthin a focalized service area* 
jurWI^n. The latter often not true, especlany In Washington 

County, wrth Its 14 local junsdictlons.

(Here's another area where the shift of emphasis from 'mobnity* to 'accessibility* Is bothersome. 
Access Is taking on multiple definitions, too; physical land access In this case, generalized 

access (to employment markets, for Instance) In other cases.)

Wl^
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1-16

1-17

1-17

wtilch doM noTaS^iSrMnaonfcbJw cdloolore a contrary to our design standard,

■*"« <■«« «
tim Tack of locaj street connectlona,* Le. land use nattcfna *ac*or® 0I*ler

trunk/primary network envisioned In this ffi^ment^Wes .
percent of Washington County new housS Cerv,ce ,evel t0 on|y 32

f02h a.ny objectves, policies or planned systems wHhout a deta.ledrr«rrihsb::(^^;^^ro9, ,
^ Of conatralned Band! 18

*"<l 1,l“ma'e'y on ,l" «“» o' •"«

,'1e SvS?'1' P0"'!V 1 ■Are re,ereni!Kl t,avel ,lTO Prt«,‘ '0r,he PM" P«Ws. Off-peak or

?msC!I1S tlirfS f#1iL.We be,leve 1,118 P0,fcy 8houJd explicitly state what the coveraoe Is In 
1095, and then seek to increase coverage well beyond toda/s fauw Wawid,«» Goal on pa8,,.17 Id.

ISK.^e,aPJS,w2SSSed 18 “ * 0enKsl SPOI Cp. 1-7),
1-23

1-25

SStoSX'dS? K S?K.';?S?„t‘yae',, •«“»« Of cortex. ™iatk, to other 

Goal 1. Objective 1 What do “aesthetic practical" and “aesthetic safe" mean?

Sirtt-'SW.srjsacsKas^^

\n
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1*26

1'26

1-27

1-28

1-30

1-30

on

bro?d;r W5), Of how It doveMt with olhor modeo?
a.n)?’i1!l •l^lar‘tan,l‘w TDM " «hw non-suto gS SwST S be 

great to Integrate teohmoally^upportable targets like this for other iSo(leJ^hte^e«L)

GobglQ^ecUvet: Thepollelss under this objective seem disjointed from the objective. For 
Iww does developing a pdomiaailon process lead to beouring addK S5,

sources? The polleles may be flne, they Just don’t Implement the objectlvo. ^

tolSId !*-r°r.egi?rMl '<*?I" d"” 'ae Promollen here. Seems to us that there ought to 
ue one oeyona participation and cooperation* with local efforts. At leaet «n iimhmiis 11

and “ rCfl5nd apPrMCh'and « atonal approach would $eem
and media efficient than a conglomeration of local efforts.

*s>^m^Pth2 nSJHi!!a,lfI5,/a ,nlere8t or a *Pro9rarT'' Interest? The heading says
t So^? I‘2j? “r ‘program,* Consider making It the latter. It's Iterd
d0o.ClSfeSjSrSlJ?LC?mpT^ntop.<^^^^^^^ re0,Ona'

Sho^d there be a specific target for Goal 1, as there is for bikes on 1-26? fSame concerns and 

iwXSS r0e,)' Corak,«Goal.
Goal 1 - Objective 1 - What are the ■region’s activliy centers"? Regional Carters? Town Centers?

SeteSMfAdrSSfi,0^,S h!??lnfl;.but t#eem8 out of co«ext....what are the goal*, objectives and
■" •mp.~wiU.dorh

The Objective 1 reference to Incentives* must be referring to *aitlficlal incentives" or subsldlet
tlw flexibility and tlme-effidoncy

for their use that should not be eliminated or unnecessarily compromised,

d^1 !SlS?n2It,£1m£^S^el']S!ilre9ion!, aPProach to TDM- but the Introduction to the section
T?M mea6ure810 the ,oceil governments. A dear regional role In TDM 

strategy and program development and In defining how locals programs should dovetail tn mrrt regional objectives should be idenUfled and dearly defln^ programs snouid dovetail to meet

v2rr/r!iSe2hi?h,ii th!l0!8 ^ much emphasis and references In the TDM section to ■ 
rZ^fewhlch Is a state crtena/objective and wRI be considered during the next RTP
beorastW reJuS7^SRS2.iOTB PE1d'. Genera"y' '•'“•'"’a lhu TOM discussion should

fepwtl ?TP- 11 b Ionser - more ocademlo, moro detailed - than
SSrt gtn fl8n8rally 8 S00d <"S0U“'on’ but “ '•,ncon9W9rt lt'e

UB
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'■3I to ^ 

subheads under second bullet ^ to M seem to be strategies,

=„xrrx^r,cr£f2:rrhr=lbrthese do the Job? ® 666 performance cnterla meant to be applied, and do

^bullet - suggest this crrterla (minimizing SOV travel) focus on PM oeak ho-.r fftr 
performance measurement purposes. ucus on pm peak hour, for
Third bullet Item add the phrase Vhere non-sov modes can accommodate demand.'

Eliminate first sentence of CMS discussion (end of page).

1-32 Parking Management - If the intent with this RTP is to address federal reouirpmAnt*
references to the Transportation Planning Rule. Sq ement$* de,ete

m d?^Pl.5'5aan*enCeS eXPU"n'n9 Why i,,S lmporta,’, ,0 COTSider Srovrth tt’ro‘'9t' 2<M0 as

Refer to Subarea 5 as 'Beaverton and HUlsboro'

Refer to Subarea 7 as the Southern 1-5 corridor', specificafly mention Tigard and Tualatin in the 

second bullet - this final determination of need' should dearly be identified a* nniv
ETaS.S<sfS,eS JrhBe the 06X1 paraflraPh «t^tSt“d^iCLd
netvv^ analysis been conducted,' and subsequent discussion points out addltfenal work to 

an important concern here Is that the transportation need defined hare not tv» 
^lf)!^er^eted “ representing the need that will be defined In the 1996 RTP - referenced here 
as ^f^grated state and federal RTP.' The Federal RTP statement of need .Shfan

•™,v'is' ,pr "-ny

(Related Note: Projects Identified In Otiapter 5 as necessary to address nesds arvt -nhl— btb 
|d^5s trod Objectives «e tak»r from oor ,988 P,an. whiob 7

SUbareaS“are now referenced as ’re^lonal centers/town 
JSf 4^’ and OVer 06x1 couP,e of pages). This looks like it leaves major

3,633 outofthe Picture- Regional and town centers are deflned^Leas 
Suburban subareas were not specifically defined, and presumabiv covered all the terreoru iw

by th,t.Jher f0^cate90ries identified here. Specifically, we believe that there S^s to 
wSl aT£T8 00 addreSS,n9 transd0rtat,ori 2040 mixed use, e,!!XyZt^61°

Lmp,|i“tl^ 0f <^nge noted above: What 18 the fegional commitment to the system outside nf 
Regional/Town Centers? What's the expectation regarding local Interest and r^nslblllty?

The current agssJQjy^rsas section discussion can be Interpreted as eilmlnatlnq the possIbOlty

2-1

2- 5 

2-6

3- 2

4-3

4-4

W0\
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4-4

4-4

4-5

4-6

4-6

4-8

4-$

sentence.

of ■major' roadway Improvements in these areas. A better approach would be to stale a
preference for alternatives to these major improvements. Also. Is ’dose-In subareas' a defined 
term Of a generic reference? If it's defined, where Is It deS? suoareas a defined

Regional Centers paragraph. Add the words ’ and other centers' to last

Do^own Portland/Centra! City second paragraph. Add the words' and Transportation 
Systems Managemenf to the last sentence. «na iransponaiion

Fw iSSf00 td the-aefllonal TfansDOftatiQn section needs to be clarified.

° «ll!5ed pn'ndPles artICIJlated here really form the basis for the RTF’s 'underiying
<»noepf? How about ensuring travel efficiency through the region? How about
adequate system performance, and the balanced performance, not just 
Interdependence, of the "three major elements?'

° TTk]fIuare four eJ.eme?ts referred to In the next paragraph? The four bulleted Hems?
elements roadway, transit and tdm' mentioned In the first bullet? Balancing 

«ra^te Investment across modes/programs seems to make sense, and Is probably the 
intent, but It's not dear here.

in theJlqlt!!l^9v9fView Qf ■Svst^m Pemyrts section that Improvements Identified 
L J^m ^MerlS|:,r0 tSat 8™ef^travel sPeed and capacity are maintained on the Regional 
2S!3.^hinJ,K'en^[lfncS.ar,d envtronniental constraints- cant be demonstrated yet 2016 
ar^ysls Isn't d^; ^icy framework needed to define adequacy Isn't complete; and projects In

OTP adlrfss,shorter horizons (Washington County Projects from a 2W)5
Plan). RTP acknowledges this elsewhere, need to be dear and consistent on this.

Is exff!IlSILeart,ef <romrnems 00 m tssue- there should be a better discussion about the
0f !?.!rrP' Le- whai has the force of law. what Is advisory, what Is 

ocpla^tory? be adopted by ordinance, what by resolution? What Is the status of
m^T^Goals anri Ot^ecth^ statements? Text? Perhaps a new section In ChafXer 1 should be 
cf^ed to s^e thlsftirx^. 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 dear up front

First bullet; Change 'principal arterial highway route' to "through route'

Again, see 4.3 comment

Regional Freight System 
1 as policies?

the actions listed seem like they may be more appropriate In Chapter

0

Spec^c^ we js^ fund transit are kJentffied here. What happens to the service and wfth 
what eff^s If $43 million annually Is not available to support primary network? How much is 
iweded In ^dition to Primary Network, ie. secondary service, to achieve service standard, and 
how much dMS It cost? There Is a need to develop a preferred Primary Transit Network and a 
constrained Primary Transit Network.

\zo
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4-10 Second full paragraph - we'd hope the bus fleet would be 100% accessible by 2015.

4-12 * 4-15: Defete all references to future TPR and VMT/capfta requirements. They areni relevant here.

4*12 fHOW hTe “ttiese ^demand management?) objectrves been taken Into
consideration In forecasting travel demand and the extent of roadway and transit Im/pctmonto 
recommended In the Plan This should be analytically deleiSbte. Ira'estmente

4‘14 “3“hre:~ryr.ss
4'15 ^ JK3 ,ar]Sua9e overstates our understanding of the parking Ilmitatlon/SOV use

SnflSVhfS WtJ£^ pariJnfl ,iT,tat[on310 be an effectlve SOV trip reduction strategy In all
t>e here'1X11 the effectiveness should be demonstrable This m0re aS a Strat60ytO COr^er and “none

4-17 - First paragraph - Add ODOT to first sentence.

Third paragraph - Shouldnl the ORS reference be 366.514, not 356.514?

4'18 .BmW P^estrten See 1-26 comment Also, this section would benefit from dearer
‘^'"9 responalMMaTS iSL"^

jwi planning role? Does regional interest mean regional fundino?Jo<^ on funding facilities not of regional Interest? Or should3facilities ofYaalonal' 
Interest first priority for regional and local funding regionar

Rsure ,n Fo^8s, 6rovB’ <tK East/Wesl Anerial In Beaveiton,
Bad Bend, 112th, Walker and Bethany as far as the Town Center. (Sec attached map.)

h^enfSf'tob^fu|r!l.e?T.f.°"W ,h6re <l,8 om8r “'"O'Afl8rt818 «®>«»® “«"t»fed
A,s°1 80016 explanation of when a minor arterial is 

regionally significant and when k a not might be helpful.

Figure 4-2-The Forest Grove Bypass should be added to the National Highway System map If possible

Rgure 4-3 - See the attached map for proposed additions to the RTP Freight Network Map.

We propose the following deletions/revisions to the RTF Freight Network Map:

0 p:^/^^rSS“ W H"^- • Tha prefanred muta for Uucha will be «.a

0 Arteri^ WeSt 01 QU,n0Q'1716 preferrecJ route for tmcks ^'I' be the Forest Grove North

o Hall/Cirrus/Scholls Ferry - The freight network is Intended to provide for connections to

\Z\
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mam frdgrt routes rather than internal circulation (f.e. Cirrus) within frelaht areas This 

ZCoX 2^7redefl™d aS- Ha": N'n,bUS “ Hwy- 2,7 M 2)
Other comments regarding the Freight Network Map:

o To b^er sh^system wide freight network connectivity, designated state freight routes 
(e.g. Hwy. 47. Cornelius Pass. OR 2io) should be shoJn on th^p

Flgure Ihe following Fastlink t routes should be eHminwtoH-

MrScS!06™1 COmment’We be,,eve there 5hou,d be more primary service and less Fastlink 

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 themap. euiner snouw be a

tS!B0UfeVa?r0lrte between downtown Beaverton. Washington Square and Tigard 
should become a primary route, once the high speed line shown on Hwy 217 is operador^,

o 1(6 08^efl° wouldn't seem to warrant 10 minute service by 
thfth^ Lake Oswego-TIgard connection currently is every 30 minutes, and

S rSSe 908 aren^ PrediCted a,0nfl thlS C0rr5d0r*Th,S COrri^ shou,d be a
SnFSl°^eCt,0n S^een Tua,atln and 0re90n atV 8eemfi lik9 overkill. We 

Wou,d be warranted given the limited opportunity to pick up 
passengers between the two centers. Instead, this should be a pHrmry route. P

aiTS oiveSJ S?,lS,21tietS'eln Lake 0swe9° ani West Unn doesn,t *eem warranted by 
the Oswego-Tigard connection currentiy is every 30 minutes, and

SSytS^^00 ehang®S aren1 predated along this corridor. This corridor should bo a

Jlhn,6and Downtown Portland doesn’t seem warranted.

7) The Fastlink connection south of Oregon City should be eliminated.

IbeJoIlowing_Primarv rentes should be ftHminatoN-

shoiWbe ellmiTOlS!185th AVenU6ShOU,d9°t0PCC' andth6se9ment northof Springvilieroad

^^Oil^d.be added. Wrth the savings from changing several Fastlink routes to Primary routes, the fonowing Primary routes should be consld^ed:

1. A north-south Hillsboro Route, possibly serving the Orenco Town center.
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« ^ltop!Lera,6en Parkway/Ccme"' '“""'"afrom coma a. Monay ,o Eversraao

a«I^h,$?,'70,,'/,51"h «least from Farmington Road to the Suns., Hwy

4. A route on Hwy 99w from Tigard to Sherwood

5. A route from Tualatin to VVIfsonville

6. A route along Hall Botievard between Tualatin and Tigard

^n,lSs?to£lSe"d
Kll'SSem toca 'P=°S;Ton SSeS ?SJ(,,J^PSd

^yaMS?,Syaem <*,he,e ' 3 need to e'™' "P®'* “toms. prtXrmad Ji SJSf.

STO a« IStSm6 dead endS h ,he tyslem? Bames Basel™ and what looka Irka SE 

SCT?GB;,S^inlSt2rR,SSd'S^r’SlnCOn8,Stent eS- ’’’PSchollsFenynsotocondnoa.

5-1 First paragraph: Major goals outlined In Chapter i have changed.

6-2 Need to add the following measures consistent with previous objectives:

SSlLTS;?a?^ o5!1? PrSi^i^ ClV *nd res"t,na, cen,era and “«P« to

Pw^ga of naw popylatlon and amploymani covered by the primary network (see otjective

^mber of jobs accessible by transit within 30 minutes from 'disadvantaaed* suharMfs 
(Compare to system Goal #i. objective #2). uisaavamaged subareas
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^Se'Sat0f S0rViC8 Ca,CLi'atlonS for re9|ona* through-routes (compare to roadway goal #1 

P^xiadon within 15 minutes of Regional Centers In the off-peak (see system goal # l, objective

5-2

6-6

7-1

7-3

7-4

8-11

8-11

8-17

i^Vah?yS,Se^,,Tthe [neasiJres ident‘fied here relate to RTP goals. How measures used 
t0.C^^s and objectives should be defined. (Including System Design Goals and Objectives

W eg. no measure to determine whether travel times through region (Goal 1; Objective 
1/ are maL 4

Some measures la<^ objectives, eg. transit measures looking at percents of trips; good to know, 
bift where are trip % objectives In RTP? Restructuring this section to more specifically link 
measures with objectives would be helpful. 1

2*h>iriSaiSS?Pn: Araai)d Economic Effects of the Plan to come as part of FEDRTP or 
with 1996 RTP? Uncertain re: reference to 'above analysis of performance.'

Fi,!la?d ?,rd Para91raPh: 7,10 concept of ‘residual revenues* Is perhaps oversimplified here. It
n ■ ul0 / i?3?,® deaf hefe that some revenues are dedicated to spedfic purposes and not

If tand_P"*an? v*00 V0rsa. that some directed by policy to O. M and P are not 
available for capital construction.

^ialJagygrjufis: The level of treatment for local revenues here is probably fine, but we would 
!«e 5?? Ul'^0r0tandlng of how future local revenues were forecast Minor note: The

mentioned here 18 the Major Streets TransDortation Improvement 
Program (MSTIP). Also, It 1$ supported by revenues from serial levies, not bonding.

■Selection of nnaneiallv Constrained System.
and conclusions stated In this section.

6-1 and 7-1 comments also apply to discussion

Priojjy 5ff2 refers to 10-year priority projects In Chapter 5. This should be deleted. See 
^ch^ comments on the Constrained Network Tables. The ‘regionally significant* projects 
that wW 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 hlgh- 
o^pa^ vehicle lanes, yet a discussion of HOV lanes is lacking In the rest of the Plan. We 
telleye HOV lanes should be seriously evaluated as part of the 1996 RTP, and the Federal RTP 
should reflect that point

6 a) should lay how "decisions will be made to accept a lower level of service on segments 
of particular faciities.* We believe such decisions should be made explicitly as part of a system 
plan, arid not on a project by project basis.

oocrf^tdolpbe

124
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Metro
Transit Outlook

Regional Transportation Planning
Spring will be a buiy time for citizens in the re

gion at a number of draft tianiportation plant and 
programs will be availaWe far public review and com
ment The fallowing b an overview of the programs 
as well as the opportunities far public participation.

Priorities '95 - A series of meetings to solicit 
public comment on the preliminary Regional Trans
portation Flan update and the draft FY *96 Metro
politan Traruportation Improvement Program, will 
be held throughout the region in April. Informa
tion about meeting dates and times appears at the 
etui of this artide.

Regional Transportation plan (RTF) —The plan 
b a' 20-year blueprint far the region's transporta
tion system that takes into consideration expected 
population and economic growth. The RTF ad
dresses how to best move people atui goods through 
the region and identities strategies far highways, 
arterial streets, transit, freight, bikes and pedestri
ans. The current RTF will be updated In two phases, 
a preliminary update to comply with new federal 
requirements will be adopted by the Metro Council 
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 - Thb b the next step in the 
Region 2040 planning process and will focus on 
implementing the Region 2040 growth concept 
adopted by the Metro Council 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. ,

Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Pro
gram (MTIF) - A regional transportation fundiitg pro
gram. For 1996 there are $27 million of federally 
authorized funds available for allocation to new 
projects. Metro b devclopmg project selection crite
ria and a draft recommendsticn far allocation of the 
funds with Input from local govemmenb and the 
public Local jurisdictions are subcoittmg transporta
tion projects to Metro for funding consideration.

How you esn get involved - Drafts of both the 
preliminary RTF update and MTIF funding recom
mendations will be available for public review in
early ApriL There will be a 30-day comment period 
following the release of tire draft recommendstions.

Priorities '95 meetings win provide an opportu
nity for the public to comment on these drafts to a
panel of Metro councilors and local elected ofSdab,
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: *AU meetings ran.from.4 to 9 pmi. with 
oral comments taken bom 6:30 to 9 p-m. 
Thursday, April 13 - gackarrus County meeting 
Pioneer Community Center, 615 Fifth SL, Oregon 
Qty, Tri-Met bus 1^ 33.
Monday, April 17 - Portland meeting Metro Re- 
gioiud Center, 600 NE Grand Ave., Portland, Tri- 
Met bus line 6 or Uke MAX to the Oregon 
Convention Center stop.
Monday Aptfl 17 - East Multnomah County meet
ing Gresham Qty Han, 1333 NW Eastman Ihricway, 
Gresham, Tri-Met bus lines 4 and 23 or take MAX 
to the Gresham City stop.
Tuesday, April 18 - Washington County meeting 
Beaverton City Hall, 4755 SW Griffith Drive, 
Beaverton, Tri-Met bus lines 54 and 59.

For more infbrmation about the Priorities '95 meet
ings or to obtain copies of the draft preiminarg RTP 
update and the draft MTIP recommendation, call Metro 
at 797-1866.
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Metro seeks input on transportation funding priorities

Changes in federal regulations and possible reductions in federal 
funding may mean that dries and counties in this region will have to 
make hard Choices about futme 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 Nfike Hoglimd, Metro transportation 
planning manager. /That means we will have some difficult choices 
to make."

The series of public meetings, called Priorities /95/ will provide 
drizens the opportimity to comment on the interim 1995 Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) and the FY '96 Metropolitan Transport
ation Improvement Program (Ml'lP).

The Regional Transportation Plan is a 20-year blueprint for the 
region's transportation system that takes into consideration expeded 
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 opporhmity for the public to make 
oral comments to a panel of Metro coimdlors 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:

Qackamas County 
Thursday, April 13
Pioneer Conununity 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 Griffith 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. ###



Metro Community News Release January 1995 Page 6 of 6

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 

1995r96 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP).

• The RTP lays out 20-year transportation priorities.

• The TIP is an annual fimding document. This year’s program will identify $27 

million in transportation projects, intended to begin to implement Metro’s Region 

2040 recommendations.

An announcement will be forthcoming, or you may call Pamela Peck at 797-1866 for more 

information.

-mm-
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Help decide how this region 

will spend transportation dollars

A series of meetings, 
called Priorities ’95, 
will be held around the 
region to receive public 
comment on transporta
tion funding priorities.
Clackamas County 
4 to 9 pjn. Thursday, April 13 
Pioneer Community Center 
615 Fifth St., Oregon Gty 
Tri-Met bus line 33
Portland
4 to 9 pjn. 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 pjn. Monday, April 17 
Gresham Q'ty Hall 
1333 NWEastman Parkway 
Tri-Met bus lines 4 and 23 
or MAX to the Gresham 
Gty Hall stop

Washington County 
4 to 9 pjn. Tuesday, April 18 
Beaverton Gty Hall 
4755 SW Griffith Drive 
Tri-Met bus lines 54 and 59

On! nvtmrnu will it uken tt 
Itch meeting tegerming tt 6:30.

Fee mm infirmttien, cmU Metre 
tt 797-1166 or cell Metre’s 
Trtnsportstim PUrmmg Hotline, 
(303) 197-1900.
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otuoScemonaihians^
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Help decide how 

this region will spend 

transportation dollars
Come to this Prorides 
’95 public meeting to 
comment on transporta
tion funding priorities:
Washington County 
4 to 9 pjn. Tuesday, April 18 
Beaverton City Hall 
47SS SW Griffith Drive 
Tri-Met bus lines 54 and 59

Oral comments will be taken 
beginning at 6:30.

For more information, call 
Metro at 197-1S66 or call Metro's 
Transportation Flaming Hotline, 
(503) 191-1900.

nterostodjin ryinq
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Help decide how 

this region will spend 

transportation dollars
Come to this Prorities 
’95 public meeting to 
comment on transporta
tion funding priorities:
Clackamas County 
4 to 9 pjn. Thursday, Aprij 13 
Pioneer Community Center ■ 
61S Fifth St., Oregon Qty 
Tri-Met bus line 33

Oral comments will be taken 
beginning at 6:30.

For mare information, call 
Metro at 191-1866 or call Metro's 
Transportation Planning Hotline, 
(903) 191-1900.

nterested ryinq

transportation
mitteer.

Metro

■ Clackamas County Review ad - runs April 13



Help decide how 

this region will spend 

transportation dollars
A series of meetings, 
called Priorities ’95, 
will be held around the 
region to receive public 
comment on transporta
tion funding priorities.
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Metro

Clackamas County 
4 to 9 p jn. Thursday, April 13 
Pioneer Community Center 
615 Fifth St., Oregon City 
Tri-Met bus line 33
Portland
4 to 9 pjn. Monday, April 17 
Metro Regional Center 
'600 ME Grand Ave.
Tri-Met bus line 6 or MAX to the 
Oregon Convention Center stop

East Multnomah County 
4 to 9 pjn. Monday, April 17 
Gresham City Hall 
1333 NW Eastman Parkway 
Tri-Met bus lines 4 and 23 or 
MAX to die Gresham Qty 
Hall stop

Washington County 
4 to 9 pjn. Tuesday, April 18 
Beaverton City Hall 
4755 SW Griffith Drive 
Tri-Met bus lines 54 and 59
On/nmmtna •oill be uken tt etch 
meeting beginning tt 6:30.

For more mfimatim, call Metro at 
191-1166 or call Metro't Tranifortation 
Planning Hotline, (303) 191-1900.

Oregonian - nms April 12 and April 16 

Dje - nms April 12



Help decide how 

this region will spend 

transportation dollars
Come to this Prorities 
’95 public meeting to 
comment on transporta
tion funding priorities:
East Multnomah County 
4 to 9 pjn. Monday, April 17 
Gresham City Hall 
1333 NW Eastman Parkway 
Tri-Met bus lines 4 and 23 or 
MAX to the Gresham Qty 
Hall stop
Oral comments taill be taken 
beghming at 6:30.

For more information, call 
Metro at 191-1S66 or call Metro's 
Transportation Planning Hotline, 
(503) 191-1900.
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