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May 23, 1996 
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Council Chamber

Presenter

CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL

1. INTRODUCTIONS

2. CITIZEN COMMUNICATIONS

3. EXECUTIVE OFFICER COMMUNICATIONS

4. CONSENT AGENDA

4.1 Consideration of Minutes for the May 16, 1996 Metro 
Council Meeting.

5. INFORMATIONAL PRESENTATION

5.1 Presentation on Phase 1 of the Regional Transportation Cotugno 
Plan (RTP).

5.2 Public Hearing on Phase 1 of the RTP

7:30 PM 
(10 min)

6.

6.1

RESOLUTIONS

Resolution No. 2332, For the Purpose of Approving a 
Refinement Plan for the Clear Creek Canyon Target 
Area as Outlined in the Open Space Implementation 
Work Plan.

Washington



Ml
7:40 PM 
(1 hour)

8:40 PM 
(10 min)

6.1a Public Hearing on the Clear Creek Canyon Target Area

7. COUNCILOR COMMUNICATIONS

8:50 PM ADJOURN



Agenda Item Number 4.1

Consideration of the May 16, 1996 Metro Council
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MINUTES OF THE METRO COUNCIL MEETING 

May 16, 1996 

Council Chamber

Councilors Present: Jon Kvistad (Presiding Officer), Susan McLain (Deputy Presiding Officer),
Patricia McCaig, Ruth McFarland, Rod Monroe, Ed Washington

Councilors Excused: Don Morissette

Presiding Officer Jon Kvistad called the meeting to order at 2:00 p.m.

1. INTRODUCTIONS

None.

2. CITIZEN COMMUNICATIONS

None.

3. MEMORIAL

Presiding Officer Jon Kvistad noted the passing of former Metro Councilor and Presiding 
Officer Judy Wyers. The Presiding Officer asked that all those in the Council Chamber stand and 
observe a moment of silence in remembrance of Ms. Wyers.

4. EXECUTIVE OFFICER COMMUNICATIONS

Executive Officer Mike Burton spoke to the Council regarding an amendment to the budget 
for MERC and other Regional Facilities - MERC Resolution No. 96-12. Mr. Burton noted that at the 
time Resolution No. 96-12 was passed, he did not recommend adoption of this measure by Metro 
Council and that he is still uncomfortable with its provisions. He requested that when Metro Council 
considers this measure, it be kept in mind that there is a loan that should have been structured 
through Metro offices since this would have saved taxpayer money. The Executive Officer asked 
that this loan be restructured and in the event that Metro Council passes this measure, the MERC 
staff needs be instructed to work immediately with Metro staff to restructure that loan.

CONSENT AGENDA

5.1 Consideration of the Minutes for the May .16,1996 Metro Council Meeting.

Councilor McFarland made a motion for the acceptance of the Minutes of the 
May 9,1996 Metro Council Meeting. Deputy Presiding Officer Susan McLain 
seconded the motion.
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Vote: The vote was 6/0 in favor of accepting the minutes for the May , 1996 Metro Council 
Meeting. Councilor Don Morissette was excused from today’s meeting. Presiding Officer Jon 
Kvistad declared the minutes unanimously approved.

6. ORDINANCES

6.1 Ordinance No. 96-641, Amending the FY 1995-96 Budget and Appropriations
Schedule by Transferring $97,601 from the Spectator Facilities Fund Contingency 
and $64,199 from Capital Outlay to Civic Stadium Materials and Services; and 
$276,000 from the Regional Parks and Expo Fund Contingency to Expo Center 
Materials and Services and Capital Outlay to Meet Unforeseen Increased 
Expenditures; and Declaring an Emergency.

Motion: Councilor Ruth McFarland moved adoption of adoption of Ordinance No. 96-
641.

Second: Councilor Patricia McCaig seconded the motion.

Discussion: Councilor McFarland stated that this internal transfer funds is necessary to
replace gates at the Expo Center that have been run over by automobiles and, in the 

case of the Civic Stadium, refurbish the concession stands in order to be able to deal with the 
increased business.

Councilor Susan McLain asked if there was a need for Council to review the need, at some future 
date, the procedures that caused this type of interaction between Metro’s two financial departments 
in an effort to be certain that Metro is looking the best possible expenditure of moneys.

Councilor McFarland answered that the staffs are doing exactly the procedure that has been 
recommended by Executive Officer Mike Burton and others.

Public Hearing: No members of the public wished to testify.

Presentation by Alexis Dow, Metro Auditor: Auditor Alexis Dow addressed the
Council members with her concerns

regarding this ordinance. Ms Dow stated that she was troubled regarding the issues Executive 
Officer Mike Burton raised in his April 18,1996 letter. She stated that she found it very unusual that 
Metro is turning around to reimburse Fine Host for expenses they incurred. She pointed out that 
Fine Host had entered into a contract to provide concession services. Fine Host made the decision 
to increase staffing and do other things in order to create good relations. That is, according to Ms 
Dow, part of a contractor’s decision on their own style of business operations. Fine Host then 
requested that Metro absorb those additional costs. It is not, .in her opinion, prudent business 
practice for Metro to honor that request.

Councilor McFarland stated that a portion of the reimbursement to Fine Host is the additional 
facilities they are buying and at the end of this contract, those facilities will belong to Metro. She 
also pointed out that the contract was written in a manner such that Fine Host was given room to try
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some other things. Councilor McFarland stated that if this measure is not passed, Metro will not be 
in compliance with state law.

Auditor Dow asked if the moneys had already been expended even though they were not approved 
by the budget? Is Metro fixing a mistake after the fact?

Heather Teed, Director of Fiscal Operations at MERC, testified that this was not the case. In fact, 
this process was begun to NOT spend something that was hot yet budgeted.

Auditor Dow asked if there was indeed no commitment to make the payments. Presiding Officer Jon 
Kvistad stated that Metro had made the commitment to put this in place by passing the ordinance. 
The money has not been expended and those dollars will be tracked as the contract progresses.

Ms. Teed stated that this contract is a management contract whereby all expenditures of the 
concessions operations run through Metro. All appropriate expenditures are reimbursed through the 
contract.

Ms Dow asked if this contract was a ‘cost-plus’ contract. Councilor Monroe stated that this situation 
has happened before and it is not unusual or illegal or immoral or fattening. Metro budgets on a 
certain level based upon when.is expected in terms of economic activity. If the economic activity 
greatly exceeds that budget level, expenditures will exceed that budgeted level if they are projected 
out to June 30. Prior to that actual over-expenditure occurring, the budget amendment is necessary 
to catch up with the increased level of economic activity. Councilor Monroe stated that this is 
appropriate means of dealing with a situation such as this. In response to questioning by Councilor 
Washington, Councilor Monroe stated that if Metro Council does not pass this ordinance or 
something like it, Metro will be in violation of state budget law.

Auditor Dow stated that her concern revolved around the increased labor costs are due to a change 
in contractor. The contractor, according to Ms. Dow’s understanding, did not understand the 
business. If the shortfall was due to increased revenues, then the Ordinance makes sense. If, 
however, the money to be expended is the result of poor business practices on the part of the 
contractor, that is a different agenda completely.

Presiding Officer Jon Kvistad stated that Metro’s job is to be certain that ascertain that state budget 
law is being followed. Councilor Monroe stated that business practices and management are the 
concern of MERC.

Ms. Teed testified that this happens quite often. Budgets are prepared using certain basic 
assumptions. In this case, assumptions were made as to what the actual contract would look like. 
Ms. Teed suggested that at the time some of the expenditures were noted as well as increased 
labor costs, conversations were begun with Fine Host. Expo management staff issued a directive, 
one result of which was increased labor costs for Fine Host.

Jeffrey Blosser, Managing Director, Oregon Convention Center, stated that this kind of contract is 
very similar across facilities throughout the country. This gives management a larger hand in 
facilitating such transitions as opposed to a gross receipts contract wherein the facility receives a 
percentage is granted and management has very little control over the contractor.
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Councilor Ed Washington asked if there was not some means by which situations such as the 
present one might be avoided in the future and suggested that parties involved meet regarding this 
issue and its avoidance in the future.

Vote: The vote was 6 aye / 0 nay. Presiding Officer Jon Kvistad declared the 
motion passed unanimously. Councilor Don Morissette was excused from 
today's meeting.

7. RESOLUTIONS

7.1 Resolution No. 96-2325A, For the Purpose of Accepting the Report of the City of Portland /
Metro Facilities Consolidation Advisory Committee.

Motion: Councilor Washington moved the adoption of Resolution No. 96-2325A.

Second: Councilor McFarland seconded the motion.

Discussion: Couricilor Washington stated that this Resolution was discussed in
Finance Committee last week. He urged the Council’s adoption.

Public Hearing: Mr. Larry Harvey, representing Tri-County Lodging Association
testified:

• 7 wanted to just again encourage you to proceed with this. The Tri-County Lodging Board spent
several hours discussing all the issues relating to this particular resolution. We are now 
prepared to give to the Council a complete recommendations with how we will be able to work 
with you in implementing the transition. They only wanted me to mention today that they would 
like to be participatory in making the recommendation to the Council as to who should represent 
the lodging industry on that transition team. Beyond that, I think the record is abundant with 
comments from me on this issue so I have nothing else to say."

Vote: The vote was 6 aye / 0 nay. Presiding Officer Jon Kvistad declared 
that the motion passed unanimously. Councilor Don Morissette was 
excused from this afternoon's meeting.

7.2 Resolution No. 96-2319, For the Purpose of Authorizing an Exemption from Competitive 
Bidding and Awarding Multi-Year Public Contracts Solicited through a Request for Proposal 
Process for Recycling Business Development Grants.

Motion: Deputy Presiding Officer Susan McLain moved the adoption of
Resolution No. 96-2319.

Second: Councilor Washington seconded the motion.

Discussion: Deputy Presiding Officer Susan McLain pointed out that for the last 
years, Metro has put fonvard a program for providing recycling
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business grants. This is done in an effort help with the goal moving toward to commercial recycling. 
$75,000 has been allotted for this program. This year, three people who have qualified, based on 
the criteria. Funding for them is recommended from the Regional Environmental Management 
Committee. The grants include RE-UZ-IT for $37,500; Northwest EEEEZZZZ Lay Drain Pipe 
Company for $24,000; RB Rubber Products Inc. for $13,500. 6000 tons of recycling capacity are to 
be added to the region through the benefits of this resolution. The grantees will be contributing 
$180,000 of their own funds to these projects. Deputy Presiding Officer Susan McLain urged 
passage of this resolution.

Public Hearing: No members of the public came forward to offer testimony.

Vote: •The vote was 6 aye / 0 nay. Presiding Officer Jon Kvistad declared that the 
motion passed unanimously. Councilor Don Morissette was excused from 
this afternoon's meeting.

7.3 Resolution No. 9G-2322, For the Purpose of Authorizing an Intergovernmental Agreement 
with Multnomah County to Provide Landscape Maintenance Services.

Motion:

Second:

Discussion:

Councilor Patricia McCaig moved the adoption of Resolution No. 96-2322. 

Councilor Washington seconded the motion.

Metro South has an Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) with 
Multnomah County to provide landscaping services through their 

Inmate Work Program. This program has proven to be very cost-effective and people have been 
much more satisfied with the work that has been done at South. The public is happier as is the staff. 
Councilor McCaig asked Metro Council for approval of this.resolution which will carry the contract for 
another year.

Public Hearing: No members of the public came forward to offer testimony.

Vote: The vote was 6 aye / 0 nay. Presiding Officer Jon Kvistad declared that the 
motion passed unanimously. Councilor Don Morissette was excused from 
this afternoon’s meeting.

7.4 Resolution No. 96-2314, For the Purpose of Authorizing Change of Order No. 18 to 
Contract for Operating Metro Central Station.

Motion: Deputy Presiding Officer Susan McLain moved the adoption of Resolution
No. 96-2314.

Second:

Discussion:

Councilor Washington seconded the motion.

Deputy Presiding Officer Susan McLain stated that at the May 8, 
1996 meeting of the Regional Environmental Management group, 

this issue was passed by a 2:1 majority. At the central transfer station, approximately 300, 000 tons 
of dry waste are processed annually. About 50, 000 tons would be capable of being disposed at a
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limited-purpose facility. Metro would pick up $20, 000 worth of remodeling at Metro Central to 
facilitate the processing of dry waste as per the equipment contract. The belief of Metro Staff is that 
a savings of approximately $4000 per week during the pilot project. Deputy Presiding Officer 
McLain pointed out that project has had a thorough review by staff as well as by the Regional 
Environmental Management Committee. Deputy Presiding Officer McLain urged passage of this 
resolution.

Councilor McFarland stated that she was voting ‘no’ on this resolution. The following prepared 
statement was offered:

7 am voting no on this resolution for two reasons: Loss of good will of Oregonians who are our 
immediate neighbors but do not vote for us and bad environmental policy. I believe this resolution 
adds one more item to a list of several bad decisions by Metro pertaining to the way we dispose of 
solid waste. First, we have the matter of Metro trucking its solid waste through the scenic Columbia 
River Gorge. None of you were here when this decision was made and, in fact, I had just started 
serving as Councilor when Metro made this decision.

The selection of trucks for the transportation of garbage was through a high bid process, not through 
a proposal process. Metro did receive several bids from companies representing venous modes of 
transportation: train, barge and truck. Metro went with the lowest bidder rather than following a 
process that could have led to a better environmental decision for transportation. Since January 1, 
1991, Metro has been responsible for several hundred truck trips a day, six days a week, up and 
down our scenic Columbia Gorge.

I still get upset when I think about the damage and cost to the environment in expended fuel for 
trucks and air pollution and exhaust fumes. When I try to go around them or when I try to drive with 
them going around me as I drive the gorge quite a bit.

In addition, I am bothered by the wear and tear on 1-84, exposing Oregonians and people visiting 
our great state to serious injury from truck traffic and the potential forsenous harm to the gorge from 
spillage of waste during transport. The anger and ill will toward Metro by members of the Columbia 
River Gorge Commission and other Oregonians living in the communities along the gorge continues 
today. This situation continues today.

This situation would be much worse were it not for the substantial efforts of the Jack Gray Trucking 
Company. The driving safety record of this company is impeccable. Representatives of the 
company constantly work with the people in the gorge to solve problems as they occur and satisfy, 
as much as possible, any concerns they may have about trucking. The better environmental choice 
would have been transportation by train or barge.

Metro, however, only wanted to obtain the lowest price for transportation.

Second, we have the matter of Metro disposing of part of its solid waste in the landfill in Yamhill 
County. This landfill borders residences, farms and the Yamhill River. We have been told this 
landfill is located on a flood plain. Most of you remember Ramsey McPhillips' comments. I believe 
Metro had been disposing of part of our solid waste in this landfill before I ever started serving on 
this Council.
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There are a number of reasons for Metro to continue using the landriil in Yamhill County. The 
rainfall west of the crest of the Cascade mountains is about four times the volume that falls east of 
these mountains. I know. I used to live in Eastern Oregon and Washington when I started teaching. 
The water naturally collected with the solid waste plus the heavy rainfall produces what is called 
leachate or, in our good friend George Wood's words, 'oozate.' This garbage wastewater must be 
collected and disposed of carefully. Any run-off, leach or other problems resulting from handling the 
leachate can cause sen'ous environmental problems. Since Metro delivers approximately one-third 
or more of the volume handled at this landfill, we are contributing significantly to the volume of 
leachate at this landfill site. As a consequence, we are needlessly exposing Oregonians who live 
near this landfill to serious environmental problems.

The citizens of Yamhill County have come to our public hearings on this subject to tell us about the 
problems we are creating. They have asked us several times to stop sending our solid waste to the 
landfill in Yamhill County. In addition to the leachate concern, the citizens want the littering of their 
community to stop. Have we listened? Well, maybe but we don’t show them the proper level of 
interest and concern aithough we haven’t done anything else.

Now, we are going to dump more of our solid waste in a landfili located in Hilisboro, also outside the 
Metro boundaries. This landfiii sits in a wetland. All I can say is, ‘Here we go again, neediessly 
disposing of solid waste west of the Cascades. The Hillsboro landfill is located in an 
environmentaliy sensitive location. We wiil start this disposal process, a pilot project sending 200 to 
300 tons per day to the landfili. I understand that tonnage projections, if the pitot program is 
successful, call for an annual disposal of 150,000 to 190,000 tons. I can find no Justification for 
doing this when measured against the environmental concerns I have regarding disposal west of the 
Cascade crest.

The stated purpose is to save money. I don’t believe we wiii reduce our tip fee as a result of this 
effort. Frankiy, we could reduce our tip fee right now without this project. Councilor Morissette’s 
proposal a few weeks ago was right in line with a proposal our Rate Review Committee made two 
years ago. Remember also that the rate review committee this year has withheld making a rate 
reduction recommendation untii fall. The committee does feel as significant rate reduction at the this 
is warranted.

I believe I will not be on the prevailing side of this issue. This was made very clear to me at the one 
hearing our committee had on this resolution. As a result, I tried to reduce some of the 
environmental risk by making certain that alt of the solid waste Metro send to the Hillsboro landfill is 
disposed of over a liner. I am told the appropriate language is in the resolution to require this level 
of disposal and I believe it is.

We should not allow for disposal of any of Metro’s solid waste in a landfill that does not have a liner 
and a leachate collection system. This is the best we can do under these circumstances. There is 
nothing I can see to do about all truck traffic that will be going in and out of the Hillsboro community.

In summary, I am not going to be voting for this proposal. We should know not to do this based on 
our experience with the landfill we use located east of the Cascade crest. Based on my professional 
credentials, I believe there are significant environmental risks from the disposal of solid waste in 
landfills west of the Cascade crest. Any perceived savings for rate payers that might result will not 
balance out the damage we will be doing to the environment now and for future Oregonians who will 
live in Washington County.
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/ am going to continue to support the Solid Waste Disposal System we started in 1988. It is a model 
of success that is the envy of many areas throughout the United States. I, like former governor Vic 
Atiyeh, believe that if it ain't broke, don't fix it. ”

Public Hearing: No members of the public came forward to offer testimony.

Vote: The vote was 5 aye / f nay. Presiding Officer Jon Kvistad declared that the 
motion. Councilor Ruth McFarland voted nay. Councilor Don Morissette 
was excused from this afternoon's meeting.

7.5 Resolution No. 96*2328, For the Purpose of Authorizing An Intergovernmental Agreement 
Between Metro, the Port of Portland, and Multnomah County Sheriffs Office for Boat 
Moorage at the M. James Gleason Boat Ramp.

Motion:

Second:

Discussion:

Councilor McFarland moved the adoption of Resolution No. 96-2328 

Councilor Washington seconded the motion.

Councilor McFarland stated this intergovernmental agreement will 
allow the Port of Portland to moor their river patrol boat at the M. 

James Gleason Boat Ramp in the event of necessity for law enforcement situations on the Columbia 
River. The Port of Portland has already paid a share of the dredging that has taken place to make 
this possible at the boat moorage. If the Sheriffs Office decides to relocate their boat houses at 
another location at the James Gleason boat ramp, the Port of Portland has agreed to pay for the 
cost of relocation of its boathouse or removal at their own expense. Councilor McFarland urged 
passage of this resolution.

Public Hearing: No members of the public came forward to offer testimony.

Vote: The vote was 6 aye / 0 nay. Presiding Officer Jon Kvistad declared that the 
motion passed unanimously. Councilor Don Morissette was excused from 
this afternoon's meeting.

7.6 Resolution No. 96*2324, For Authority to Release A Request For Proposals for The Music 
by Blue Lake Food Services Contractor and to Execute a Contract.

Motion:

Second:

Discussion:

Councilor Washington moved the adoption of Resolution No. 96-2324 

Councilor McCaig seconded the motion.

Councilor Washington addressed the Music By Blue Lake series 
which has been hosted by Metro and Multnomah County Parks for 

past 11 years. This contract is a multi-year contract giving authority to release an RFP to secure a 
vendor to provide food and beverage service at these events. Councilor Washington asserted that a 
multi-year contract is more efficient in servicing these concerts.
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Public Hearing: No members of the public came forward to offer testimony.

Vote: The vote was 6 aye / 0 nay. Presiding Officer Jon Kvistad declared that the 
motion passed unanimously. Councilor Don Morissette was excused from 
this afternoon's meeting.

7.7 Resolution No. 96-2269, Amending the Intergovernmental Agreement of the Regional 
Emergency Management Group in Order to Add Clark County, Washington to the Group.

Motion:

Second:

Discussion:

Councilor Washington moved the adoption of Resolution No. 96-2269 

Councilor Monroe seconded the motion.

Councilor Washington stated that although Clark County is not part of 
Portland but both areas share some of the same emergencies. This 

resolution will give the ability to add Clark County to the Emergency Management Plan. Councilor 
Washington urged adoption of this resolution.

Public Hearing: No members of the public came forward to offer testimony.

Vote: The vote was 6 aye / 0 nay. Presiding Officer Jon Kvistad declared that the
motion passed unanimously. Councilor Don Morissette was excused from this afternoon's 
meeting.

7.8 Resolution No. 96-2279, For the Purpose of Authorizing an Intergovernmental Agreement 
with Tri-Met to Assist in Establishing a Transit-Oriented Development and Implementation 
Program at Metro.

‘ Motion: 

Second: 

Discussion:

Councilor Monroe moved the adoption of Resolution No. 96-2279 

Councilor McLain seconded the motion.

Councilor Monroe informed the Council members that this resolution 
does three things with the intergovernmental agreement between Tri- 

Met and Metro: First, it provides that Tri-Met will authorize the use of some of their staff to assist 
Metro in securing a $3 million federal grant for a Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) revolving 
fund; secondly, it transfers one FTE from Tri-Met to Metro for the purpose of establishing the TOD 
revolving fund once the grant is obtained; third, there will be coordination between Metro and Tri- 
Met in studying the effect of the TOD projects on Tri-Met's facilities and services on implementation 
of the 2040 plan. Councilor urged the other members of the Council to support this measure.

Public Hearing: No members of the public came forward to offer testimony.

Vote: The vote was 6 aye / 0 nay. Presiding Officer Jon Kvistad declared that the 
motion passed unanimously. Councilor Don Morissette was excused from 
this afternoon's meeting.
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7.9 Resolution No. 96-2335. For the Purpose of Modifying the Submission to the Voters of a 
General Obligation Bond Indebtedness in the Amount of $28.8 Million for Capital 
Improvements at the Metro Washington Park Zoo.

Motion:

Second:

Discussion:

Councilor Washington moved the adoption of Resolution No. 96-2335 

Councilor McLain seconded the motion.

Councilor Washington summarized resolution 96-2335 as providing 
the voter’s pamphlet information which will go out to voters. A focus 

group suggested that certain aspects of the language contained therein be altered.

Councilor McCaig then acquainted the members of the Council with the differences between the 
rhetoric of the first draft and the newly drawn up language.

Public Hearing: No members of the public came forward to offer testimony.

Vote: The vote was 6 aye / 0 nay. Presiding Officer Jon Kvistad declared that the 
motion passed unanimously. Councilor Don Morissette was excused from 
this afternoon's meeting.

PUBLIC HEARING

• Lucille Beck, representing Friends of Tryon Creek State Park, 1430 SW Englewood Dr, Lake 
Oswego OR 97034: “I am here to testify on the Tryon Creek linkages item. The Friends of 
Tryon Creek consider the number one priority to be Site No. 9 which is on your appendix. See 
page 8. It is a property that lies between Marshall Park and Tryon Creek State Park. There are 
about 7.8 acres. That really would the proper addition to the park. It crosses the creek, 
intersects the creek and if it were purchased, it would provide an opportunity fora trail all the 
way from upper Marshall Park clear down to State street in Lake Oswego and maybe further if 
we ever get to the river. It is a very important piece of land. It is undeveloped totally. It has not 
been logged for at least fifty years. It is lovely. It has lots of nice features to it. We would 
strongly recommend that as out number one priority. I think the Foley property is also a very 
nice addition to the park. It does not connect with anything but it is a nice property. I think that it 
is probably important to pursue the ones that are adjacent to the School District as well. I don't 
know those properties. My real pitch is for number one."

• Doug Weir, representing Friends of Terwilliger, 342 SW Hamilton Ct, Portland OR 97201 
testified: “This day has been in the making for 93 years. In 1903, the Olmsteads came to 
Portland and Portland passed the comprehensive park plan for Portland. This is what created 
Terwilliger Parkway. I have a copy of it here. It was opened in 1912. In 1928, the City of 
Portland restricted development along the boulevard. In 1939, there was a bond levy passed. 
Unfortunately Terwilliger was always on the wish list but it didn’t quite make it. By 1959, when 
they realized that they didn't have enough money. They created the city's first design zone to 
protect Terwilliger. In the late 1970s, community involvement became very active. Many of the 
people who were involved in that are here today. That resulted in the Terwilliger Parkway 
corridor plan and design guidelines. In 1991, the Friends of Terwilliger also became active once
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again and one of our really long-term goals was to permanently protect these properties and to 
finish the work that was started in 1903. Transfer of public lands began by negotiating with 
property owners in 1991 before the failed bond measure in 1992. They kept the faith for several 
years, working with property owners. In 1995, through the diligent work of Metro and numerous 
volunteers. Then, in 1995, through the diligent work of Metro and numerous volunteers, 
especially Councilor McCaig, and I would also like to make mention of Councilor Wyers and her 
work in this regard, the voters overwhelmingly passed the open spaces bond measure. In the 
Ten/vllliger area, this bond measure passed by over 80% margin. This community really cares 
about this item. Since that time, the Tmst For Public Lands has really worked tirelessly with the 
property owners and Metro staff to secure this property. I urge you to go ahead and acquire this 
property. In closing, I would just like to give you a little quote from that 1903 report. It refers to a 
south hillside parkway: ‘If it should prove possible to secure with the cooperation of landowners, 
the needed right of way and sufficient land below it to ensure command of the views, this 
parkway would have great value, both to the people using it and to the owners of residential 
properties which it would make agreeably accessible. This parkway would be a feature of which 
the city would Just proud.

Bowen Blair, representing Trust for Public Lands, 1211 SW 6th Ave, Portland OR 97204 
testified: “This is a great day for us. As Doug said, we were involved with this project since 
September of 1991 so we have been negotiating for five long years. We were approached, as 
Doug also said, by Friends of Terwiliiger to try to secure this property. We looked at it and saw 
the great park potential only five minutes from downtown Portland, the opportunity to protect a 
histone boulevard (Terwiliiger Boulevard), and Just as important, the ability to show the 
constituents in the Metro area the advantage of passing a bond measure. We could show them 
what sort of properties would be lost if the bond measure to secure open space was not passed 
so we went forward blindiy in some cases and were able to secure this property, work with 
people to get the bond measure passed and here we are today. After five years, this Council, as 
Councilor Washington said, ‘has a wonderful opportunity to protect histone Terwiliiger 
Boulevard, to secure a tremendous park located minutes from downtown Portland, to fulfill the 
wishes and expectations of the voters in the metropolitan area and to prevent what likely would 
be further litigation in the future. Thank you for this opportunity to testify."

Barbara Alberty, 307 SW Hamilton St, Portland OR 97209 testified: “As Doug said, he is the 
current President of Friends of Terwiliiger Parkway. I was the first one. I see a number of 
friends that we have worked with for years here today. I think I got to be President because I 
missed a meeting. I wanted to impress upon you how important it was, not only to the people 
who lived up there, but the people who drove as well as hiked and Jogged across the bridge to 
the west side and looked at that beautiful green hillside with trees. We did several things. We 
made T-shirts and sold them, we had a street fair one year and I remember it was right after Mt. 
St. Helens exploded but we had it anyway. We had people who came by, stopped and gave us 
money. We were having bake sales. We did everything we could to support ourselves while we 
were convincing the public and the political process to help us save Terwiliiger Parkway. It was 
a lot of fun and I enjoyed it immensely. It has been a wonderful experience. A lot of wonderful 
people have worked on it. I am so pleased that Metro is finaliy going to do something that will 
bring this area into public ownership. We can then all enjoy it whether we are driving across the 
bridge from the east side or whether we are running along there. Thank you. ”

Barbara Walker, 14001 SE 38th ST, Vancouver WA 98683 testified: 7 would like to add that it 
has been a long time over which many, many people have worked hard on this project because
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of the value they saw in protecting this. This area not only adds to the parkway, it also adds to 
the essence of what makes the parkway. It also provides a fabulous view and those views will 
one day be gone if we don't protect these places. I would like to commend Metro and the staff 
that has worked so long and hard on the open spaces and the trails plans. You have really 
come out with something that does indeed reflect the wishes of your constituents. We who have 
worked with you on this thank you for the many, many, many years of hard work that have gone 
into this and I Just trust this will be a real gemstone in our crown to prove what we have all been 
about."

Judy Henderson representing Tryon Creek Corridor Committee, 9845 SW 25th Ave, Portland 
OR 97219 testified: “/ represent a group of citizens who call themselves the Tryon Creek 
Corridor Committee. We are especially interested in linkages between Tryon Creek State Park 
and the Marshall Park area. I would like to reiterate what Ms. Beck said. There is a lot of 
interest in this area and we want it all. We are particularly partial to Site No. 4 which is in the 
Marshall Park neighborhood. Not only is it a potentially good habitat area right along Tryon 
Creek and several tributaries, we think it also has the advantages of having an owner willing to 
sell and very negotiable. It also provides a lot opportunity for people in the neighborhood to 
restore an area that has been an open space historically. It has been used for many years as a 
horse back riding facility. Part of the area is pretty well degraded and I would like to see some of 
the neighborhood children, especially, get to work on cleaning this out. I would also like to 
commend the Metro staff and Council for the Job they have done in the refinement process. I am 
fairly new in this process but I have been really impressed with the way they have taken a lot of 
information from a lot of people and put it together. I think they have done a really good Job of 
listening to us."

Tom Gurney, 4240 SW Dogwood Lane, Portland OR 97225 testified: Td like to offer my 
support to the Fanno Creek Refinement Plan and commend the staff on its development. It has 
a pretty innovative piece in its challenge grant approach. It encourages partnerships and 
encourages leveraging for additional funds and I think it looks at the watershed as a whole. It 
takes into consideration the tributaries as an important part of the watershed. Thank you. ”

Liz Callison testified: 7 wanted to thank you all and Metro staff for doing a great Job on this. I 
would also like to recognize the campaign work of Councilor Patricia McCaig. I would also like 
to remember a former Presiding Officer, Judy Wyers. If not for her, we wouldn’t be talking about 
Tryon Creek purchases. I represent Friends of West Hills Streams and we have been involved 
in promoting purchases in Fanno, Terwilliger and in the Tryon Creek areas. I would Just like to 
make on remark about the use of parklands. I would like the Council to ensure that there will be 
no utilities use of the open space parks and stream lands purchased with Metro bond measure 
money. These lands were intended to be protected refuges for fish and wildlife as well as for 
limited types of recreational uses. Such lands should not be traded to or be used by public or 
private utilities to create water or sewer pipelines or similar uses. Besides destroying natural 
resource values, such uses may even result in nuisances or hazards for humans and wildlife. I 
do hope you will give this some consideration. Thank you."

Jay Mower representing Friends of Terwilliger, 777 SW Chestnut St, Portland OR 97219 
testified: “I will add my praise to this great achievement of getting this piece of beautiful forested 
corridor on Terwilliger purchased. A few weeks ago, I met a woman on Terwilliger whose 
grandmother grow upon Hamilton Street. She said there was a big photograph in the aunt’s 
house which was some sort of grand opening of Terwilliger. She brought it down last week and
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it a 55 inch long picture, about eight inches tall. It was a large group of people, the BPOE, the 
Elks, dated 1912. It is a panoramic shot about where the Chart House is now. looking to the 
north. You can see all the property that has been recently acquired like the Olmstead Ridge and 
now the Marquam Woods. You can see the other things like the Eagle Point Hilltop and other 
things. There was a marching band in white clothing and fancy hats and pn the edges were little 
kids with their caps on. So it was sort of exciting to find that thing and it Just goes to show me 
and I think to us how long many people have worked on making Terwilliger such a tremendous 
thing for our city and this event today is Just another addition to this long history we have in this 
legacy. I am very proud to have participated in the bond measure and appreciate the vote. 
Thank you.”

EXECUTIVE SESSION HELD PURSUANT TO ORS 192.660 (1)(E). DELIBERATIONS 
WITH PERSONS DESIGNATED TO NEGOTIATE REAL PROPERTY TRANSACTIONS.

RESOLUTIONS — CONTINUED

9.1 Resolution No. 96-2334, For the Purpose of Authorizing the Executive Officer to Purchase 
Property in Terwilliger-Marquam Natural Area in Southwest Portland.

Motion:

Second:

Discussion:

Councilor McCaig moved the adoption of Resolution No. 96-2334. 

Councilor Washington seconded the motion.

Public Hearing:

Councilor McCaig asked for unanimous approval from Metro Council 
for purchasing 18 acres in Tenvilliger.

No members of the public came forward to offer testimony at this 
time.

Vote: The vote was 6 aye / 0 nay. Presiding Officer Jon Kvistad declared that the
motion passed unanimously. Councilor Don Morissette was excused from 

this afternoon's meeting. Tumultuous applause from the audience followed the Presiding Officer's 
declaration of the unanimous approval from the Metro Councilors.

8.2 Resolution No. 96-2230, For the Purpose of Approving a Refinement Plan for the Tryon 
Creek Linkages Target Area as Outlined in the Open Space Implementation Work Plan.

Motion: Councilor McCaig moved the adoption of Resolution No. 96-2230.

Second: Councilor McFarland seconded the motion.

Discussion: Councilor McCaig stated, "Good things should pass."

Public Hearing: No members of the public came forward to offer testimony at this 
time.
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Vote: The vote was 6 aye / 0 nay. Presiding Officer Jon Kvistad declared
that the motion passed unanimously. Councilor Don Morissette was excused
from this afternoon's meeting.

8.3 Resolution No. 96-2231, For the Purpose of Approving a Refinement Plan for the Fanno 
Creek Greenway Target Area as Outlined in the Open Space Implementation Work Plan.

Presiding Officer Jon Kvistad turned the gavel over to Deputy Presiding Officer Susan 
McLain in order that he might make this motion.

Motion: Presiding Officer Jon Kvistad moved the adoption of Resolution No. 96-2231

Second: Councilor Washington seconded the motion.

Discussion: Presiding Officer Jon Kvistad asked for approval for this refinement
plan from the fellow Metro Councilors.

Public Hearing: No members of the public came forward to offer testimony at this 
time.

Vote: The vote was 6 aye / 0 nay. Presiding Officer Jon Kvistad declared that the 
motion passed unanimously. Councilor Don Morissette was excused from 
this afternoon's meeting.

9. COUNCILOR COMMUNICATIONS
Presiding Officer Jon Kvistad .announced that Green City Data Project met here at Metro 
over the weekend. Councilor Washington introduced the project and was here to greet them 

when they came. Presiding Officer Jon Kvistad was here to hand out gifts at the end of the project. 
The young people who were here want to make a presentation to Metro Council of Douglas Fir tree 
planting kits and these kits were distributed to members of Metro Council.

Presiding Officer Jon Kvistad stated that that the memorial service for Councilor Judy Wyers will be 
held on Monday, May 20,1996 at 4 pm. The location will be at First United Methodist Church, 18th 
at Jefferson, Portland.

10. ADJOURN
With no further business to come before Metro Council on this date, the meeting was 
adjourned by Presiding Officer Jon Kvistad at 4:05 PM.

Prepared by

David Aeschliman 
Acting as Clerk of the Council
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BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

FOR THE PURPOSE OF APPROVING A )
REFINEMENT PLAN FOR CLEAR CREEK )
CANYON TARGET AREA AS )
OUTLINED IN THE OPEN SPACE )
IMPLEMENTATION WORK PLAN )

RESOLUTION NO. 96-2332

Introduced by Mike Burton 
Executive Officer

WHEREAS, In July 1992, Metro completed the Metropolitan Greenspaces Master 
Plan which identified a desired system of natural areas interconnected with greenways and 
trails: and

WHEREAS, at the election held on May 16, 1995,. the electors of Metro approved 
Ballot Measure 26-26 which authorizes Metro to issue $135.6 million in general obligation 
bonds to finance land acquisition and capital improvements pursuant to Metro’s Open 
Spaces Program: and

WHEREAS, the Clear Creek Canyon was designated as a Greenspace of regional 
significance in the Greenspaces Master Plan and identified as a regional target area in the 
Open Space, Parks and Streams Bond Measure: and

WHEREAS, in November 1995, the Metro Council adopted the Open Space Implementation 
Work Plan, which calls for a public “refinement” process whereby Metro adopts a Refinement 
Plan including objectives and a confidential tax lot specific map identifying priority properties 
for acquisition: and

WHEREAS, Resolution No. 95-2228 authorizes the Executive Officer to purchase 
property with accepted acquisition guidelines as outlined in the Open Space Implementation 
Work Plan, now therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED,

That the Metro Council adopts Clear Creek Canyon Refinement Plan, consisting of 
objectives and a confidential tax lot specific map identifying priority properties for acquisition, 
authorizing the Executive Officer to begin the acquisition of property and property rights as 
detailed in the Open Space Implementation Work Plan adopted in November, 1995 and in 
Resolution No. 95-2228.

ADOPTED by Metro Council this day of. ., 1996.

Approved as to Form;
Jon Kvistad, Presiding Officer

Daniel B. Cooper, General Counsel



Staff Report

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 96-2332, FOR THE PURPOSE OF APPROVING 
A REFINEMENT PLAN FOR THE CLEAR CREEK CANYON TARGET AREA AS 
OUTLINED IN THE OPEN SPACE IMPLEMENTATION WORK PLAN

Date: April 26,1996 

PROPOSED ACTION

Presented by: Charles Ciecko 
Jim Desmond

Resolution No. 96-2332 requests approval of a refinement plan and adoption of Target 
Area boundaries and objectives for the Clear Creek Canyon Target Area. These 
boundaries and objectives will be used to guide Metro in the implementation of the 
Open Space Bond Measure.

BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

The Target Area description in the Bond Measure Fact Sheet (authorized by Council 
Resolutions 95-2113, 94-2050 and 94-2029B) is as follows:

“Clear Creek Canyon. Acquire 346 acres of Riparian Corridor and Uplands.”

In the 1992 Greenspaces Master Plan, the Clear Creek Canyon area is described as follows:

“Large habitat base carved by Class 1 stream. Second-growth forest of mixed 
conifers and hardwoods support diverse species including big game, fur bearers and 
a variety of small mammals and birds. Salmonid fisheries also supported.”

Target Area Description

A tributary of the Clackamas River, the Clear Creek drainage encompasses 46,444 acres. 
Clear Creek joins the Clackamas River approximately 3 1/2 miles east of Gladstone, just 
east of the SR 224/Carver Bridge; see Figure #1. From its confluence with the Clackamas 
River, the Clear Creek watershed stretches generally southeast, approximately 21 miles. 
Clear Creek’s headwaters flow from atop Goat Mountain, in the Mt. Hood National Forest at 
an altitude of 4,219 feet. As a result. Clear Creek is a very high quality, free flowing stream 
with excellent water quality, supporting a significant anadromous fishery. Forested areas are 
of relatively good quality, mostly second-growth maple, fir, and alder with some older cedar. 
Understory growth consists mostly of native vegetation.

For general planning purposes. Clear Creek and its associated tributaries can be divided into 
three general areas.as illustrated on Figure #1.

Upper Basin - Goat Mt. To Hwy. 211 (approximately 7 miles)

The upper watershed encompasses approximately 18,000 acres with the two federal 
agencies, the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and the U.S. Forest Service, owning over 
20% of the land. Recently, the BLM completed a watershed analysis for Upper Clear Creek
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(Sept. 1995). The BLM’s findings support continued management for generation of Forest 
Products consistent with maintenance of natural resources.

Middle Basin - Hwy. 211 to Fischer’s Mill (approximately 9 miles)

In the middle basin, the Clear Creek valley is wider and more gently sloped. Historically, 
from the mid to late 1800’s, the area was settled and utilized for farming and private forest 
lands. Over the years, the area has been further developed by the addition of rural 
residential single family dwellings and small farms.

The current comprehensive plan zones in this area are: agriculture, forest, and rural 
residential. Assuming other state criteria can be met, new residences in the agricultural and 
forest areas must be sited on 80 acre minimum lots. The rural residential areas are primarily 
5-10 acre minimum lot sizes.

Due to farming, tree removal and housing development close to the creek edges, the creek 
frontage and riparian forest edge have been more severely impacted in this reach.

Lower Basin - Fischer’s Mill to Carver Bridge (approximately 5 miles)

The lower creek basin is characterized by more steeply defined, wooded canyon walls and 
terraced slopes. Due in part to the terracing and relatively large parcel sizes, the lower 
reach has been less impacted and has substantial riparian growth along the creek edges.

The current land zoning is similar to that described in the middle basin.

Refinement Process

The Open Space Implementation Work Plan, adopted by the Metro Council in November 
1995, requires that a Refinement Plan be submitted to the Council for review and adoption 
prior to the acquisition of property in each target area. The Refinement Plan will contain 
open space objectives and a confidential tax-lot-specific map identifying priority properties 
for acquisition, enabling Metro to begin acquiring property and property rights as detailed in 
the Open Space Implementation Work Plan and in Resolution No. 95-228. Resolution No. 
95-2228 “authorizes the Executive Officer to acquire real property and property interests 
subject to the requirements of the Acquisition Parameters and Due Diligence guidelines of 
the Open Space Implementation Work Plan.” The resolution also provides a process for the 
acquisition of land prior to completion of the Refinement Plan. This Early Acquisition 
process may be employed when an opportunity to purchase a unique parcel of land would 
be lost due to lack of an adopted refinement plan.

Under the Early Acquisition provision, Metro purchased a 342.02 acre parcel, called “Clear 
Creek Ranch,” in February, 1996. The parcel is located along approximately two miles of 
creek frontage in the central portion of the Lower Basin. See Figure 1. The ordinance and 
supporting information regarding this purchase are attached. This major acquisition will 
anchor the proposed future natural area. The refinement process has therefore focused on 
how best to complement this initial land holding.

During the refinement process, Metro staff compiled available information about the target 
area, analyzed maps and conducted biological field visits. Individuals were interviewed
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representing various governmental agencies, property owners, interested friends groups, 
and natural resource experts. The key concerns expressed during the interviews are 
summarized in Appendix A.

A public workshop to discuss the proposed Refinement Plan was held on April 23rd, 1996 at 
the Fischer’s Mill Grange Hall. Approximately 115 people attended; their comments are 
summarized in Appendix B.

Regional Parks and Greenspaces Advisory Committee
A presentation of the staff report was given by Metro staff and consultants at a public 
meeting in Room 370A of Metro Regional Center on April 25, 1996. This analysis and the 
resulting objectives were approved by a unanimous vote of The Regional Parks and 
Greenspaces Advisory Committee.

General objectives guiding Metro’s land acquisition efforts throughout the target area 
include;

• Protect anadromous fish habitat and preserve creek-side riparian forests.
• Acquire additional acreage contiguous to the “Clear Creek Ranch” parcel for 

protection of anadromous fish habitat, stream side vegetation, water quality, 
educational and passive recreation values.

Findings
• Clear Creek is a regionally significant natural area, due to its biological, botanical, wildlife 

and passive recreation values.
• On February 1, 1996, Metro purchased the 342 acre Clear Creek Ranch as an “Early 

Acquisition Opportunity” property.
• Clear Creek possesses excellent water quality, and supports a vital anadromous fishery.
• The wooded canyon walls, relatively unimpacted stream side vegetation, mature riparian 

forests, and terraced uplands provide high quality and diverse wildlife habitat.
• Due to its size and scale, the target area provides the range essential to support a highly 

diverse wildlife population, including big game, fur bearers, and a variety of small 
mammals and birds.

• Due to the current zoning and land use restrictions, further residential development in the 
Lower Basin should be limited. Agricultural and forestry activities will continue to 
predominate.

• Local residents note that Clear Creek’s resident steelhead and salmon population have 
been declining.

• The local citizens are very protective of Clear Creek and the rural character of the basin.
• Through education and voluntary measures, protection and enhancement measures 

could be implernented along the private creek sections.
• The local citizens are intensely opposed to the use of Metro’s eminent domain authority 

within the Clear Creek Target Area.
• Local residents are opposed to Metro taking action to acquire and preserve open spaces 

within their neighborhood without prior notice or opportunity for their input.
• The attraction of additional "recreational users” to the area is a major concern of local 

residents, due to their unsatisfactory encounters with recreational users at Carver Park. 
Most residents feel Metro should manage the open space lands for preservation of • 
natural resources and avoid encouraging public access and “park” related uses.
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GOAL:

Establish a 500 acre natural preserve area within Clear Creek’s lower basin, to protect the 
lower basin’s unique natural features, including the creek’s water quality, fish habitat, upland 
and riparian wildlife habitat.

OBJECTIVES:

The following are prioritized specific objectives of the Clear Creek Proposed Refinement 
Plan.

Tier I Objectives:

• Acquire additional acreage contiguous to Clear Creek Ranch for protection of 
anadromous fish habitat, creek-side riparian areas, and adjacent uplands.

Tier il Objectives:

• Negotiate with private land owners to obtain conservation easements for the 
protection of steeply sloped ravines and preservation of riparian forests for the 
protection of water temperature, water quality and anadromous fish habitat.

Partnership Recommendations:

• Work with the CPO, Friends of Clear Creek, surrounding land owners, and other 
interested citizens in the vicinity of the Clear Creek Canyon Target Area on current 
management issues, and aid in soliciting and coordinating Clear Creek citizen input 
into Metro’s future master planning process for the site.

• VVork with Clackamas County to coordinate storm water management in the Clear 
Creek watershed.

. • Pursue potential trade with BLM of lands (240 acres+/-) near Bargfeld Creek or other 
properties for Clear Creek Canyon properties.

• Work with Oregon State Department of Forestry to refine and enforce provisions of 
the Forest Practices Act.

• Work with local CPO and property owners to adopt and implement voluntary 
measures to enhance the water quality and protect the fish habitat of Clear Creek.

Special Policy Recommendations:

In response to citizen concerns regarding uncontrolled public access to Metro’s proposed 
open space in Clear Creek Canyon, Metro staff recommends the Council adopt policies 
which will:

• Restrict public use of Metro’s Clear Creek Canyon open space for a period of five 
years following the adoption of the Clear Creek Canyon Refinement Plan.

• Assure that, when the master planning process commences, the citizens of the Clear 
Creek Canyon community will be formally invited to participate in the management 
planning process.
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Executive Officer’s Recommendatioin

The Executive Officer recommends passage of Resolution No. 96-2332.
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CLEAR CREEK CANYON 

APPENDIX A

Summary of Comments from Stakeholders Interviews:

• Water quality of Clear Creek is generally good, although steelhead runs have been
steadily declining. Some degree of degradation is occurring largely due to run-off
from farm and forest operations.

• High degree of consensus to protect fish and creek habitat.

• There is a strong consensus of opinion on the following:
• Very suspect of government including the long term motives of Metro
• Cherish the rural character and lifestyle and don’t want to hasten the 

urbanization process
• The UGB should not be extended past Carver
• Resent intrusion of “Portland” people with resulting problems (parking and traffic 

congestion on roads, trespassing, vandalism, drugs and drinking, etc.)
• Feel local citizens can protect Clear Creek; don’t need or want the intrusion of 

Metro
• Frustrated that city people voted for something affecting their area without their 

participation
• Carver boat ramp is a focus for much of the local conflict
• Current state forest practice provisions are doing little to protect riparian forest 

areas
• During low-water people gather along the creek and walk up the creek
• Metro should land bank and keep property in natural condition; don’t encourage 

people and users through the development of trails, camping, etc.
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Stakeholders Interviewed Regarding Clear Creek Target Area

Dean Apostle, landscape architect, U.S. Forest Service 

Gene Fischer and Arlene Fischer, local residents 

Jim Irving, Bureau of Land Management 

Diana Jensen, Park Operations Supervisor

Karen Waldron, local resident, 14999 Springwater Rd., Oregon City, OR 

Mike McCallister, planner, Clackamas County 

Jay T. Waldron, attorney/local resident 

Friends of Clear Creek

LaVonne Martin - 17993 S. Stowbridge Rd. Oregon City, Oregon 
(503)631-2938

Maridi Pletcher- 21785 S. McKenzie Ln. Estacada, Oregon

Gloria J. Leslie - 21745 S. McKenzie Ln. Estacada, Oregon

Fred Ostrow - 20828 S. Mattoon Rd.
(503)631-2085

Jacqueline Tommas - 19288 S. Mattoon Rd.
(503)631-2660
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CLEAR CREEK CANYON 

APPENDIX B

Summary of Comments from the April 23,1996 Public Workshop:

• Chief among the public concerns was the issue of public access. Meeting attendees 
were generally opposed to public access to Metro's open space on Clear Creek. 
They also requested that Metro put off opening Clear Creek Ranch to the public 
beyond the year 2000.

• Meeting attendees and property owners requested guarantees that Metro would not 
exercise its condemnation authority within the Clear Creek Target Area.

• Meeting attendees and Clear Creek neighbors were concerned that decisions about 
acquisition of property and public use of lands within their neighborhood were being 
made by Metro, a governmental body in which they are unrepresented.
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BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

FOR THE PURPOSE OF 
AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTIVE 
OFFICER TO PURCHASE PROPERTY 
WITHIN THE FOREST PARK TARGET 
AREA IN NORTHWEST PORTLAND

RESOLUTION NO 96-2344

Introduced by Mike Burton, Executive 
Officer, and Councilor Ed Washington

WHEREAS, the Forest Park Target Area was identified as a regionally significant open 
space in Ballot Measure 2626; and

WHEREAS, two parcels owned by the Ramsey family (the 73 acre parcel and the 31 acre 
parcel) within and adjacent to Forest Park have been identified as Tier I Properties in the Forest 
Park Refinement Plan approved by the Council pursuant to Resolution No. 96-2274 adopted on 
February 15, 1996; and

WHEREAS, the Metro Council desires to authorize the Executive Officer to purchase the 
property identified in Exhibit A, and authorize the Executive Officer to execute an 
Intergovernmental Agreement with the City of Portland providing for Metro and the City of 
Portland to take title to the 31 acre parcel as tenants in common; now therefore

BE IT RESOLVED;

That the Metro Council authorizes the Executive Officer to purchase the property 
identified in Exhibit A from the Ramsey family for no more than $870,000, plus expenses, closing 
costs and taxes, and to execute an Intergovernmental Agreement with the City of Portland to 
provide for Metro and the City of Portland to take title to the 31 acre parcel as tenants in 
common simultaneous with the transfer by the City of Portland to Metro of a similar tenancy in 
common interest in an adjacent parcel currently owned by the City of Portland.

ADOPTED BY THE METRO COUNCIL this 23 rd day of May, 1996.

Jon Kvistad, Presiding Officer

APPROVED AS TO FORM

Daniel B. Cooper, General Counsel
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EXHIBIT A
pAfi.c(U X ( rj^ At*«.0

The East half of the Northeast Quarter of Section 4, Township 1 North, Range 1 West, of the 
Willamette Meridian, in the County of Multnomah and State of Oregon.

PARCEL II; * ^31 AcAff?

BEGINNING at a point on the Westerly line of the Solomon Richards Donation 
Land Claim No. 47, in Township 1 North. Range 1 West of the Willamette 
Meridian, which is South 24°.45' East 12.2385 chains from an iron pipe set 
at the Northwest corner of said Donation Land Claim; thence North 60° East 
parallel with the Northerly line of said Donation Land Claim, 46.43 chains 
to a point; thence South 24° 45' East.parallel with the Westerly line of 
said Donation Land Claim 12.2385 chains to a point; thence South 60° West 
parallel with the Northerly line of said Donation Land Claim 46.43 chains to 
a point on the Westerly line of said Donation Land Claim.from whicl» a one 
inch iron pipe bears South 24° 45' East 80 links; thence North 24» 45* West 
along the West line-of said Donation Land Claim 12.2385 chains to the point 
of beginning, EXCEPT that portion taken by the United States for power 
transmission line and rights of public in and to that portion lying within 
the boundaries of public roads.

HOWEVER EXCEPTING out the following described portion of the real property 
described above:

A parcel of land in' Section 9. Township 1 North, Range 1 West of the 
Willamette Meridian, in the County of Multnomah and State of Oregon, 
described as follows:

COMMENCING at the intersection of the Northerly line of N.W. Montaview 
Avenue in KRUSE HEIGHTS and the Easterly line of relocated N.W. Skyline 
Boulevard; thence Northeasterly along the Northerly line of N.W. Montaview 
Avenue, 920 feet-to a point; thence Nortliwesterly at right angles to N.W. 
Montaview Avenue. 150 feet to a point; tlience Southwesterly parallel with 
the Northerly•line of N.W. Montaview Avenue to the Easterly line of N.w. 
Skyline Boulevard; thence Southeasterly along said line to the point of 
beginning.

That portion of Parcel II consisting of approximately 31 acres identified 
on the attached site map (Exhibit A-l) as DEA Phase III and DEA Phase IV 
and the "easternmost ten-acre parcel."
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CONFIDENTIAL
ATTORNEY/CLIENT PRIVILEGE 

FROM
OFFICE OF GENERAL COUNSEL

Date:

To:

From:

Re:

May 23,1996

Mike Burton, Executive OfiBcer 
Metro Council

Daniel B. Cooper, General Counse^

Resolution No. 96-2344 — Ramsey Purchase Agreements

Resolution No. 96-2344 would authorize the Executive OfiBcer to enter into two purchase 
agreements for property owned by the Ramsey family in the Forest Park Target Area.

The agreements are for the purchase of a 31 acre parcel for $320,000, plus certain survey and 
appraisal related expenses, and for a 73 acre parcel for $550,000.

Notwithstanding that both parcels are described as Tier I properties identified in the Forest Park 
Target Area Refinement Plan approved pursuant to Council Resolution No. 96-2274, Council 
authorization is required because the purchases are in deviation from the work plan requirements 
authorizing the Executive to proceed with purchases of properties within target areas approved by 
the Council in refinement plans. .

The 31 acre parcel is being purchase for $320,000. Metro's outside appraiser, Larry Ofiier, has 
established a fair market value of $270,000. Because the parcel being purchased is a 31 acre 
piece of a larger 50 acre tax lot, the purchase is structured as a lot line adjustment with Metro and 
the City of Portland taking title as Tenants in Common. The City of Portland owns several 
adjacent tax lots which are within Forest Park. Metro and the City will enter into an 
intergovernmental agreement to grant a tenancy in common to Metro for one of the adjacent 
parcels, and then that parcel will be expanded by the purchase of the Ramsey 31 acres by way of a 
lot line adjustment. At the conclusion, Metro's interest in the larger parcel will be in a ratio equal



to the ratio of the 31 acres bought wth Metro's Open Space Fund dollars and the acres 
contributed by the City as an adjacent parcel. Resolution 96-2344 also authorizes the Executive 
OflScer to enter into an intergovernmental agreement with the City for this purpose.

The 73 acre parcel has been formally apprised at $520,000. This appraisal assumed legal costs 
of $50,000 to gain an easement of necessity through City property. If these legal costs were 
unnecessary, the value of the land would be increased by a like amount. Purchase of the 73 acre 
parcel is contingent upon settlement of the existing lawsuit between the City of Portland and the 
sellers in which the City is seeking to condemn the property, and the sellers have brought certain 
counterclaims against the City. Metro's purchase of the 31 acre parcel as Tenants in Conunon 
with the City will allow the sellers to speedily divide the reminder of the property into building 
lots, which is one of the elements of the settlement with the City.

Due to the fact that these unusual circumstances exist and the fact that the fair market value of the 
parcels is less than the price being paid, Council authorization is required.

Page 2
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BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

FOR THE PURPOSE OF APPROVING 
CHAPTER ONE OF THE REGIONAL 
TRANSPORTATION PLAN UPDATE )

)

Resolution No. 96-2327

Introduced by Mike Burton, 
Executive Officer

WHEREAS, The 1992 revision of the Regional Transportation Plan, adopted by 

Ordinance No. 92-433, remains in effect as the regional functional plan required by ORS 268.390 

until it is replaced by the Regional Transportation Update ordinance* and

WHEREAS, Portions of "Regional Transportation Policy," Chapter One of the 1992 

Regional Transportation Plan, may be amended in September, 1996 at the same time that a new

Urban Growth Management Functional Plan with land use and transportation policies is adopted 

by ordinance; and

WHEREAS, The full draft ordinance with the amended regional transportation system is 

scheduled to begin public review as the new regional functional plan, the regional Transportation 

System Plan (TSP) under the Transportation Planning Rule, and Regional Framework Plan 

transportation component in December, 1996; and

WHEREAS, The 1995 Interim Federal Regional Transportation Plan, adopted by 

Resolution No. 95-2138A, was adopted to meet federal Intermodal Surface Transportation 

Efficiency Act (ISTEA) of 1991 and Clean Air Act of 1990 requirements for a financially 

constrained and air quality tested basis for federal transportation funds; and

WHEREAS, The 2040 Growth Concept policies of Metro's adopted regional goals and 

objectives connect land use and transportation in a new regional urban form; and

Page 1 - Resolution No. 96-2327



WHEREAS, The first phase of the Regional Transportation Plan Update has focused on 

an amended policy framework that considers the Transportation Planning Rule requirements for 

the regional TSP and transportation policy aspects of the 2040 Growth Concept; now, therefore, 

BE IT RESOLVED:

That the Metro Council hereby declares:

1. That Chapter 1, entitled "Regional Transportation Policy" of the Regional Transportation 

Plan Update, attached and incorporated as Exhibit A, is hereby adopted as the proposal for a new 

policy framework for the Regional Transportation Plan Update that will be the basis for 

development of the new transportation system and proposed improvements.

2. That Chapter 1 shall be combined with a new transportation system and proposed 

improvements in a draft Regional Transportation Update for compliance with LCDC's

Transportation Planning Rule to begin public review in December, 1996.

3. That any amendments to Chapter 1 suggested by the time the full draft Regional

Transportation Plan Update shall be considered during JPACT and Metro Council consideration 

of a resolution to propose it in December, 1996.

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this day of _ 1996.

Jon K\dstad, Presiding Officer

Approved as to Form:

Daniel B. Cooper, General Counsel

jcp i:\r-o\1268.doc
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STAFF REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 96-2321 FOR THE PURPOSE OF
TTn^I^^VING CHAPTER 0NE 0P THE REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN 
UPDATE

Presented by; Andrew C. Cotugno

PROPOSED ACTION

Adoption of this resolution would establish the regional transportation policy framework for
for nansl,,mra"0n Plan (RTP) Update- The RTP ul>date will be the basis
fmnrn devel,°pment of 3 "cw transportation system and for defining the transportation system 
improvements necessary to implement the Region 2040 Growth Concept through the
(^^\arlnr-ameWOtrkfPla^' The Up.dated RTP wiI1 satisfy state Transportation Planning Rule 
^PR) retirements for Transportation System Plans and Metro Charter requirements for a 
Transportation Element of the Regional Framework Plan.

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANAT VQTQ

Context
c

Chapter 1, Regional Transportation Policy, establishes guiding principles for a balanced 
regional t^spo^tion system as well as goals and objectives for various transportation 
modes and coordination between those modes. The chapter presents the overaU policy
ir^s^se^ i-SPe<? VranSP^^^^ g0aIS, objectives and actions contained i the RTP 
It also sets a direction for future planning and decision-making by the Metro Council for the
remm„to of Che RTP update, which will define the regional rransportatioTSyst"d tile 

0 year improvements to those systems consistent with the State TPR. •

More importantly, this RTP policy chapter provides the basis for coordinating the 
development of a complete RTP with the Region 2040 Growth Concept and the Regional 
Framework Plan. The chapter also provides the policy context and framework for^ 
t^sportetion system planning required under the state TPR for cities and counties Finallv 
fte chapter updates the regional policy for consistency with the Intermodal Surface y> 
Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA) of 1991 and the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990.

LhL?rtaPi-er ^ Rfgi0nal TransPortation Policy will ultimately be combined with a new 
^ P rtation system component, including proposed improvements, in a draft Regional 
-mmpmmion Plan Update. That plan update will be the basis for compliance wUh the state 
TPR and begm public review in December 1996. This chapter also provides the basis for the
S- revLw nif f9l7 n th6 TranSp0rtation Element of the ReSional Framework Plan, scheduled



Key Chapter 1 Elements

The following is a summary of the key policy components contained in Chapter 1 Reeional 
Transportation Policy: r .

1.-

2.

3.

4.

5.

8.

Regional Transportation Vision/Guiding Principles. The new Chapter 1 provides a 
concise, cl^ vision for the RTP. The overriding concept is to strategically implement 
a multi-modal transportation system that facilitates development of the 2040 Growth 
Concept.

Accessibility. The concept of.accessibility is introduced as a guiding principle as a 
supplement to mobility. Accessibility ties land use activities of places to the ability to 
travel to those places on the transportation system. The promotion of accessibility will 
lead to better balance between land uses and the transportation system.

Urban Form. The 2040 land use concepts (central city, regional centers, town centers 
etc.) are incorporated into the RTP and complementary transportation system 
approaches are identified for each of the concept types.

Systemwide Goals and Objectives. Specific goals and objectives are listed to expand 
on the RTP Vision. Objectives relate to providing a safe, cost-efficient system that 
implements the 2040 Growth Concept and protects the region’s natural environment.

Street Design. Regional street design goals and objectives are included to introduce the
concept of varying street design dependent upon land use as identified in the 2040 
Growth Concept.

Modal Elements. System goals and objectives and functional classification descriptions 
are.provid^ for regional transportation modes relative to motor vehicles public 
transportation, freight, bicycles, and pedestrians. * r

System Management (TSM), Transportation Demand Management 
(TD^. Better operation of the system through TSM strategies such as traffic signal 
coordination and managing demand through TDM strategies such as caipooling and • 
flextime are emphasized through specific goals and objectives. Parking management 
objectives are included within this area.

Congestion Level-of-Service. The policy chapter recognizes the need for revised
m^sures to evaluate congestion and methods to address it. Policies will be included to 
reflect this recognition.

Update Process

The Chapter 1 Regional Transportation Policy document represents proposed policy changes 
as recommended by the 21-member RTP Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) The CAC 
has worked with Metro staff, the RTP work teams, and the Transportation Policy



Alt^natives Committee (TPAC) to formulate their recommendations. In addition to the 
CAC r^ommendations, JPACT and the Metro Council will be asked to consider comments 
from the public and TPAC prior to taking a final action.

Upon completion of the policy chapter, the CAC, Metro staff, TPAC, the inter-agency RTP
: ePUDbhC Wu11 pr0Ceed t0 develop the fuH RTP over the next seven months 

A draft of the full RTP is scheduled for release in December 1996.

MH:Iffik
96-2327.RES
4-18-96



M M O R N D U M

600 NORTHEAST GRAND AVENUE I PORTUND. OREGON 97232 2736 
TEL 503 797 1700 I FAX 503 797 1794

Metro

Date: May 23,1996

To: JPACT/MPAC Members and Interested Parties

From: Andrew C Cotugno, Transportation Director

Subject: CAC Addendum to Chapter 1 Revisions

On May 7, the RTP Citizen Advisory Committee moved to add several revisions to those included in 
the April 19 Chapter 1 draft. Most of these additional revisions are in response to issues forwarded to 
the CAC by the Transportation Policy Alternatives Committee (TPAC). Recommended text additions 
are shown with underscore and deletions shown as-strikethru:

Introduction

1. Add a preface that explains what parts of Chapter 1 are binding (i.e., goals and objectives vs. 
more descriptive text), relationship to the Regional Framework Plan (RFP) arid the timeline 
for adoption and subsequent local TSP timelines.

Regional Street System

1. Add a matrix to page 1-12 of the street design section that summarizes the connection 
between street designs and the various 2040 land use components (similar to that shown 
on page 1-27 of the transit section).

2. Revise the introductory paragraph to street system implementation on page 1-19 as 
follows:

"...or preserve infrastructure. The purpose of this section is to establish these key issues 
as the most important criteria when selecting transportation projects and programs.
The following goals and objectives..."

Regional Motor Vehicle System

1. Revise the fourth bullet in the Local Street section on page 1-23 to read:

"Direct freight access on the local residential street system should be discouraged7 
except-whcfe-nltcrnntivca would create ah-unusunl burden on-freight movement."



2. Recognize special needs of motorcycles and mopeds through the following revisions:

• revise the last sentence of the introductory paragraph on page 1-20 to read:

"... share of transit riders). Finally, motorcycles and mopeds also use the motor
vehicle system, and provide more fuel-efficient alternatives to automobile travel.
Although motorcycles and mopeds are governed bv the same traffic laws as other
motor vehicles, they have special parking and security needs.

Transit Goals and Objectives:

1. Revise the first paragraph on page 1-24 to read:

Tublic Transportation-Transit servico should bo provided to serve the entire urban area, and 
the hierarchy of service types described in this section define what level of service is 
appropriate for specific areas; The transit section is divided into two parts. The first..."

2. Revise the "Other Transit Options" section on page 1-26 as follows:

"Other Public Transportation Transit Options

Other public transportation may serve-transit options mny hemmp 
serving certain-destinations m the metropolitan area. These services include commuter raU 
along existing-heavy-rail lines, passenger rail and bus connecting the region to other urban 
areas- In addition, private urban services may complement public transit within the urban 
area and other private services may inter cit\' bun ricrvirn thm pmviHp statewide access to the 
region's inter-city bus, rail and air terminals."

3. Replace the word "reportable" with "avoidable" in the second objective of Goal 5 on page 1-29.

4. Revise the transit chart on page 1-27 to show "secondary bus" service to "employment areas" as 
a solid square (denoting best transit mode for a given land use type).

Freight Goals and Objectives:

1. Delete the second bullet under the third objective of Goal 1 (redundant; freight 
monitoring will occur as part of IMS).

2. Delete the fourth objective under Goal 3; this change is based on the general principle • 
of not including financial priority statements within the modal sections of Chapter 1.

3. Replace the word "Ensure" with 'Tromote" in Goal 4 to create a more flexible goal 
statement.

4. Revise the fourth bullet under Goal 4 to read "truck infiltrationin 
neighborhoods" to more clearly state the intent of this objective.

5. Note, the discussion draft omits two CAC revisions to the freight goals and objectives.
Tlie first is introductory text intended for the opening paragraph that elaborates on the

CAC Addendum to Chapter 1 RTF Revisions 
May 23,1996 
Page 2



multi-modal and multi-commodity nature of freight movement in the region. The 
second add the word "enhance" to Goal 3 as follows:

"Goal 3 - Protect and enhance the public and private investments in the freight 
network."

These additional revisions will be incorporated into the final CAC text revisions.

Bicycle Goals and Objectives;

1. Add the following wording to the second sentence of the introductory paragraph:

"Metro's 1994 travel behavior survey found that places in the region with good street 
continuity, ease of street crossing and gentle topography experience more than a three 
percent bicycle mode share .while lower density areas experience around one percent 
bicycle mode share."

2. Revise Goal 3 as follows:

"Ensure that all transportation projects include appropriate bicycle facilities using 
established design standards •appropriate to that reflect regional land use and street 
classifications."

3. Revise Objective 1, Goal 3 for consistency with the previous revision to the goal 
statement:

"1. Objective: Ensure that bikeway projects, and all transportation projects include 
appropriate bikeways, that bicycle parking and other end-of-trip facilities are 
designed using established standards, and that bikeways are connected with other 
jurisdictions and the regional bikeway network."

4. Revise the third objective under Goal 4 on page 1-33 as follows: •'

"Objective: Reduce the rate number of bicycle accidents in the region."

TDM Goals and Objectives:

1. Add a reference to the Central City on page 37 in the first objective of Goal 1 (for consistency with 
the land use revisions already drafted for Chapter 1).

2. Add a new objective 6 to Goal 5 - "Allow use of HOV lanes by motorcycles with single riders in 
order to further reduce congestion."

3. Delete first objective of Goal 6 relating to public involvement policies (not an appropriate location 
for this text; duplicates the public involvement policy documents already in place).

CAC Addendum to Chapter 1 RTP Revisions
May 23,1996
Pages



Parking Goals and Objectives:

1. Replace existing parking section in Chapter 1 of the RTF with the following new 
text. The introduction in the new text includes a discussion of the Transportation 
Planning Rule (TPR) requirement to reduce parking space per capita. Goal 1 and the 
objectives that follow this goal reflect the results of the Regional Parking 
Management study completed in December 1995. The study established the region's 
parking baseline for non-residential parking spaces per capita at 0.86 spaces. Goal 
2 and Goal 3 reflect the Phase I Framework Plan interim parking measures for 
reducing parking minimum requirements and for establishing parking maximums. 
The proposed new text follows:

Parking Management

The State TransportaHon Planning Rule (TPR) requires that the Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) include methods to reduce non-residential parking spaces per
capita by 10 percent over the next 20 years (by 2015). The renuirempnf one asppcf nf
the rule's overall objective to reduce per-capita vehicle miles traveled (VMT). promote
alternative modes and encourage pedestrian and bicycle friendly development.

The rnode of travel is directly influenced by the convenience and cost of parking. As
auto parking in densely developed areas becomes less convenient and more costly.
alternative modes of travel (e.g.. transit, bicycle, walk and telecommute) becnmp
relatively more attractive. In addition, as alternative modes nf travel are used more
for work and non-work trips, the demand for scarce parking decreases. The redncHon in

.demand will allow the region to develop more compactly and provide the opportunity
for redevelopment of exisHng parking into other important and higher ond

Ihe regional parking management program is designed to he complpmpntarv fn fht> 
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) element of the RTP. mppt the 10 percent 
reduction in parking spaces per capita required by the TransportaHon Planning Ruin 
jTPR), assist with implementation of the Department of Environmental Quality's
voluntary parking raHo program contained in the region's Ozone Maintpnance^n. r'
and support the implementaHon of the "Interim Parking" measures adonfpd in thp
Regional Framework Plan.

Regional Parking Goals and ObiecHvps

■Goal 1 - Reduce the demand for parking bv increasing the use of altemaHvp mndps for
accessing the central dtv. regional centers, town centers. mainsh-ppK and
employment areas.

1_ Objective: Encourage the designation of preferenHal parkin? stalls for rarpnni
yanpool, motorcycle and moped parking at major retail centers, institutions and
employment centers.

2. Objective: Consider the redesignation of existing parking as nark-n-rido 
spaces.

3., Objective: Consider the use of timed parking zones.

CAC Addendum to Oiapler 7 RTP Revisions 
May 23, 1996 
Page 4



■Goal 2 - Reduce the number of off-street parking spaces per capita.

1. Objective: Promote the use and development of shared parking spaces for 
commercial and retail land uses.

Objective: Require no more parking in designated land uses than the minimum
as shown in the Regional Parking Standards Table shown in Title 2 of the 
Urban Growth Management FuncKonal Plan

2:__Objective: Establish parking maximumsat ratios no greater than those listed
in the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan parking standards table
under Zone A (Appendix 1)

(note: Parkim spaces are subject to the reponal varkinv maxitnums. Parking 
spaces in structures may apply for limited increases in this ratio, not exceeding
20%. Parkin? for vehicles that are for sale, lease, or rent are exempt from the
standard). The criteria for zone A is defined as:

• within 1 /4 mile of bus stops with 20 minute or less headways in the A.M.
and P.M. peak hours with existing service or an adopted Tri-Met 5-vear •
service plan: or

• within 1 /2 mile of light rail stations: or

• within a 2040 Growth Concept design type (except neighborhoods).

(Distances are calculated atom? public rivhts-of-wau and discounted for steep
slopes. It is recommended that cities or counties also include within Zone A non-
residential areas with a flood pedestrian environment within a. 10-minute walk
of residential areas with street and sidewalk desims and residential densities
which can be shown to have significant non-auto mode choices.
rest of the region)

Zone B is the

5. Objective: Establish parking maximums (see notation in Ohiective 2) at ratios
rio greater than those listed in the Regional Parking Standards Table under
Zone B for areas outside of Zone A.

Goal 3 - Provide regional support for implementation of the voluntary parking
provisions of the Portland region’s Ozone Maintenance Plan.

L—Objective: Allow property owners who elect to use the minimum parking ratios 
shown in the Regional Parking Standards Table as maximum ratios to be
exempted from the Employee Commute Options (ECO) program.

——Objective: Provide priority DEO permit processing to land owners who elect to
use the minimum parking ratios as maximum ratios.

CAC Addendum to Chapter I RTP Revisions
May 23,1996
Pages



Glossary:

1. Add definitions for the terms "transir and "public transportation" as follows:

Public Tramportation - includes both publicly and privately funded transportation serving the 
general public, including urban fixed route bus and rail service, inter-city passenger bus and rail 
service, dial-a-ride and demand responsible services, client transport services and 
commuter/rideshare programs. For the purposes of the RTF, school buses and taxi subsidy 
programs are not included in this definition.

Transit - for the purposes of the RTF, this term refers to publicly-funded and managed 
transjwrtaHon services and programs within the urban area, including light rail, regional 
rapid bus, frequent bus, primary bus, secondaiy bus, mini-bus, paratransit and park-and-ride.

CAC Addendum to Chopter 1 RTP Revisions 
May 23,1996 
Page 6



RTP Chapter 1 Adoption Schedule

April

16

19

May

8

9

17

23

24 

29 

31

June

12

13

20

Citizens Advisory Committee considers final policy recommendation; 
Public testimony received at meeting, 5 p.m., Metro Council Annex, 
600 NE Grand Ave., Portland, OR 97232

CAC final recommendation released to public
Comment Period Begins

MPAC RTP discussion 

JPACT RTP overview

Comment period on final recommendation ends (Comments received through May 
17 wiU be compiled and submitted to the Metro Council for their consideration prior 
to the May 23 hearing.)

Metro Council Public Hearing, 6 p.m., Metro Council Chamber, 
Public testimony received

special TPAC (tentative)

MPAC/JPACT workshop on Chapter 1

TPAC considers final adoption of Chapter 1

MPAC considers final adoption of Chapter 1 

JPACT considers final adoption of Chapter 1 

Metro Council considers final adoption of Chapter 1

5/7/96



M M O N D U M

Metro

DATE;

TO;

FROM;

May 23, 1996

Metro Councilors
Charlie Ciecko ^ 

Jim Desmond

SUBJECT; CorrespondeiWe received as testimony on Clear Creek

Attached are five letters regarding Clear Creek we received this week from people who will not be 
available to testify at the Council meeting this evening. These are the only letters we have received on, 
Clear Creek, and all four of them are positive, supporting Metro’s acquisition of open spaces in that 
regional target area.

The letters attached include;

• Walter and Edith Kali, willing-seller landowners on Clear Creek

• Howard DeLano, landowner adjacent to Metro’s Clear Creek property who is open to a 
conservation easement and strongly favors protecting the canyon com’dor from development

• Jay Massey and Holly Michael, Biologists, and Tom Murtagh, Basin Planner. Oregon 
Department of Fish and Wildlife, recognizing Clear Creek as providing highly valued fish 
spawning and wildlife habitat

• Jim Myron, Conservation Director, Oregon Trout representing the group’s 4000 members, 
emphasizing the critical habitat values of the area

• Esther Lev, environmental consultant and wildlife ecologist

These parties have asked that you accept these letters in lieu of personal testimony for tonight’s meeting.



MAY 17,1996 May 2 0

JIM DESMOND
MANAGER, OPEN SPACES PROGRAM

RE: CLEAR CRuEK CAInYON

AS LANDOWNERS IN THE LOWER BASIN AREA OF THE CLEAR CREEK 
CANYON, WE WOULD LIKE TO PROVIDE SOME INPUT PRIOR TO THE METRO 
COUNCIL MEETING ON MAY 23,1996:

WE OWN A 16.88 ACRE PARCEL, WITH APPROXIMATELY 2100 FEET ON 
CLEAR CREEK, THAT IS FOR SALE AT THIS TIME. THE ZONING OF THIS 
PARCEL IS RRFF5 AND INTERESTED PARTIES INTEND TO REMOVE THE 
CURRENT FOREST DEFERRAL AND DEVELOP IT AS HOME SITES. WE HAD A 
PREVIOUS EXPERIENCE WITH A BUYER AND THEIR INTENTION WAS TO 
CLEAR CUT THE TIMBER ON THE PROPERTY.

WE HAVE LIVED IN THE CLEAR CREEK AREA AND OWNED THIS PARCEL 
SINCE 1949. WE HAVE USED IT OVER THE YEARS FOR OUR FAMILY 
RECREATION AND AS WELL HAVE MADE IT AVAILABLE TO PEOPLE IN THE 
AREA FOR THEIR RECREATIONAL USE. WE FEEL THE BEST USE OF THE 
PROPERTY WOULD BE TO MAINTAIN IT IN ITS CURRENT NATURAL STATE 
AND TO PROTECT THE STREAM AS A FISHERY.

THE PROPERTY OWNERS ACROSS CLEAR CREEK ARE JAY AND KAREN 
WALDRON. THE WALDRONS MOST LIKELY WOULD OPPOSE PUBLIC 
OWNERSHIP OF THIS PARCEL, BUT IN MY OPINION, PUBLIC OWNERSHIP 
WOULD BE A BENEFIT TO THE LAND AND THE WATERSHED. THE 
WALDRONS MAIN INTEREST IS TO PRESERVE THE TRANQUILLITY OF THEIR 
HOME SITE AND THEIR OPINIONS ARE NOT SHARED BY THE MAJORITY OF 
THE LANDOWNERS IN THE AREA. THEY JUST HAPPEN TO BE THE MOST 
VOCAL.

OUR REALTOR, COOKIE HAYASHI, HAS SPOKEN WITH SEVERAL PEOPLE AT 
METRO IN REGARD TO OUR PROPERTY, MOST RECENTLY SHE SPOKE WITH 
JOEL MORTON. WE ARE UNDER THE IMPRESSION THAT YOU ARE AWARE 
OF OUR LAND AND HAVE CONSIDERED IT IN YOUR ACQUISITION PROCESS.



WE ARE WILLING SELLERS AND WOULD WELCOME THE ADDITION OF OUR 
LAND TO THE OPEN SPACE PROGRAM.

IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS, PLEASE CONTACT US AT 635-2384 OR OUR 
REALTOR, COOKIE HAYASHI, AT 653-0607, EXT 209.

SINCERELY, ^ ,

WALTER KALL 1 
EDITH KALL

MR. g MRS. W4LTER KALL 
16903 SW ALLEN ROAD 
LAKE OSWEGO, OREGON 97035
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may 1 6 1996
^DeLano (J:arms

Howard DeLano
17572 So. Hattan Road • Oregon City, Oregon 97045 

Phone: (503) 631-2315

Mav 15. 1996

Jim Desmond
Manager, Open Spaces Program
Regional Parks and Grcenspaces Department
Metro
600 ME Grand Ave.
Portland, OR 97232-2736

Ref: Clear Creek Canyon
I request that the following statement be made a part of the recorded and public testimony of the meeting 

scheduled for May 23, 1996 at the METRO Regional Center.

My name is Howard DeLano my address is 17572 S. Hattan Rd, Oregon City, OR. I own 155 acres south 
and west of the proposed Clear Creek refinement target area and adjoining the former Clear Creek Ranch on the 
south. I moved to this land in November of 1917 nearly eighty years ago.' I and my family operate a farm raising 
registered Hereford and Gelbvieh cattle owning approximately 200 head. Along with the cattle we raise and train 
Lipizzan horses. We are strongly in favor of protecting the Clear Creek Canyon Corridor itself fiem development. 
The topography of the area and Clear Creek’s propensity for flooding make it vulnerable to overuse by the public. 
There should be no roads, buildings, or permanent camping faalities adjoining.or close to Clear Creek. At the 
present time there are many kinds of wildlife along the creek such as beaver, raccoons, mountain beaver, cen otes, 
deer, grouse, pheasants, quail, squirrels, weasels, ducks, geese and a variety of songbirds also elk on occasion.

Our concern in addition to the protection of wildlife, natural vegetation, and the soils is the presenation 
of the present agricultural activity. We cannot operate our farm if our livestock are disturbed b>' people and 
particularly by their dogs. So few of the public have respect for private property adjoining a park. Gates are left 
open and fences are broken down. The proposed area wliich includes DeLano Creek, a tributary of Clear Creek, 
divides our property. This could create a problem. As long as our land is zoned for agricultural use we must 
continue to use it for agriculture and forestry purposes in order to pay our ta.\es and other expenses and remain 
living on our land.

At the present time 1 am not a trilling seller of my property but 1 would be in favor of working out a 
conservation easement that would protect the canyon corridor itself, retaining it as a primitive and scenic area and 
in turn will allow as to continue to use the upper area for livestock, agriculture, and forestry.

1 have enclosed a map showing the location and boundaries of my property. 1 lease the Lucas property 
which adjoins my property on the north and which includes a part of Clear Creek Canyon.

1 would also like to request a role in planning for the future of the Clear Creek Corridor.

Sincerely,

Howard R. DeLano

cc. Mike Burton, Metro Executive Officer 
Patricia McCaig, Metro Councilor 
Ruth McFarland, Metro Councilor
Charles Ciecko, Director, Metro Regional Parks and Greenspaces Department 
Jim Morgan, Reponal Planner
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May 21, 1996

Metro Council 
John Kvistad 
Presiding Officer 
600 NE Grand Avenue 
Portland. OR 97232

DEP.A.RTMENT O? 

FISH AND
WILDLIFE

Columbia Regicn

Dear John Kvistad:
(

We would like to take this opportunity to offer our support of Metro's 
acquisition of land within the Clear Creek subbasin. The Oregon Department 
of Fish and Wildlife recognises Clear Creek as an important tributary stream 
to the lower Clackamas River basin as it provides highly valued spawning and 
rearing habitat for winter steelhead, coho, and both resident and anadromous 
cutthroat trout. In good flow years the lower reach of this stream may also 
be used by fall Chinook. Flows from Clear Creek also provide significant 
water for fish migrating or spawning in the mainstem Clackamas River. In 
addition, elk and blacktail deer use the land surrounding the creek to forage, 
and as a migratory corridor between the Clackamas River and the foothills of 
the Cascade Range. The Clear Creek subbasin also provides habitat for many 
other non-game animals as well.

For these reasons The Department supports acquisition of land within the 
Clear Creek subbasin, and in other high priority urban or outlying areas as 
well where fish and wildlife will benefit. The Department believes that habitat 
protection, both aquatic and terrestrial, is essential to sustaining fish and 
wildlife resources over the long term. Healthy fish and wildlife populations 
also enhance livability for folks within the region. Please feel free to contact 
me any time for additional support (657-2000 - x231). Thank you.

Jay Massey (District RshlSiologist)
Holly Michael (Urban Habitat Biologist) 
Tom Murtagh (Basin Planner)

17330 SE Evelyr. Smest 
Chckzmif, OR 97Clf-^r.4 
(503) 657-2000 
FAX (513) 657-2C5C
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TO;
FM:
RE:

Metro Council.
Jim Myron, Conservation Director 
Clear Creek Canyon Acquisitions

Tie Clear Creek watershed provides criticalJjr needed habitat for native anadromous 
salmomds in addition to resident trout the Clear Creek canyon, given its close prorimity 
to me Portland metropolitan ^ea, must be preserved and protected if Oregon is to maintain 
its diverse economy and quality of life for future generations.

Given the past development threats to this unique resource, Oregon Trout and its 4 000 
members support Metro’s efforts to acquire land within the canyon. The foresight in 
protecting this area will be acknowledged by those who come after us.

When the Greenspaces bond measure passed, the public provided ample direction to Metro 
to protect weas like the Clear Creek canyon. Following through with the purchase of 
critical wildlife habitat such as that along Clear'Creek will fulfill the covenant with the 
voters that was established when the bond measure passed.

■ „ . 4\
To Protect and Restore Native Fish and their Ecosystems

Ch Block Building • 117 S.W. Front Avenue • Portland, Oregon 97204 • (503) 222-9091 • FAX (503) 222-9Ui:
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May 21, 1996

To Presiding Officer Kvistad and Metro Councilors;

I am writing this letter in support of the Clear Creek Greenspace Acquisition. I am a 
wildlife ecologist by training and have spent much of the past ten years inventorying 
greenspaces and natural areas around the region for local jurisdictions and the Regional 
Parks and Greenspaces Program. Clear Creek rates as one of the highest quality 
watersheds in the region. Although, one of the higher quality natui^ areas in the region. 
Gear Creek Ranch has also been impacted by adjacent landuses, increasing erosion and 
sedimentation into the creek and the establishment of non-native problem plants. Metro 
acquisition of the property will allow for restoration efforts that can help curb erosion and 
sedimentation and the further establishment of exotic plant species.

Citizens of the Clear Creek watershed have worked hard to protect Clear Creek from 
numerous development proposals that would have negatively impacted the habitat quality of 
the resource. Metro’s purchase of the property will assure protection of this valuable 
regional resource, and allow for citizens of Clear Creek watershed and other supporters of 
Clear Creek to work in partnership with Metro to restore and enhance this important 
resource.

Thank you for your support in protecting an important regional greenspace, as well 
rewarding the past hard work and efforts of citizens of Clear Creek to protect the ranch 
from development.

L'->j
Esther Lev

nlmiimcnUil
<nsiililii{>



1000
FRIENDS
OF OREGON

534 SW Third Avenue, Suite 300, Portland, Oregon 97204-2597, Phone: (503) 497-1000 • FAX: (503) 223-0073

Testimony of Keith Bartholomew 
on Behalf of 1000 Friends of Oregon 

May 23; 1996

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on what will probably be the most important 
planning document produced by this region in many years. I am speaking to you on 
behalf of KXX) Friends of Oregon, a founding member of the Coalition for a Livable 
Future.

1000 Friends is genuinely pleased with the draft RTF policy document that you have 
before you today. It represents some of the best thinking in this region on land use and 
transportation, and the staff and advisory committees that have produced it should be 
rightfully proud of their work. The comments that I will provide to you suggest ways that 
we feel will make the product an even better one. With the exception of several 
fundamental improvements that we list below, our comments could best be described as 
ways of "twealdng the margins" to help refine what is already an outstanding document

Page 1-9, System Goal 3 - Protect the Region’s Livability:

We agree that transportation projects and programs need to enhance livability, but 
livability should be defined to include the livability of the areas surrounding 
transportation improvements, as well as the livability of the region as a whole. 
Construction of 1-5 through north/northeast Portland enhanced the livability of many 
people in the region, while destroying the livability of large portions of those 
neighborhoods. Hence, we suggest that the two objectives under this goal be 
rewritten:

"1. Objective: Enhance-livability-wWith aU regional transportation
projects and programs, enhance the livability of the region and the 
areas that surround such projects and programs.

"2. Objective: Give priority to transportation projects and programs that 
best enhance regional and local livability."

Pages 1-14, 1-15, Design Concept for Streets:

The introduction to the design concept for Streets states that they are "designed with 
amenities that promote pedestrian and transit travel." The first sentences under both 
the Regional Streets and Community Streets sections, however, state that they are 
designed to carry (significant) vehicle traffic "while providing for transit, bicycle
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and pedestrian travel." "Providing for" is a far cry from "promoting." The 
objective should be to promote alternative modes, and the language should be 
consistent throughout the section. We recommend that the first sentences under 
Regional Streets and Community Streets be amended as follows:

"Regional Streets are designed to cany significant vehicle traffic while also
providing for promoting transit, bicycle and pedestrian travel."

"Comnaunity Streets are designed to carry vehicle traffic while providing for
promoting transit, bicycle and pedestrian travel."

Page 1-16, Rural Roads:

In recent years, several rural areas surrounding our region have been experiencing 
the problem of infiltrating urban through traffic. Rather than traverse roads within 
the urban growth boundary, drivers travelling from one part of the region to another 
are increasingly choosing rural roads outside the boundary. As volumes increase, 
this high speed tr^fic is causing significant problems for the safety and viability of 
agricultural operations, and is leading to additional pressure to develop lands outside 
the UGB with non-rural development. The increase in volume is also leading to 
proposals to expand rural roads immediately adjacent to the UGB to urban 
standards, thereby further increasing traffic volumes and leading to even further 
deterioration of the rural character of these areas. For this reason, we recommend 
that the discussion of rural roads on page 1-16 include the following:

"Because rural roads are intended to carry rural traffic, they should be
designed to discourage through intra-urban traffic travelling from one part of
the urban area to another."

Page 1-17, Local Street Design:

We believe that where appropriate skinny streets should be required, not just 
allowed. There is a significant public interest in reducing street widths for safety, 
land use efficiency, and water quality purposes, and Metro should insist on it.

Also, in those few places where cul-de-sacs are allowable, direct through pedestrian 
and bicycle connections should be required. This is suggested in the textual 
description of Local Street Design on page 1-16, but is not reflected in the relevant 
bulleted item on page 1-17.
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For these reasons, we suggest the following amendments on page 1-17:

Where appropriate, local design codes should allow require narrow street 
designs to conserve land, calm traffic or promote connectivity; and

Closed street systems and cul-de-sac designs should be limited to situations 
where topography or development patterns prevent full street extensions, and 
in all cases should provide for direct through routes for pedestrians; and
bicycles."

Page 1-19, Arterial Signal Coordination:

As part of the first objective under Transportation System Management (TSM), the 
draft plan states that signal coordination on arterials should be set to minimize stop- 
and-go travel. While this approach has many benefits, it can lead to some 
uiyfortunate results if not implemented correctly. For example, signal timing to 
minimize traffic stops could work against pedestrians and bicyclists who are trying 
to cross the street. For that reason, we suggest the language be amended:

"Arterial Signal Coordination (such as comprehensive adjustments of signal 
timing to minimize stop-and-go travel, consistent with adjacent land use and 
the needs of non-automobile modes, and which coordinates with freeway and 
interchange operations."

Page 1-21, Motor Vehicle System Goals and Objectives:

The objectives under Goal 1 for the motor vehicle system emphasize the need to 
maintain appropriate levels of mobility on principal arterials, and on other parts of 
the system during both peak and non-peak periods. Although the word 
"appropriate" is not defined, we feel that it is important to recognize objectives that 
counter-balance this call for more mobility. In other words, increased mobility is 
not Ae only objective for the region; many other objectives exist against which 
mobility must be balanced. For example, by increasing auto mobility into regional 
centers, the region could be working against objectives seeking to increase the use 
of transit, bicycling, and pedestrian travel. For this reason, we recommend the 
following changes:

"1. Objective: Maintain a system of principal arterials for long distance, 
high speed, interstate, inter-region and intra-region travel, consistent 
with alternative mode objectives of surrounding land use types.
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"2.

"3.

Objective: Maintain an appropriate level of mobility on the motor 
vehicle system during periods of peak demand, consistent with 
alternative mode objectives of surrounding land use types.

Objective: Maintain an appropriate level of mobility on the motor 
vehicle system during off-peak period of demand, consistent with 
alternative mode objectives of surrounding land use types."

Pages 1-27, 1-29, Regional Public Transportation System Goals and Objectives:

The tr^sit goals and objectives contain many excellent provisions. However, no 
where is there a goal indicating a desire to increase transit patronage over current 
levels. We believe there is nearly universal consensus that such increases occur, 
and we urge that the RTP reflect that consensus. We suggest the following:

"Goal 1 - Develop a public transportation system that serves 2040
Growth Concept primary land use components (central city, 
regional centers, industrial areas, intermodal facilities) with an 
appropriate level, quality and range of public transportation 
necessary to substantially increase transit ridershin-availahle."

Also missing from the transit section is mention of the need to continue making 
tr^sit less polluting to the regional airshed and to surrounding noise levels. It is 
widely held that transit is noisy and smokey, and,- hence, something unpleasant to be 
around. To realize regional transit ridership expectations, it is necessary to replace 
those images with more friendly ones. Consequently, we recommend amending 
Goal 5 of the transit section as follows:

"Goal 5 - Continue efforts to maintain public transportation as the safest 
and most environmentally friendly forms of motorized transportation in the 
region,

♦

Obiectiye: Reduce the amount of air pollutants and noise generated
by public transportation vehicles."
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Page 1-31, Regional Freight System Goals and Objectives:

Goal 3 of the section on the regional freight system is to "[pjrotect public and 
private investments in the freight network." It has been our observation that 
roadway expansion projects are frequently promoted on the grounds that they will 
improve the movement of freight. After the improvement is made, however, it is 
almost immediately clogged with single person car traffic, thereby voiding whatever 
freight benefit was anticipated. We believe that there are situations where 
investments in the freight system need to be protected from such outcomes by 
dedicating them to the exclusive use of freight vehicles. In some cases this might 
involve "freight only" freeway lanes. More likely, however, would be to provide 
preferential treatment for freight at particular congestion "choke points" that would 
allow freight to move mote freely through intersections that are frequently clogged 
with car traffic. This would be similar to preferential treatments that Tri-Met buses 
now receive in certain locations. In the long run, this type of freight dedication 
could save scarce resources by avoiding the need to re-solve a freight traffic 
problem. For these reasons, we suggest the addition of another bullet under Goal 3, 
Objective 4:

" Where appropriate, consider improvements that are dedicated to freight
travel only."
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Councilor John Kvistad, Presiding Officer
Metro Council
600 NE Grand Avenue
Portland, OR 97232-2734

Re: Proposed Regional Transportation Plan Update, Chapter 1

Dear Mr. Presiding Officer and Council Members

This letter is written on behalf of the business coalition known as the Retail 
Task Force (RTF). The RTF participated in the regional discussion conducted by Metro in 
1994 regarding regional guidelines for the implementation of the Transportation Planning 
Rule. RTF participants include retail, industrial, office and residential developers, users, 
brokers and their related trade and industry associations. Please make this letter a part of 
the record of public testimony at this evening’s council hearing on the above-referenced 
matter.

The RTF appreciates the work of staff and the CAC in developing its policy 
recommendations. Since our involvement to date has been relatively limited, we will limit 
our comments to the following, select issues:

• Regional Bicycle System/Pedestrian Program. The opportunity to create a 
pedestrian environment often appears to conflict with the goal of providing a 
continuous network of bikeways. Specifically, many local government street 
design standards require dedicated bikeways along one or both sides of minor 
arterials, collectors and local streets. The required bike lanes either necessitate 
street widening or the elimination of on-street parking, which are inconsistent in 
may locations with the need to preserve on-street parking or maintain narrow 
streets to foster a safe, convenient and pleasant pedestrian envirorunent. To the 
extent that this potential conflict has not been adequately addressed in the 

. proposed goals and policies, the RTF would appreciate your further attention to 
that issue.
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update.

Remand Management/Parking Management Programs. To the extent that policy 
is being adopted based upon TPR VMT per capita and parking per capita 
reduction targets, please be reminded that LCD will later this year, pursuant to 
OAR 660-12-035(7) [copy attached]), evaluate the continued utilization ofVMTs 
as a standard in achieving reduced reliance on the automobile and the TPR’s 
requirements for a reduction in the number of parking spaces per capita.
Related policy adoption should be weighed accordingly.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the proposed RTP

Very truly yours. 

Bogle & Gate.s p.uuc.

Mark D. Whitlow

MDW/rIn
Enel.

Mike Burton, Metro Executive Officer
John Fregonese, Metro Growth Management Services Director 
Larry Shaw, Esq.
RTF Participants

cc:

[49\CL\RTF\METOO\KVISTA-L523]

Bogle&Gates P.LLC.
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May 23, 1996

Presiding Officer Kvistad and Members of Metro Council 
600 N.E. Grand Ave.
Portland, OR 97232

Dear Council Members:

The Willamette Pedestrian Coalition is pleased to see the direction the Citizen 
Advisory Committee has taken in the Recommendations for Chapter 1 of the 
Regional Transportation Policy. This document acknowledges the need to plan 
not only for auto traffic, but to encourage a variety of transportation modes, 
including walking, bicycling, and transit use.

The WPC feels, though, that the Regional Transportation Policy should go even 
further in promoting non-auto travel, and in building the type of communities 
that will make this possible, and preserve and enhance the livability of the 
region. We support the Vision and Goals of the "People's Transportation Plan" 
put forth by the Coalition for a Livable Future, whose testimony you will hear 
tonight. The Plan expresses many of our thoughts on the direction we would 
like to see the RTP proceed in. In addition, we would like to comment on some 
of the goals and objectives laid out in the RTP., as follows:

Systemwide Goals and Objectives (page 1-8 et seq.)

One of the Systemwide Goals should be the reduction of Vehicle Miles Traveled 
(VMT) per capita, as required by the state Transportation Planning Rule. 
Relegating this to a Goal under the TDM Program on page 1-36 does not 
acknowledge the tremendous effort, and complete shift in transportation planning 
in the region that will be necessary to achieve the goals of the TPR.

Alternatively, such a Goal could be stated as "Reduce reliance on the single
occupant automobile as the principle transportation mode". Merely calling for 
"access by multiple mode" does not indicate the intention to encourage one 
mode over another. (System Goal 1, Objectives 1,2, and 3).

System Goal 2- Objective 3.
We are pleased to see a mention of the full range of costs and benefits of 
funding decisions, and would amend this Objective to include: "...including full 
lifecycle costs and community and environmental impacts."



We also support the rest of the changes suggested to the Systemwide Goals and Objectives 
suggested by the Coalition for a Livable Future.

Regional Street Design Concepts

The WPC is supportive of many of these Design Concepts, especially the Boulevards. The 
inclusion of pedestrian facilities, and in many cases buffering from the travel lanes, is 
welcomed.

Boulevards

We are pleased to see the Boulevard designs included. These designs should be used for the 
majority of the Major Arterials and Minor Arterials in the region. This type of facility will go a 
long way toward shifting travel to other modes in the Central City, Regional Centers, Town 
Centers, and other parts of the region. We would hope that local jurisdictions are encouraged to 
include trees in these designs, perhaps 75 to 100 feet tall, that will give an appropriate scale to 
the whole street, and truly create a "boulevard" feel.

Overall Street Width
We are concerned, however, about the apparent willingness to continue adding vehicle travel and 
turning lanes to the street cross-sections. "Highways", "Regional Boulevards", "Regional 
Streets" and "Urban and Rural Roads" are all described as having four lanes, with additional 
lanes "in some situations". A street with more than four lanes will very likely be an imfriendly 
place for pedestrians. While there are examples of grand boulevards in the world that do 
function well for pedestrians with six lanes, they are very few. It is very difficult to maintain a 
pedestrian sense of scale with such a wide roadway.

The WPC encourages the addition of more specific limits on the number of lanes in many of 
these street sections and descriptions. In addition, we are concerned about the proliferation of 
left- and right-turn lanes, and especially "Two-way Left Turn Lanes".

It would seem from these descriptions that many of our older streets, in the parts of the region 
that have the highest mode split for pedestrian travel, will not be allowed to be built in any new 
construction. The 36 foot wide roadways on SE Division Street or NW 23rd Street, with no left 
turn or right turn lanes, are among the easier streets to cross, given their traffic volume, in large 
part because of the width. The narrow right-of-way width allows a sense of enclosure to be 
created by the surrounding buildings and trees. While the WPC agrees that such streets in the 
future should be designed to accomodate bicycle lanes, the addition of a center left turn lane is 
an unwarranted waste of valuable space in the right-of-way, promoted primarily in the interest of 
increasing auto capacity, and perhaps in reducing rear-end collisions caused by inattentive and 
negligent drivers.

Two-way left turn lanes are not a positive feature for pedestrians. While it seems to be thought 
that they can also serve as a refuge for pedestrians, they are imsafe, as pedestrians waiting there 
to cross are often ignored by passing drivers, and the pedestrian is then vulnerable to movements 
of drivers attempting a left turn, or illegally using the center lane as an acceleration lane when



entering traffic. If medians are used to provide pedestrian refuges, they should be present at all 
unsignalized intersections, where they can do the most good. To eliminate the median at 
intersections to allow for a left-turn pocket makes the medians useless to pedestrians unless they 
jay-walk mid-block.

Sidewalk Buffering

We are pleased to see sidewalk buffering included on many of the street design concepts. It is 
puzzling, though, to see that on some streets with the highest speeds, including "Highways" and 
"Urban Roads", buffering is "optional". These are the streets that are most inhospitable to 
pedestrians, given the lack of other pedestrian amenities. Yet these are often crucial links 
between pedestrian destinations. While the concept seems to be to discourage pedestrians on 
these streets, they are an important part of the Pedestrian System, and they are precisely the 
streets in most need of buffering.

At the very least, some form of buffering should be required on these streets. The most effective 
form is landscaping and large trees between the roadway and the sidewalk. Pedestrians must 
feel that they are not in danger from speeding cars on these high speed roadways for the 
sidewalk to be a functional facility.

Building Orientation

We are disturbed to see that the street descriptions include an element that describes whether the 
buildings are oriented to the street or not. On many street types (Highway, Roads, and some 
Streets), it is assumed that buildings will not face the street. Yet the intent and much of the 
language of the state Transportation Planning Rule is to require such building orientation along 
all transit routes which front commercial property. In addition, many local jurisdictions currently 
require or are considering requiring such orientation, even on Highways. The RTP should not 
assume that current patterns will or should continue to exist.

Streets serving Industrial Areas and Employment Areas

A fault of the RUGGOs is that these areas are not designated to be served well by any other 
modes than the auto or truck. The street descriptions continue this misdirection. While certainly 
much travel is for trips other that the work commute, the commute is still a sizable percentage of 
all trips. It seems that the assumption is that no one will walk, bicycle, or take transit to jobs in 
these areas. Yet, much job growth is in these areas.

The Urban Roads description should acknowledge that these job bases should be better served by 
transit, bicycling and walking facilities. Buffering should be included along sidewalks, and 
protected street crossings, with medians, should be provided at all bus stops, and entrances to 
larger employment generators.

Regional Street System Management

We note that the Motor Vehicle System Goals (Page 1-21) include objectives to "Maintain an



appropriate level of mobility" during peak, and during off-peak periods; in other words, all the 
time. Yet the Pedestrian Program Goals do not include any objectives that would insure an 
"appropriate level of mobility" for pedestrians at any time of day. Thus it is perfectly acceptable 
to force pedestrians to wait minutes at a time to cross the street, in order that "mobility" is 
maintained for motor vehicles. This type of thinking is clearly not "multi-modal", but more of 
the same bias often found in Traffic Management bureaus.

We recommend that Objective 2 under Goal 1 of Motor Vehicle System Goals be modified to 
read:
"Maintain an appropriate level of mobility on the motor vehicle system during periods of peak 
demand, taking into account the levels of mobility required for other modes, including Public 
Transit. Freight. Bicycles, and Pedestrians." Similar language should be added to Objective 3.

Pedestrian Program or Pedestrian System

We believe that the RTP should describe a Pedestrian System, just as it describes a Motor 
Vehicle System, and a Bicycle System. The pedestrian network is indeed a system, not just a 
Program to be applied in selected places.

The Regional Pedestrian "Program" Goals and Objectives are laudible. We support goals 1, 2 
and 3. We agree with the recognition in Goal 1 that "changes in land use patterns, designs and 
densities" are an important component in achieving these goals. We support making the 
pedestrian environment throughout the region (not just in the areas listed) "safe, convenient, 
attractive and accessible for all users." We hope that the appropriate level of funding will be 
forthcoming to complete these goals in a timely manner.

We take exception to the way in which Goal 4 is presented.. Why is it incumbent on the 
Pedestrian "Program" (and the Bicycle System) to "encourage motorists, bicyclists and 
pedestrians to share the roadway safely"? By far the greatest risk to any person on the road is 
that posed by the driver of a motor vehicle. This Goal should be moved to Motor Vehicle 
System, as it is the education of motorists that will have the greatest impact, not only on 
pedestrian fatalities and injuries, but on making pedestrians feel they can safely step out to cross 
the road.

Support for Direction of Plan

The Willamette Pedestrian Coalition wishes to reiteriate its support for the direction the planning 
process is headed, and the many positive aspects noted in our testimony. The document shows 
an understanding of many of the elements necessary to encourage travel alternatives to the 
automobile, and can be a first step toward the creation of a more livable region.

Sincerely,

Dniiolnc PTlntrDouglas Klotz 
Policy Analyst



COALITION FOR A LIVABLE FUTURE

May 23,1996

Presiding Officer Kvistad and Members of the Metro Council 
600 NE Grand Avenue 
Portland, OR 97232

Re: Citizen Advisory Committee Policy Recommendations for the Regional Transportation
Plan, Final Draft 4/19/96

Dear Members of the Metro Council:

The Coalition for a Livable Future appreciates the opportunity to cominent on the policy chapter 
of the RTP. A strong and supportive RTP is critical to the success of the Region 2040 Growth 
concept, and we are pleased with the policy direction of this draft. We have participated in some 
of the Citizen Advisory Committee meetings on the RTP and commend the Metro staff and 
advisory committees for their fhiitfiil efforts.

The attached comments propose refinements that we believe will strengthen the plan’s ability to 
achieve the Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives for Transportation and more broadly 
the Growth Concept.

Sincerely,

Loretta Pickerell, President
Sensible Transportation Options for People
for the Coalition for a Ltyable Future

Enclosures:
1.

2.
3.

Comments on the Citizen Advisory Committee Policy Recommendations for the
Regional Transportation Plan, Final Draft 4/19/96
Coalition for a Livable Future’s People’s Transportation Plan
Excerpt from “Project Selection Criteria; Setting Priorities” by Keith Bartholomew,
1000 Friends of Oregon



COALITION FOR A LIVABLE FUTURE
Comments on

Citizen Advisory Committee Policy Recommendations 
for the Regional Transportation Plan, Final Draft 4/19/96

Pgs. 1-2 to 1-4, Guiding Principles;
• Principle 1, p. 1-2:

“Provide complete information, timely public notice, full public access to key decisions 
and support broad-based early and continuing involvement of the public in all aspects of 
transportation planning and development.”

This change is to ensure the public is engaged as partners in defining needs and 
problems and in creating and implementing solutions — not just receiving 
information and commenting on proposed decisions.

• New Principle, insert after Principle 2:
“Provide safe, convenient and affordable transportation choices that provide access
throughout the region without dependence on the auto.”

Providing safe, convenient, and affordable transportation choices is fundamental 
to achieving the transportation balance called for in the RUGGO’s and this draft 
policy document, and should be included as a guiding principle for the RTP.
(See Transportation RUGGO 19.3). The region will not achieve the livability 

- called for in the Growth Concept or the reduction in vehicle miles traveled 
required by Oregon’s Transportation Planning Rule unless we rectify the 

■' tremendous imbalance among transportation modes. Doing so requires the 
strongest possible guidance from the RTP.

• Principles discussion — last full P, p. 1-2:
“Important measures of livability include mobility and safe, convenient and affordable 
access to jobs, schools, services and recreation for all people, movement of goods, 
conservation of resources and the natural environment, and clean air. The RTP must 
address these needs by improving the transportation choices for-hew- people have for 
traveling withiri tlie region without reliance on the auto, while seeking a balance between- 
among accessibility, system cost, strategic timing and prioritization of improvements and 
environmental impacts.”

• Accessibility and Mobility — 2nd P, p. 1-3:
“Mobility improves when the transportation network is refined or expanded, when travel 
mode shifts to more efficient modes, or when travel demand is reduced, -to improve 
capacity, thus allowing people and goods to move more quickly toward a particular 
destination.

The intent it to clarify that mobility is improved by using existing capacity more 
effectively as well as by expanding capacity.

• System Cost - 1st sentence, last P, p. 1-3:
“A cost-effective transportation systems will provide adequate levels of accessibility and 
mobility while minimizing the need for public investment total costs, including full 
lifecycle costs and costs to the community and the environment.”

This change recognizes that cost-effectiveness should reflect full costs, public 
and private. As written, a private toll road might require lower public 
investment, but still be less cost-effective than public transit, based on a full cost



analysis. The rest of the paragraph supports the broader, full costs concept 
recommended.

• Environmental, Economic, And Social Impacts — last, p. 1-4:
“The RTF measures economic and quality of life impacts of the proposed system by 
evaluating key indicators, such as job and retail service accessibility, economic benefits 
to the-business community and transportation for the traditionally underserved. Including | 
low income and minority households and the disabled. Other key system indicators 
include reduction in VMTs, travel times, mode splits, congestion-, energy costs, |
protection of natural resources and air quality impacts. ”

The Coalition understands that performance measures will be developed in the 
systems elements phase of the RTF. See also comment on mode splits below.
The intent with this comment is to encourage measures that focus on the key 
changes needed to succeed with the Urban Growth Concept. In addition, 
congestion may be important to monitor, but may not useful as a performance 
measure; since, as the draft notes, ifmay signal a healthy condition, a minor, 
short-term traffic build up, or a serious system problem.

P. 1-8, Rural Reserves:
• 2nd & 3rd sentences:

“Roadways in these areas are intended to serve rural industry and needs, and urban travel 
on these routes is accommodated with designs that are sensitive to their basic rural 
function. Rural reserves will be protected ... by limiting rural access to urban through- 
routes and discouraging urban-urban travel on rural routes. I

P. 1-8, Neighboring Cities and Green Corridors:
• 2nd-to-Iast sentence: .

“Growth of neighboring cities will ultimately affect through-travel and could create-o:
need for b^Tiaso routes.” , , _ '

The draft should not suggest bypasses are needed to provide through-travel. The 
RTF should encourage and provide financial incentives for transit, high speed 
rail, and commuter rail; managing transportation demand; and improving design 
of throughways in communities as successful alternatives to new bypasses — not 
promoting bypasses.

Pgs. 1-9 to 1-10, Systemwide Goals and Objectives:
• Goal 1, new Objective 7:

“Integrate the regional transportation system with transit services connecting the region
to other areas in the state and beyond.”

• Goal 2, Objective 3; ■ r. A
“Consider a full range of costs and benefits in the allocation of transportation funds, 
including full lifecycle costs and community and environmental impacts.”

We also strongly urge Metro to update its cost effectiveness “formula” as part of the RTF 
policies.

• Goal 2, new Objective 4:
“Develop a hierarchy of transportation management actions to be required before the
capacity of regional facilities for auto travel is expanded.”

The region must begin to look more carefully at alternatives to expanding auto 
capacity if we are to take seriously our commitments to increasing the mode split
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for non-auto travel, reducing VMT’s, conserving land and supporting a compact 
urban form, and conserving energy and other resources.

» Goal 2, new Objective 5:
“Establish a set of criteria for project selection based on the full range of policies in this
plan and fund projects in accordance with those selection criteria.”

The key to successful Implementation of the RTP will be to use its goals and 
policies to select projects for funding. A number of approaches could be used 
effectively to set criteria. The excerpt from “Project Selection Criteria: Setting 
Priorities” by Keith Bartholomew, 1000 Friends of Oregon, is attached as one 
example. Unless well-defined project selection criteria are established and used, 
the RTP is unlikely to guide the change in funding patterns that will be necessary 
to achieve its goals - particularly providing transportation choices, achieving a 
balance among transportation modes, and reducing vehicle miles traveled.

• Goal 2, new Objective 6: '
“Link improvements in the regional transportation system with the development of
supporting local transportation networks.”

In too many cases, regional facilities perform poorly because local transportation 
networks lack the connectivity to support local transportation needs, leaving 
regional facilities to serve both local and regional travel.

• Goal 2, new Objective 7:
“Adopt transportation system performance measures that reflect the goals of this plan
and use them to evaluate and improve transportation systems and projects.”

' Although Metro has stated an intent to develop performance measures, that 
policy direction should be required by the RTP.

• Goal 2, new Objective 8;
“Make transportation funding flexible and available to all transportation modes.”

• Goal 3, Objective 1:
“Enhance livability-wWith all regional transportation projects and programs, enhance the
livability of the* region and the areas that surround such projects.

• Goal 3, Objective 2:'
“Give priority to transportation projects and programs that best enhance regional and
local livability.”

Transportation projects should enhance the livability of their surrounding 
communities as well as the region. A
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• Goal 4, new Objective. 1:
“Evaluate land use, environmental, and public health impacts in all transportation
projects and analyze alternative transportation investments and programs for major
transportation projects.”

• Goal 4, Objective. 2:
“Prevent and effectively mitigate unavoidable adverse Minimize-the environmental
impacts associated with transportation project construction.-end- operation and
maintenance activities.”

These natural environment objectives (Goal 4, new objectives 1 and 2) are 
addressed in the RUGGO’s and are important policy statements for the RTP even 
though current local, state, and federal law may require them.

• Goal 4, new Objective. 4;
“Promote and design transportation systems and facilities that use energy and other
resources efFiciently.”

This policy direction is emphasized in the RUGGO’s and should be emphasized 
as a systemwide goal in the RTP.

• New Goal 6:
“Provide government leadership by example in promoting and using alternative modes,

reducing travel demand, and conserving resources and the environment.

P. 1-11, Regional Street Design Goals and Objectives;
• Street design standards and guidelines should be included in the RTP. Establishing 

regionwide road designations and tailoring transportation facilities to support surrounding 
land uses are major strengths of the draft. The street design standards and guidelines are 
necessary to ensure these concepts are implemented.

• The local street design connectivity principles, p. 1-16 and 1-17 of the draft, should be 
included in the street design standards and guidelines. The regional street system cannot 
function well without-well-designed and functioning local street networks that provide 
connectivity, promote bicycling, walking and transit for local trips, and provide access to 
regional transportation.

• The street design standards and guidelines should address land and resource conservation and 
environmental protection along with function. The regional transportation network is a 
major land and energy consumer with significant impacts on the environment

• Revised Level of Service Standards should be included in the RTP. These standards should 
be revised so that motor vehicle mobility is not the primary determinant of how well our 
transportation system is functioning and does not limit flexibility in designing streets and land 
uses that promote livability, conserve resources, and support other goals of the Growth 
Concept. Where used, mobility should address all modes of travel.



P. 1-14 and 1-15, Design Concepts for Streets
• Regional Streets, first sentence;

“Regional Streets are designed to carry significant vehicle traffic while also providing^er 
promoting transit, bicycle and pedestrian travel.”

• Community Streets, first sentence:
“Community Streets are designed to carry vehicle traffic while providing-for- promoting
transit, bicycle and pedestrian travel.”

The changes support the central goal of promoting alternative travel modes.

P. 1-15, Urban Roads:
• 2nd sentence:

“Urban Roads serve industrial areas ... and employment centers-whcrc bulding-are 
rarely roicntcd toward the street”

The deleted phrase adds little definition to urban roads and may be read as an 
assumption that current building orientation in these areas should and will 
continue into the future. The region needs to address appropriate land and 
transportation-conserving designs for these areas as well, including building 
orientation.

P, 1-16, Rural Roads;
• 2nd sentence:

“Rural Roads are designed to cany rural traffic while accommodating limited transit, 
bicycle and pedestrian travel. Urban-to-urban travel on rural roads is limited and 
discouraged, but gn seme a few cases existing rural roads already serve to connect urban 
traffic to throughways.” (existing text includes changes Metro staff accepted from 
Washington County)

• 4th sentence:
“These facilities are designed to allow moderate motor vehicle speeds and usually consist 
of two to four motor vehicle lanes, with additional noncontinuous auxiliary lanes 
appropraiate in some situations.”

An increase in urban traffic using rural roads for urban-to-urban travel in recent 
years is causing serious conflicts with rural uses of those roads and is adding 
pressure to develop lands outside of the UGB for residential and other non-rural 
uses. The increased volumes lead to “improved” designs and speeds, which 
further increase traffic volumes and the urban encroachment onto rural areas.

P, 1-17, Local Street Design;
• 5th bullet:

“Where appropriate, ILocal design codes should eHowrequire narrow street designs to 
conserve land, calm traffic, or promote connectivity, with limited exceptions; and”

• 6th bullet:
“Closed street systems and cul-de-sac designs should be limited to situations where 
topography or development patterns prevent full street extensions, and in all cases should 
provide for direct through routes for pedestrians and bicycles.”



P. 1-18 to 1-19, Regional Street System Management;
• Traffic calming, 2nd sentence:

“These “retrofit” techniques include ... and arc rarely appropriate-for-use-have not been 
typically used on larger regional facilities.”

This change states the current situation without limiting future design options. In 
fact traffic calming techniques haye been successfully used in other countries to 
moye traffic through main streets of sizable towns, comparable to regional 
facilities.

• Goal 1, objective 1, Arterial Signal Coordination:
“Arterial Signal Coordination (such as comprehensive adjustments of signal timing to 
minimize stop-and-go travel, consistent with adjacent land use and the needs of non-auto 
modes, and which coordinates with freeway and interchange operations)”

Signal timing needs to function to support all modes of transportation.

P. 1-21, Motor Vehicle Systems goals and Objectives:
• Goal 1:

“1 Objective: Maintain a system of principal arterials for long distance, high speed, 
interstate, inter-region and intra-region travel, consistent with alternative mode obiectives 
of surrounding land use types.”

“2 Objective: Maintain an appropriate level of mobility on the motor vehicle system 
during periods of peak demand, consistent with alternative mode objectives of 
surrounding land use types.”

“3 Objective: Maintain an appropriate level of mobility on the motor vehicle system 
during periods of off-peak demand, consistent with alternative mode objectives of 
surrounding land use types.”

Access and mobility for non-vehicle modes should be considered in determining 
“appropriate” levels of vehicle mobility.

P. 1-19 & 1-20, Regional Street System Implementation:
• Opening paragraph:

“-While-tThe primary mission of the RTF is implementation of the 2040 Growth Concept, 
including reinvestment in existing communities and their infrastructure.thc plan must-alse 
address other important transportation issues-that may not directly-assist-in-implementing
the growth concept The plan must-alse-protects the region’s existing investments by 
placing a high priority on projects or programs that maintain or preserve existing 
infrastructure. The following goals and objective reflect this priority -need to integrate- 
2040 Growth Concept objectives with other-important transportation needs-or 
deficiencies- in the development of the preferred, financially constrained and strategic 
RTF systems contained in Chapters 5,7, and 8:”

Reinvesting in existing communities is a key underpinning of the Region 2040 
Growth Concept — the preferred choice to sprawl. This includes reinvestment in 
existing infrastructure. This paragraph seemed to imply otherwise and 
undermine this key concept.

• Goal 1, Objectives 1,2 and 3:



(1) “Place the t on projects and programs that best serve the
transportation needs of the central city, regional centers, intermodal facilities and 
industrial areas.”;
(2) “Place a high priority- weight on projects and programs that best serve the 
transportation needs of station communities, town centers, main streets, and corridors.”; 
and
(3) “Place less priority-weight on transportation projects and programs that serve the 
remaining components of the 2040 Growth Concept.”

Goal 3, Objectives 1 and 2:
(1) “Place a the higherst prioirity-weight on projects and programs that address safety- 
related deficiencies in the region’s transportation infrastructure.” and
(2) “Place less priority-weight on projects and programs that address other deficiencies
in the region’s transportation infrastructure.”

We agree with the intent to promote projects that serve core regional needs and 
promote safely. However, the overall priority of any project vis a vis another 
project should be determined based on selection criteria that reflect the range of . 
policy considerations in the plan. The geographic and safety factors in this goal 
can be appropriately weighted and considered in the project selection criteria and 
process. See the recommendation for a new Objective 5 for Systemwide Goal 2, 
page 3 above.

Unchanged, the text may be read to imply that: (1) any project serving a regional 
center is a higher priority than any project serving a town center, or (2) any 

\ project improving safety, no matter how slight, is a higher priority over any 
• project improving use of capacity, however great. And this “highest priority”
- language may be in conflict: Does a safety improvement in a town center have 

priority over a non-safety project serving a regional center?

Goal 1, new Objective 4:
“Emphasize projects that provide or help promote a wider range of transportation
choices.”

• Goal 2:
I “Emphasize tlfe maintenance,-and- preservation, and effective use of transportation

infrastructure in the selection of the RTF projects and programs.”

P. 1-27 to 1-29, Regional Public Transportation Systems Goals and Objectives;
• Goal 1:

“Develop a public transportation system that serves 2040 Growth Concept primaty land 
use components (central city, regional centers, industrial areas, intermodal facilities) with

Ian appropriate-level, quality and range of public transportation necessary to substantially 
increase transit:

Goal 2:
‘Develop a public transportation system that serves 2040 Growth Concept secondaiy 
land use components (station communities, town centers, main streets, corridors) with 
high quality service necessary to significantly increase transit ridership.”
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• Goal 5:
“Continue efforts to maintain public transportation as the safest and most 
environmentally friendly forms of motorized transportation in the region.

Goal 5, new Objective 4:
“Increase the energy efficiency of and reduce the amount of air pollutants and noise
generated by public transportation vehicles.
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P. 1-31, Regional Freight;
• Goal 1, Objective 3;

Delete objective. See recommendation for new Objective 6, Systemwide Goal 2, page 3 
above, calling for flexible funding for all modes.

• Goal 3, Objective 4, new bullet:
“ * where appropriate, consider improvements that are dedicated to freight travel only.

P. 1-34, Regional Pedestrian Program:
• Goal 1, Objective. 2:

“Improve pedestrian networks serving these transit centers, stations and stops with-high 
frequency transit service.”

• Goal 2, Objective 1:
“Complete pedestrian facilities ... and to the region’s primaiy-transit network.”

P. 1-35 - 1-37, Demand Management Program;
• last P, 1st sentence:

“The following describes the region’s TDM goals? and objectives, and performance 

The draft did not include performance measures.

• 1-36, TDM Goals and Objectives, 1st P:
“The function of TDM support programs are to:... non-SOV modes, and (4) reduce the 
need and the demand to travel.”

• 1-36, Goal 2, Objective 2:
“Support efforts to provide maximum ... alternative modes of transportation and to 
reduce subsidies for auto use.”

We need to eliminate incentives for auto travel to help achieve the regional goals 
of increasing the mode split for non-auto travel, reducing vehicle miles traveled, 
conserving resources, and promoting the compact urban form.

• 1-36, Goal 2, Objective 3:
“Conduct further study of market-based strategies... increase alternative mode shares^ 
and-te reduce VMT. and encourage more efficient use of resources.”

• 1-36, Goal 2, Objective 4:
“Investigate the use of HOV lanes and other traffic management measures to reduce 
roadway congestion, and to reduce impacts of congestion on transit operations.”

• 1-36, Goal 2, new Objective 5:
“Ensure measures adopted are equitable and incorporate adjustments to ensure all
residents can meet their basic transportation needs.”



1-37, Goal 5: .
“Implement TDM support programs to reduce the need and the demand to travel and to | 
make it more convenient for people to use alternative modes for all trips throughout the 
region..”
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procedures necessary to incorporate emissions pricing in the 
road pricing reform package.

How do we sell these concepts? By making legislators and the
public aware of some essential facts:
1. A reformed system would put the road system on a common 

sense, business-like financial basis and, in the process, 
improve utilization of the highway system, and save time 
and other economic resources.

2. A reformed road finance system would cost Oregonians less 
than the current system.

3. A reformed system would remove some of tlie built-in biases 
in favor of sprawled residential and commercial develop
ment.

4. A reformed system would reduce the need for large transit 
operating subsidies to offset distortions in road use and pric
ing.

5. A reformed system would permit removal of a variety of 
onerous and costly regulations.

Project Selection Criteria:
Setting Priorities

by Keith Bartholomew, 1000 Friends of Oregon

"Show me a person's check register, and I'll show you 
that person's priorities."
"She puts her money where her mouth is."

Our language is full of aphorisms that refer to the cormec- 
tions between priorities and budget. Given the importance our 
society attaches to money, it is not surprising that the expenditure 
of money is the real measure of our commitment. But it is, after 
all, money that gets things done. How we spend it speaks vol
umes about our priorities, and it provides a direct measure of 
whether we are willing to translate our words into actions.

The Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) has a 
strong and historic role as the primary provider of transportation 
funding in Oregon. In fact, many would say that transportation 
funding is the agency’s principal activity. Hence, the way ODOT 
elects to spend the money entrusted to it is an obvious and signif
icant opportunity for implementing the Governor’s directive to 
become a growth management agency. Moreover, ODOTs 
spending patterns provide the most direct method of assessing 
the seriousness of the agency’s resolve in the growth manage
ment area.

The Words
Qregon has an international reputation for farsighted land 

use and transportation plaiming. The state is full of wonderful 
plans that, if implemented, could ensure a sustainable future of 
economic and environmental health. ODOT can rightfully claim 
a substantial share of the credit in this area. The state Transporta
tion Planning Rule (TPR), jointly written by ODOT and the 
Department of Land Conservation and- Development, won a 
national planning award for its provisions which are designed to 
reduce reliance on the automobile and to' avoid the air polluhon, 
traffic and livability problems faced by other areas of the coun
try." Likewise, the Oregon Transportation Plan (OTP) has estab
lished a benchmark for excellence in transportation planning
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across the country. The OTP contains a host of provisions relat
ing directly to growth management. In fact, growth management 
related topics dominate the plan’s first two goals:

"The transportation system must be designed and 
developed so that people have transportation choices 
in going from place to place. In urban areas people 
should be able to choose to commute, for example, by 
cari>ool, public transit or bicycle as xvell as by auto."
"Transportation agencies need to make decisions 
about whether to add lanes to freeways or to build 
light rail lines based on their full costs, including the 
costs to the environment and the community."
"The system must be environmentally responsible.
Vehicle emission standards and efforts to reduce the 
vehicle miles traveled per capita will improve air qual
ity and reduce energy consumption."
"Transfiorlation facilities and services need to support 
development of compact urban areas."

The Actions
Of course, actions speak louder than words. As wonderful as 

the language in the TPR and the OTP is, the question still remains 
whether Oregon will deliver on these promises. The key is to 
build on our successful planning efforts by using them to estab
lish a set of criteria for project selection. Once established, these 
criteria would then be applied to all potential projects in the state 
as part of the Statewide Transportation Improvement Program 
(STIP) process.

While there are a number of approaches that could be used 
effectively to set criteria, perhaps the best place to start is with the 
OTP itself. In fact, virtually everything that one could want in a 
growth management driven set of project selection criteria are 
contained in the policy section of tlie OTP. In other words, the 
bases for the criteria are already adopted state policy!

Drawing from this source, we recommend the following cri
teria be applied to each and every project considered for inclu
sion in the development and construction sections of the STIP:
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Choice. Does the proposed project provide or help to pro
mote a wider range of transportation choices? Projects that 
do, receive a higher score; those that don't, a lower score.
Cost. What is the full cost of the proposed project, including 
costs to the environment and the community? Project scores 
in this area would be proportional to the costs determined.
Accessibility. Is the project fully accessible to all potential 
users, including the young, the elderly, and the disabled? 
Projects that are highly accessible would receive higher 
scores; those that are not would receive lower scores.
Auto Reliance. Does the project increase vehicle miles trav
eled (VMT)? Projects that reduce VMT would receive posi
tive scores; those that increase VMT would receive negative 
scores.
Connectivity. Does the project increase connectivity among 
transportation modes? Projects that promote inter-modal 
connectivity would receive a positive score.
Safety. Does the project increase safety for all users of the 
transportation system, including pedestrians and bicyclists? 
The safer the project, the higher the score.
Stewardship. Is the project designed to protect the proposed - 
public investment so that it will continue to achieve its 
intended objective over the long term? Projects so designed 
would receive a higher score; those that are not, a lower 
score. An example of the latter situation would be the addi
tion of a highway lane for the purpose of improving freight 
travel under circumstances where it is likely that the lane will 
bec^me-congested with auto traffic in the short term.
Urban Form. To what extent will the project support compact 
urban development patterns? Projects that encourage in-fill 
and redevelopment of existing urban areas would receive 
positive scores; those that encourage dispersal of develop
ment and/or auto traffic would receive negative scores.
Beauty. Is the project designed to support and pmtect aes
thetic values, historic resources, and scenic vistas? Projects 
that do would receive positive scores; those that do not 
would receive negative scores.
Equity. Does the project move towards greater equity among 
transportation modes? Projects that increase inter-modal
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equity would receive positive scores; those that decrease
equity would receive negative scores.
After each of these criteria have been applied, and the scores 

tallied, all proposed projects (regardless of mode) would then be 
ranked by score. Projects would then be included into the STIP 
by order of rank. Because the federal Intermodal Surface Trans
portation Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA) requires all transporta
tion Improvement programs to be financially constrained, only 
those projects that have a reasonable assurance of being funded 
would be included in the STIP. All others would not be funded.

Tlirough this system of project selection criteria, Oregon can 
move towards a healthier, sustainable, and more livable future. 
Obviously, more work needs to be done to fully flesh out and 
implement this selection process. Moreover, the implementation 
of such a scheme would mean a complete change of direction 
from the agency's current practices. However, it is the opinion of 
1000 Friends of Oregon that such changes must be at the root of 
any effort to implement the Governor's directive if ODOT is to 
truly become a growth management agency.
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Sensible Transportation Options for People

May 23, 1996

Presiding Officer Kvistad and Members of the Metro Council 
600 NE Grand Avenue 
Portland, OR 97232

Re: Citizen Advisory Committee Policy Recommendations for the Regional Transportation
Plan, Final Draft 4/19/96

Dear Members of the Metro Council:

Sensible Transportation Options for People appreciates this opportunity to comment on the 
CAC’s Policy Recommendations for the RTP. First we want to acknowledge and commend the 
Metro staff and advisory committees for bringing the draft to this point. Having participated in 
some of the CAC’s advisory committee meetings, we have had a glimpse of the hard work that 
has been involved.

An innovative and foresighted regional transportation plan is essential if our region is to achieve 
the vision and goals of the Region 2040 Growth Concept. We are pleased with the policy 
directions in this draft of Chapter 1, but believe some strenghtening is needed so the RTP fiilly 
supports the Growth Concept and RUGGO’s.

STOP is a member of the Coalition for a Livable Future and played a primary role in crafting the 
Coalition’s response to the CAC’s draft policy recommendations. Our comments are included in 
the Coalition’s document being submitted today, which we fully endorse. Rather than 
submitting separate comments, we will simply highlight key aspects of the Coalition comments. 
The Coalition document recommends specific changes to address each of these concerns.

1. Offer safe, convenient, and affordable transportation choices that provide access 
throughout the region without dependence on the auto.

Providing real transportation choices that allow us to reduce reliance on the auto is fundamental 
to the success of the Growth Concept and must be a guiding principle for the RTP. Both the 
RUGGO’s and the draft policy document recognize that only by providing real alternatives to the 
auto can we achieve a “transportation balance” that will support the compact urban form, reduce 
vehicle miles traveled, promote livable communities, and conserve our land, energy and natural 
resources. We will not achieve any of these goals unless we conscientiously rectify the 
tremendous imbalance among transportation modes that we now have. This challenge requires 
the strongest possible guidance from the RTP.

2. Keep rural roads for rural uses.

Rural roads must be protected for rural uses if we are to withstand the continuing pressures to 
sprawl onto our surrounding farm and forests lands. The increase in urban traffic using rural
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roads for urban-to-urban travel in recent years is causing serious conflicts with rural uses. It is 
also adding pressure to develop lands outside the UGB for residential and other non-rural uses. 
The cycle is vifcbus and predictable; higher volumes of urban traffic lead to “improvements” in 
rural road designs, which allow increased travel speeds, which further increase traffic volumes 
and encroachment onto rural lands. Maintaining our UGB means keeping urban traffic in urban 
areas and rural roads for rural uses.

3. Let bypasses be bygones.

We have ferreted out from the draft document lingering references to bypasses as the solution for 
through-travel. Bypasses are old solutions from the wasteful gas guzzling, “free” federal dollars 
era that won’t move us toward a more sustainable transportation system. The RTF should 
encourage and provide financial incentives for transit, high speed rail, and commuter rail; 
managing transportation demand; and improving the design of throughways -- not new bypasses.

4. Consider full, lifecycle costs, including costs to communities and the environment in all 
transportation investments.

A large part of our current dependence on the auto stems from the heavy subsidies we have 
provided for auto use over the past several decades. Many of these subsidies have been direct 
and intentional, but even more have been indirect through the external the costs imposed on 
society from air pollution, congestion, consumption of land, C02 emissions, emergency services, 
reduced access for non-auto travel, disruption of communities, sprawl and its impacts, and 
reduced livability. We must improve our willingness and our ability to capture the true costs of 
our transportation investments, including the costs to our communities and the environment, so 
that we can invest wisely in a transportation system that will support a livable and sustainable 
region.

Again, we support the policy direction of the draft and believe that with the refinements 
submitted in the Coalition for a Livable Future’s response, the RTF will help us achieve the goals 
of the Growth Concept. Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Loretta Fickerell, Fresident
Sensible Transportation Options for Feople
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Association of Oregon Rail and Transit Advocates
AORTA • P. O. Box 2772 • Portland, Oregon 97208-2772
Also known as OreARP • Oregon Association of Railway Passengers 'Vjji-B-inTJi!!!

Memorandum

To: Members of the Metro Councik
From: David Zagel, PresideirtH|—

(503) 281-0434 
Date: 5/23/96
Subjects: Comments for Metro RTP update, Chapter 1
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Thank you for this opportunity to share our support for your efforts with the Regional Transportation Plan 
and suggestions that we feel will strengthen the plan's ability to implement Region 2040. We support many 
policies of the plan as well as its overall direction.

The following are our additional comments on the April 19, 1996 Citizen Advisory Committee Policy 
Recommendations, Final Draft.

page 1-4:
Timing and Prioritization of System Improvements, 2nd f, last sentence:
"These areas provide the best opportunity for public policy to shape new development, and are, therefore, the 
best candidates for more immediate transportation system improvements."

A small change that eliminates any emphasis toward new development rather than redevelopment 
opportunities and clarifies the need to shape development, in both undeveloped and underdeveloped 
areas.

pages 1-9 — 1-10:
Systemwide Goals and Objectives:
Goal 1, new objective 6: "Integrate the regional transportation system with transit services connecting the 
region to other areas in the state and beyond."

The inter-regional travel component has a significant impact on regional travel demand and needs to be 
integrated into the regional transportation strategy.

Goal 2, new objective 6: "Make surface transportation funding more flexible and available to all surface 
transportation modes."

pages 1-24 — 1-29:
Primary Transit Network, 1st jj: "The Primary Transit Network (PTN) is a long range transit network 
designed to serve the growth patterns adopted in the 2040 Growth Concept and ensures competitive travel 
time between all parts of the region via transit. The PTN consists of Tour major transit modes (e.g.. Light Rail 
Transit (LRT), commuter rail. Regional Rapid Bus, Frequent Bus, Primary Bus, etc.)

We agree with the Citizen Advisory Committee (Staff recommendation on Comment 49) that other transit 
options need to be included in the transit system goals and objectives. We should not be limiting our 
tools to the four transit modes currently described in the PTN. This statement should focus more on the 
general goal of providing quick and efficient public transit access to all parts of the region and less on 
which specific modes will help accomplish this.

Secondary Transit Network, 1st 'J: "The secondary transit network ensures convenient, direct local transit 
access between residential, commercial, and employment areas and the nearest Regional Center. It includes
streetcar transit, is comprised-of secondary bus, mini-bus, paratransit and park-and-ride service.

Again, we believe it is important here to focus first on what we want the secondary network to accomplish 
and then describe some of the transit tools, technologies or vehicles that are available to meet these needs.
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Other Transit Options: "Other transit < be utilized for
serving Gertain-destinations-in-the-metropolitan areas connecting the region to other urban centers outside of 
the region. These include commuter rail along-exising-heavy rail lines, passenger rail connecting the region 
to other urban areas, and inter-city bus service that provide satewide access to the region's rail and air 
terminals.

Commuter rail should be included within the Primary Transit Network. It has proven its usefulness and 
cost-effectiveness in well-established markets as well as recent new applications in North America.
Metro policy already supports continued improvements in the Cascadia Rail Passenger Corridor and its 
success and those of inter-city bus service improvements will certainly make important contributions to 
the success of the region's growth and transportation concepts.

Finally, we believe the plan would benefit from transit system goals and objectives that describe what primary 
and secondary service would mean for residents of the region. Hopefully, it would mean that residents would 
be able to access regional centers or the central business district in a quick and convenient manner.
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April 8,1996 COALITION FOR A LIVABLE FUTURE

PEOPLE’S TRANSPORTATION PLAN
. i

I
OUR VISION

A people-oriented transportation system connects all communities in our region with safe, convenient, 
affordable, and accessible transportation choices; conserves resources, open space and the natural 
environment; and adds to the vitality, character, and health of our communities and our economy.

By 2020, our region’s transportation systems will promote safe, livable, healthy communities and a vital economy. In 
neighborhoods throughout our region people can walk or bicycle to buy groceries or meet a friend in the park and can easily take 
public transit to work and other destinations anywhere in the metropolitan region at any time. Transit stations are vibrant 
community centers. Housing, employment, day care, shopping, and community services are clustered together around transit 
stations. With less land devoted to parking and streets, more open space is available for people’s enjoyment.

Concentrating development in well-designed, compact communities near transit, rather than at the urban fringe, has reduced the 
need to travel. Transportation is more efficient and more affordable. Using innovative designs, transit service is frequent, 
convenient, comfortable, and safe for all users. Many people choose not to own cars; those who own cars often choose transit, 
bicycling, and walking because they are better, faster, and cheaper. As a result our roads are less congested. Shifting more 
freight from trucks to rail has also cut traffic congestion dramatically. Energy and resource efficient technologies and 
environmentally sensitive designs have reduced transportation impacts on our landscape.

Protected from sprawl, our rich farm and forest lands produce food and raw materials for our economy, and a network of open 
space surrounds and weaves through our region. Both contribute to community identity and a sense of place. People are 
connected within their communities and the region and value their quality of life. They work together to ensure that future 
generations inherit opportunities to enjoy a healthy and sustainable region.

GOAL 1: PROMOTE COMPACT, TRANSIT-ORIENTED, MIXED USE DEVELOPMENT 
THROUGHOUT THE REGION

Design transportation systems to support well-designed, compact urban development throughout the 
region. Design the systems to build on existing infrastructure; minimize the need for auto travel; 
encourage walking, bicycling and transit use; protect public open spaces and the natural environment; 
and add to the vitality, character, and health of our communities.

Create transportation systems that support the compact, mixed use urban form in the Region 2040 Growth 
Concept and encourage walking, bicycling and transit use.
• Invest in transportation projects that encourage reinvestment in existing communities and infrastructure.
• Locate transit centers at the heart of each community.
• Surround all transit centers with compact housing, jobs, and a full range of services and amenities, all designed 

to encourage and facilitate bicycling and walking.
• Promote higher density housing within walking distance of major employment areas and transit services.
• Ensure affordable housing is located near employment areas and transit services; restrict job creation in areas 

without affordable housing and good transit services.
• Concentrate commercial and industrial development at locations well-served by public transit, and linked to 

different types of transportation.
• Use public transportation investments to leverage private sector investments that support the Region 2040 urban 

growth concept.
• Establish a system of regional tax sharing that equalizes the property tax base across jurisdictions to promote 

more efficient and equitable regional planning and reduce incentives for fringe development.
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Design transportation systems to foster neighborhood livability
• Design transportation facilities, including streets, on a human, pedestrian scale to create a sense of community

and neighborhood. i
• Connect neighborhoods with well-designed streets, sidewalks, and bikeways.
• Design streets and sidewalks to calm traffic and make them attractive public spaces.
• Develop connected trails and bikeways within the region’s green way network.
• Design neighborhoods and communities that are attractive gathering places and invite people to walk and 

bicycle to meet their needs (e.g., sufficient variety and density of shops and services, well-designed public 
spaces, inviting building orientation, amenities).

GOAL 2: OFFER PEOPLE REAL TRANSPORTATION CHOICES

Make public transit, bicycling and walking safe, convenient, and accessible throughout the urban region. 
Ensure public transit competes effectively with the auto and provides all people with full and affordable 
access to jobs and other destinations without reliance on the auto.

Increase the availability of public transit to allow everyone easy, affordable access throughout the region at
any time
• Enhance and expand the public transit services to link people to jobs and other destinations throughout the 

region (e.g., neighborhood to neighborhood, town center to central city).
• Provide a variety of transportation modes and services (e.g., light rail, commuter rail, street car, buses, vans, 

taxis, water taxis, jitneys, fixed route, on-demand route).
• Establish frequent and regular bus, rail or shuttle service and bicycle and pedestrian paths to link transit stations 

to their surrounding communities.
• Provide paratransit services, such as on-demand transit, vans or neighborhood shuttles, outside regular transit 

routes.
• Integrate the regional transportation system with transit services connecting the region to other areas in the state 

and beyond (e.g., high speed rail corridor; commuter rail).

Provide easy and convenient pedestrian and bicycle access throughout the region
• Create community environments that are safe, convenient and attractive for pedestrians and bicyclists (e.g., 

building orientation, street design, traffic calming, wide sidewalks, marked crossings and bikeways, rights-of- 
way to cyclists and pedestrians, bicycle parking and other bicycle and pedestrian amenities); provide priority to 
bicycles and pedestrians in regional and town centers.

• Complete well-developed networks of bicycle and pedestrian ways connecting all parts of communities and the 
region.

• Provide bicycle and pedestrian access to all school.
• Integrate bicycle and pedestrian access and improvements into all transportation and land use planning, design, 

construction and maintenance activities at all levels of government.
• Improve bicycle access to transit (e.g., bikeways to all transit facilities; sufficient, secure bicycle storage at all 

stations and on all transit).
• Offer incentives for employers to provide facilities for bicycle riders (e.g., inside parking, showers and lockers).

Improve the safety, convenience and efficiency of alternative transportation modes
• Require new and expanded commercial, industrial, and institutional development to provide safe, convenient, 

access for transit, pedestrians and bicycles.
• Design transit, bicycle and pedestrian facilities to safely and conveniently accommodate all people, including the 

very young, elderly, people with disabilities, and people without cars (e.g., wheelchair, stroller, grocery cart 
space; baggage areas; lighting; security).
Coordinate transit routes, schedules, and operating intervals to ease transfers and decrease waiting time.
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Provide a seamless transportation system with safe and convenient connections and access between all 
transportation modes, regardless of provider (e.g., buses, trains, cars, bicycles, planes, pedestrians). 
Use innovative transit technologies to provide schedules, routes, efficient transfers, and other service 
information to improve access to transit, particularly among underserved groups.

GOAL 3: MAKE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS RESOURCE EFFICIENT, COST- 
EFFECTIVE, AND SOCIALLY EQUITABLE

Make transportation systems energy and resource efficient, cost-effective, socially and geographically 
equitable, and free from biases toward auto travel. Evaluate transportation investments based on full 
costs and benefits, including impacts on communities and the environment.

Spend transportation resources cost-effectively and equitably
• Make transportation funding flexible and available to all transportation modes.
• Evaluate all transportation investments based on full lifecycle costs and benefits, including lifetime 

maintenance, repairs, and operations; and social, cultural, community, health, and environmental impacts.
• Develop project selection criteria to ensure that the transportation projects which are funded answer 

transportation needs, are cost-effective based on full costs, use resources efficiently, and advance the social, 
environmental, and economic well-being of the communities affected.

• Adopt transportation system performance measures that reflect the full range of transportation goals, and use 
them to evaluate and improve transportation systems and projects.

• Encourage cooperative partnerships among transportation agencies, community organizations, and businesses to 
take advantage of the economic development potential in transportation investments.

Adopt policies and pricing tools that encourage efficient use of resources, reduce travel demand, and are
socially equitable
• Research a variety of travel demand management measures to decrease travel demand and use existing roads 

efficiently; adopt appropriate measures, ensuring fairness to all income levels (e.g., peuking policies, congestion 
pricing, gas or carbon tax, telecommuting, satellite work stations, flex time).

• Increase availability of cost-effective telecommuting resources which reduce travel needs.
• Finance road systems with user fees that reflect actual costs, with adjustments to ensure all residents can meet 

their basic transportation needs.
• Reduce parking space requirements regionwide, especially in transit, bicycle, and pedestrian convenient areas; 

ensure regionwide equity in parking price policies.
• Discourage subsidies that favor auto over other forms of transportation (e.g., parking allowances without 

equivalent subsidies for transit, walking, bicycling).
• Use traffic management measures to reduce impacts of congestion on transit operations (e.g., signal preemption, 

queue-jumping, transit and HOV lanes).
• Provide incentives for development and use of innovative materials- and energy- efficient transportation systems 

(e.g., alternative fuels and electric buses and fleets, energy efficient and light weight vehicles).
• Increase transit ridership to increase farebox revenues (rather than fares); and establish equitable fare policies, 

with all users contributing.
• Provide incentives for lending institutions to credit transportation cost savings for potential borrowers living 

near transit.
• Provide government leadership by example in reducing travel demand and using resource-efficient 

transportation.
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GOAL 4: PROMOTE A HEALTHY, DIVERSE ENVIRONMENT TO ENSURE COMMUNITY 
LIVABILITY. I

Design transportation systems to fit with the landscape and to protect environmental systems. Ensure all 
transportation projects prevent and effectively mitigate unavoidable adverse impacts to water, air, 
riparian and wetland systems, wildlife habitat, natural area, and open spaces.

• Address land use, environmental, and public health impacts in all transportation projects, and require analysis of 
alternative transportation investments for major transportation projects.

• Design transportation projects to comply with air quality standards and reduce negative health impacts.
• Design transportation systems and urban development to conserve open space with and around our communities.
• Develop underused transit capacity to reduce the demand for roads and other land intensive transportation 

facilities.
• Restrict road improvement and construction projects that adversely impact rural communities and increase 

pressures to urbanize areas outside the urban growth boundary.
• Require all transportation system development to follow stringent guidelines to prevent and effectively mitigate 

unavoidable adverse impacts on the environment (e.g., soil erosion and sedimentation; floodplain and riparian 
and wetland system encroachment, storm water runoff, creation of impervious surfaces, landslides, and impacts 
on streams, open spaces, and wildlife habitat).

• Ensure trails within greenways prevent and effectively mitigate negative environmental impacts and protect the 
ecological integrity of stream corridors and wetlands.

• Design transportation facilities that use resources efficiently and avoid or minimize environmental impacts (e.g., 
recycled materials, plastic sidewalks over ditches vs. road widening; permeable roadway surfaces).

GOAL 5: EDUCATE AND INVOLVE THE COMMUNITY IN TRANSPORTATION PLANNING 
AND DECISION MAKING

Effectively educate and involve members of the community in all aspects of transportation system 
planning and development. Ensure transportation projects advance the well-being of all segments of the 
community.

• Educate members of communities and provide them necessary tools to participate as full partners in 
transportation planning efforts.

• Design transportation systems in conjunction with designing communities.
• Actively involve the broad range of affected constituencies in defining problems and creating and implementing 

solutions.
• Ensure that transportation projects advance the social, environmental, and economic well-being of the 

communities they serve.
• Involve the public in evaluating the performance of transpiortation systems.
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Coalition FOR A Livable Future

May 23,1996

Presiding Officer Kvistad and Members of the Metro Council 
600 NE Grand Ave.
Portland, OR 97232

Re: 4/19 Draft Regional Transportation Plan, Chapter 1

Dear Mr. Presiding Officer and Members of the Coimcil:

My name is Zack Semke and I am presenting testimony tonight on behalf of the 
Coalition for a Livable Future, a group of 34 metro-area organizations working to 
ensure an equitable, compact and sustainable future Portland region. I staff the 
Coalition.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the policy chapter of the Regional 
Transportation Plan. A strong and supportive RTP is critical to the success of the 
Region 2040 Growth Concept, and we are pleased with the policy direction of this 
draft. We have participated in some of the Citizen Advisory Committee meetings 
on the RTP and commend the Metro staff and advisory committees for their fruitful 
efforts.

Along with this testimony I have submitted several pages of proposed refinements 
to the RTP that we believe will strengthen the plan's ability to achieve the Regional 
Urban Growth Goals and Objectives for Transportation and, more broadly, the 
Growth Concept itself. Also, several weeks ago we submitted our People's 
Transportation Plan, and interdisciplinary approach to transportation plaiming 
developed by a diverse group of CLF member specializing in transportation reform, 
sound land use, affordable housing, social justice and metropolitan health.

I would like to emphasize two basic points from CLF's written recommendations:

1- The RTP should require that a set of criteria for project selection - based on
the full range of goals in the plan - be established. The key to successful
implementation of the RTP will be to use its goals and policies to select 
projects for funding. Unless well-defined project selection criteria are 
established and used, the RTP is unlikely to guide the change in funding 
patterns that will be necessary to achieve its goals of providing transportation 
choices, balancing transportation modes and reducing vehicle miles traveled.

Simply put, to make the "departure from traditional transportation

534 Southwest Third Avenue, Suite 300 
Portland, Oregon 97204 
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planning that the RTP calls for we need to put our money where our mouth 
is. I have attached an example - prepared by Keith Bartholomew of 1000 
Friends - of what this sort of criteria might look like.

2- All transportation systems should be evaluated based on full costs, both
public and private. To make a wise choice between transportation systems we
must consider full life cycle costs and community and environmental 
impacts, not just the required level of public investment. For example, a 
private toll road might require lower public investment but still be less cost- 
effective than public transit, based on a full cost analysis. This sort of analysis 
must take place in any regional transportation decision-making.

In conclusion, the Coalition is pleased with the overall policy direction of the RTP. 
With some key refinements the RTP will provide critical support to the RUGGOs 
and the Growth Concept. Please refer to our written comments for detailed 
language changes.

Thank you.

Zachary Semke 
Program Coordinator



COALITION FOR A LIVABLE FUTURE
May 23, 1996

Presiding Officer Kvistad and Members of the Metro Council 
600 NE Grand Avenue ,, . j
Portland, OR 97232

Re: 4/19 Draft Regional Transportation Plan, Chapter 1 

Dear Members of the Metro Council:

The Coalition for a Livable Future appreciates the opportunity to comment on the policy chapter 
of the RTP. A strong and supportive RTP is critical to the success of the Region 2040 GrotUh 
concept, and we are pleased with the policy direction of this draft. We have participated in some 
of the Citizen Advisory' Committee meetings on the RTP and commend the Metro staff and 
advisory' committees for their fruitful efforts.

The following comments propose refinements that we believe will strengthen the plan’s ability to 
achieve the Regional Urban Grovtlh Goals and Objectives for Transportation and more broadly the 
Growth Concept.

Pgs. 1-2 to 1-4, Guiding Principles;
• Principle 1, p. 1-2:

“Provide complete information, timely public notice, full public access to key decisions 
and support broad-based early and continuing involvement of the public in all aspects of 
transportation planning and develoDment.;,,

This change is to ensure the public is engaged as partners in defining needs and 
problems and in creating and implementing solutions - not just receiving 
information and commenting on proposed decisions.

• New Principle, insert after Principle 2:
“Pro\ides_afe._convenie.ntJAnd_affprdabJetransportatLon_choices thatprpyide_access 
throughputJhe.regjpn_wjthoutdgp_endence on the auto.”

Providing safe, convenient, and affordable transportation choices is fundamental 
to achieving the transportation balance called for in the RUGGO’s and this draft 
policy document, and should be included as a guiding principle for the RTP.
(See Transportation RUGGO 19.3). The region will not achieve the livability 
called for in the Growth Concept or the reduction in vehicle miles traveled 
required by Oregon’s Transportation Planning Rule unless we rectify the 
tremendous imbalance among transportation modes. Doing so requires the 
stronge.st possible guidance from the RTP.

• Principles discussion — last full P, p. 1-2:
“Important measures of livability include mobility and safe, convenient and affordable 
access to jobs, schools, sen'ices and recreation for all people, movement of goods, 
epn-sen-ation of resource.s andihejnatura] enyironmenj. and clean air. The RTP must 
address these needs by improving the transppitatlpn choices for-how people have.for 
travelmg within the region without reliance on the auto, while seeking a balance betw:een
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am2ng_accessibility, system cost, strategic timing and prioritization of improvements and 
environmental impacts.”

• Accessibility and Mobility - 2nd P, p. 1-3:
Mobility improves when the transportation network is refined or expanded, when trayel 

mode .shifts to more efficient modes, or when travel demand is reduced, -to improA'c
capacity, thus allowing people and goods to move more quicklv toward a particular 
destination.

The intent it to clarify that mobility is improved by using existing capacity more 
effectively as well as by expanding capacity.

• System Cost - l.st sentence, last P, p. 1-3:
A cost-effective transportation systems will provide adequate levels of accessibility and 

inobility while minimizing the need for public investmentjot.al costSjincludins full' 
lifecycle costs_and costs to.the, community and the environment.”

This change recognizes that co.st-efifectivene.ss should reflect full costs, public and 
private. As written, a private toll road might require lower public investment, but 
still be less co.st-effective than public transit, based on a full cost analvsis. The 
rest of the paragraph supports the broader, full costs concept recommended.

• Environmental, Economic, And Social Impacts ~ la.st, p. 1-4:
The RTP measures economic and qualitj- of life impacts of the proposed system by 

evaluating key indicators, such as job and retail service accessibility, economic benefits to 
the-business community and transportation for the traditionallv underserv-ed. includin'^ low 
income and minority households and the disabled. Other key'system indicators include 
reduction in \~MT s. travel times, mode splits, eongestion. energ^• costs, protection of 
natural resources and air quality impacts. ”

The Coalition understands that peifonnance measures will be developed in the 
systems elements phase of the RTP. See also comment — below. The intent 
with this comment is to encourage mea.sures that focus on the key changes needed 
to succeed with the Urban Grovlh Concept. In addition, congestion may be 
important to monitor, but may not useful as a performance measure, since, as the 
draft notes, it may signal a healthy condition, a minor, short-term traffic build up, 
or a serious system problem.

P. 1-8, Rural Reserves:
• 2nd & 3rd sentences:

“Roadways in these areas are intended to serve rural industry andneeds, and urban travel 
on these routes is accommodated with designs that are sensitive to their basic niral 
function. Rural reserves will be protected ... by limiting rural access to urban throush-
routes and discpiyiamng.urban-urba.nJra^’eJi)nniraJ_routes.

P. 1-8, Neighboring Cities and Green Corridors:
• 2nd-to-last sentence:

“Growth of neighboring cities will ultimately affect through-travel andcould create a 
need for bypass routes.”

The draft should not suggest bypasses are needed to provide through-travel.
.Adding transit, managing transportation demand, and improvins desialt of 
throughways in communities are a few of the successful alternatives to new 
bypasses.



Pgs. 1-9 fo 1-10, Systemwide Goals and Objecfives;
© Goal 1, new Objective 7:

“Integrate the regional transportation system with transit services connecting the region to
other areas in the state and beyond.”

• Goal 2, Objective 3: r
“Consider a full range of costs and benefits in the allocation of transportation funds, 
including full lifecycle costs and community and environmental imnacts.”

We also strongly urge Metro to update its cost effectiveness “formula” as part of the RTP 
policies.

• Goal 2, new Objective 4:
‘■‘D£Ye.lQP g.higrarchv of transportation management actions to be required before the
capacitv of regional,facjjjtigs. for auto travel is expanded.”

The region must begin to look more careftilly at alternatives to expanding auto 
capacity if we are to take seriously our commitments to increasing the mode split 
for non-auto travel, reducing \rMT’s, conserving land and supporting a compact 
urban form, and conserving energy and other resources.

• Goal 2, new objective 5:
“Establish a set of criteria for project selection based on the full range of policies in this
plan and fund projects in accordance with those selection criteria.”

The key to successful implementation of the RTP will be to use its goals and 
policies to select projects for funding. A number of approaches could be used 
effectively to set criteria. The excerpt from “Project Selection Criteria: Setting 
Priorities” by Keith Bartholomew, 1000 Friends of Oregon, is attached as one 
example. Unless well-defined project selection criteria are established and used, 
the RTP is unlikely to guide the change in funding patterns that will be necessarj' 
to achieve its goals — particularly providing transportation choices, achieving a 
balance among transportation modes, and reducing vehicle miles traveled.

• Goal 2, new Objective 6:
“Link improyements .mihe regipnaitjansportadon system with the developmentpf
supporting local transportation networks.”

In too many cases, regional facilities perform poorly because local transportation 
networks lack the connectivity to support local transportation needs; leaving 
regional facilities to serve both local and regional travel.

• Goal 2, new Objective 7:
“Adopt transportation system performance measures that reflect the goals of this plan and

use them to evaluate and improve transportation systems and projects.”
Although Metro has stated an intent to develop performance measures, that policy 
direction should be required by the RTP.

• Goal 2, new Objective 8:
l%1akg.transpgrtatLon.ftin_ding.flesibie.apd_ available to all traasportation modfes.”

• Goal 3, Objective 1:



. _ . _ all regional transportation projects and programs, enhance the
livability of the region and the areas that surround such projects.

• Goal 3, Objective 2:
Give priorit} to transportation projects and programs that best enhance regional and local 

livability." ~
Transportation projects should enhance the livability of their surrounding 
communities as well as the region.

• Goal 4, new Objective. 1:
—Ev aluate land use, environmental, and public health impacts in all transportation
proiects and analvjze alternative transportation investments and programs for major
transportation proiects.”

• Goal 4, Objective. 2:
Prevent and effectively mitigate unavoidadversC iVliniin17.6 tho environmental 

impacts associated with transportation project construction.-and operation and 
maintenance activities."

These natural environment objectives (Goal 4. new objectives 1 and 2) are 
addressed in the RUGGO’s and are important policy statements for the RTF even 
though current local, state, and federal law may require them.

• Goal 4, new Objective. 4:
.VPrpmpte.andde.sjgn.transportation_systems_an.d facilities that use energy and other 
reso_urces_efficierLtlyi: ' ...

This policy direction is emphasized in the RUGGO's and should be emphasized 
as a systemwide goal in the RTF.

• .New Goal 6;
ITroyide government ,leadership by example in promoting and using alternative modes.

reducingjravel.demandJ..and.,cpnserying resources and the enyirpnment.

P. 1-11, Regional Street Desipn Goals and Objectives!
• Street design standards and guidelines should be included in the RTF. F..stablishing 

regionwide road designations and tailoring transportation facilities to support surrounding land 
uses are major strengths of the draft. The street design standards and guidelines are necessarv’ 
to ensure these concepts are implemented.

• The local street design connectivity principles, p. 1-16 and 1-17 of the draft, should be 
included in the street design standards and guidelines. The regional street system cannot 
function well without well-designed and functioning local street networks that provide 
connectiv ity, promote bicycling, walking and transit for local trips, and provide access to 
regional transportation.

• The street design standards and guidelines should address land and resource conservation and 
enviromnental protection along with function. The regional transportation network is a major 
land and energy consumer with significant impacts on the environment

• Revised I.evel of Senice .Standards should be included in the RTF. These standards should 
be rev ised so that motor vehicle mobility is not the primary detenninant of how well our 
transportation system is functioning and does not limit flexibility in designing streets and land



uses that promote livability, conserve resources, and support other goals of the Gro^^th 
Concept. WTiere used, mobility should address all modes of travel.

P. 1-14 and 1-15. Design Concepts for Streets
• Regional Streets, first sentence:

“Regional Streets are designed to carrj’ significant vehicle traffic while also 
promoting transit, bicycle and pedestrian travel.”

• Community Streets, first sentence:
“Community Streets are designed to carry vehicle traffic while 
transit, bicycle and pedestrian travel.”

The changes support the central goal of promoting alternative travel modes.

P. 1-15, Urban Roads:
• 2nd sentence:

“Urban Roads serve industrial areas . and emplojinent centers-Avhere bulding-are rarely

The deleted phrase adds little definition to urban roads and may be read as an 
assumption that current building orientation in these areas .should and will 
continue into the future. The region needs to addre.ss appropriate land and 
transportation-consendng designs for these areas as well, including building 
orientation.

P. 1-16, Rural Roads:
• 2nd sentence:

“Rural Roads are designed to cany rural traffic while accommodating limited transit, 
bicycle and pedestrian travel. Urban-to-urban travel_on_rura!j:o_ads isJimited and 
discouragedJbutjln seme_aj'ew cases existing^rural roads already ser\~e to connect urban 
traffic to throughways.” (existing text includes changes Metro staff accepted from 
Washington County)

• 4th sentence:
“These facilities are designed to allow moderate motor vehicle speeds and usually consist 
of two to four motor vehicle lanes, with additional noncontinuous auxiliaiy lanes 
appropraiate in some situations.”

An increase in urban traffic using rural roads for urban-to-urban tra\’el in recent 
years is causing serious conflicts with rural uses of those roads and is adding 
pressure to develop lands outside of the UGB for residential and other non-rural 
uses. The increased volumes lead to “improved” designs and speeds, which 
further increase traffic volumes and the urban encroachment onto rural areas.

P. 1-17. Local Street Design:
• 5th bullet:

"WTiere appropriate, ILocal design codes should afiew-require narrow street designs to 
conserve land, calm traffic, or promote connectivitjvwithJlmited e.xc^tions; and”

• 6th bullet:
“Closed street systems and cul-de-sac designs should be limited to situations where 
topo^aphy or development patterns prevent full street extensions, and in all cases should 
provide for direct through routes for pedestrians and bicycles.”



P. 1-18 to 1-19, Regional Street System Management:
• Traffic calming, 2nd sentence:

“These “retrofit’- techniques include ... and. 
typicajly^used on larger regional facilities.’-

v'e not been

This change states the current .situation without limiting future design options. In 
fact traffic calming techniques have been successfully used in other countries to 
move traffic through main streets of sizable to\STis, comparable to regional 
fiicilities.

• Goal 1, objecth’e 1, Arterial Signal Coordination:
’^erjal Signal Coordination (.such as comprehensive adjustments of signal timing to 

minimize stop-and-go travel, consistent with adjacent land use and the.needs.of nonrautq 
lupdes, and which coordinates with freeway and interchange operations)”

Signal timing needs to function to support all modes of transportation.

P. 1-21, Motor ^-ehiclc Systems goals and Objectives:
• Goal 1:

“1 Objective: Maintain a s}-stem of principal aiterials for long distance, high speed, 
interstate, inter-region and intra-region travel, consistent with^altemative mode objectives 
gLsMpundimland use types.” .... .......

“2 Objective: Maintain an appropriate level of mobility on the motor vehicle system 
dui ing periods of peak demand, consistent with altemative mnde^ nhjf;r.ti_v'pg of surrounding 
land use types.” ................. ........ ~

Objective: Maintain an appropriate level of mobility on the motor vehicle system 
during periods of off-peak demand, consistent \3’ithjilternative mode objectives of 
stmounding land use nyes.”

■Access and mobility for non-vehicle modes should be considered in determining 
“appropriate” levels of vehicle mobility.

P. 1-19 & 1-20. Regional Street System Imnlemenfafion;
• Opening paragraph:

“^iVhile tThe primatv’ mission of the RTP is implementation of the 2040 Growth Concept, 
including reinye_stmentjn existing cgiTmunjties andjheir jnfrastructurejhe plan must a Iso 
address other important transportation issues that-may not directly assist in implementing 
the growth concept. The plan must' also protects the region's existing investments by 
placing a high priority on projects or programs that maintain or preserve existing 
infrastructure. The following goals and objective reflect this prioritv -need to integrate 
20 10 Growth Concept obiectives-with nrber iinnnrmnr-tr'inmnrtotin^ needs or deficiencies
in the development of the preferred, financially constrained and strategic RTP svstems 
contained in Chapters 5, 7, and 8:”

Reinvesting in existing communities is a key underpinning of the Region 2040 
Growth Concept — the preferred choice to sprawl. This includes reinvestment in 
existing infrastructure. This paragraph seemed to imph- otherwise and undermine 
this key concept.

• Goal 1, Objectives 1, 2 and 3:



(1) “Place the highest pfieritv- weight on projects and programs that best serve the 
transportation needs of the central city, regional centers, intermodal facilities and 
industrial areas.”;
(2) “Place a high priofkv- weight on projects and programs that best ser\’e the
transportation needs of station communities, to\ra centers, main streets, and corridors.”; 
and .;
(3) “Place less priority- weight on transportation projects and programs that serve the 
remaining components of the 2040 Growth Concept.”

• Goal 3, Objectives 1 and 2:
(1) “Place a_the higherst prioirits-- weight on projects and programs that address safety- 
related deficiencies in the region's transportation infrastructure.” and
(2) “Place less priority- weight on projects and programs that address other deficiencies in 
the region’s transportation infrastructure.”

We agree with the intent to promote projects that serve core regional needs and 
promote safety. However, the overall priority of any project vis a vis another 
project should be determined based on selection criteria that reflect the range of 
policy considerations in the plan. The geographic and safety factors in this goal 
can be appropriately weighted and considered in the project selection criteria and 
process. See comment — above.

Unchanged, the text may be read to imply that: (1) any project serving a regional 
center is a higher priority’ than any project serving a town center; or (2) any 
project improving safety, no matter how slight, is a higher priority over any 
project improving use of capacity, however great. .And this “highest priority” 
language may be in conflict: Does a safety improvement in a town center have 
priority over a non-safety project ser\-ing a regional center?

• Goal 1, new Objective 4:
“Emphasise projects that nrovide or hein nromote a wider range of transportation
choices.”

• Revise Goal 2:
“Emphasize the maintenance.-and preservation, and effective use of transportation 

infrastructure in the selection of the RTF projects and programs.”

P. 1-27 to 1-29, Regional Public Transportation Systems Goals and Objectives;
• Goal 1:

“Develop a public transportation system that serves 2040 Grovth Concept primaiy land 
use components (central city, regional centers, industrial areas, intermodal facilities) with 
an appropriate-level, quality and range of public transportation necessary to substantially 
increase transit ridership-available.”

• Goal 2:
“Develop a public transportation system that ser\-es 2040 Growth Concept secondary land 
use components (station communities, tovTi centers, main streets, corridors) with high 
quality service necessary' to significantly increase transit ridership.”

Goal 5:
“Continue efforts to maintain public transportation as the safest and most environmentally 
friendly fonns of motorized transportation in the region.



• Goal 5, new Objective 4:
“Increase tbe_ener^’ efficiencx,of and reduceJheamQunlpf.airpollutants_and noise 
generated by pub]ic_transpprtation_vehjcles.

P. 1-31, Regional Freight;
• Goal 1, Objective 3;

Delete objective. See comment -- above, recommending flexible funding for all modes.

• Goal 3, Objective 4, new bullet:
^ where appropriate, consider improvements that are dedicated to freight travel only

P. 1-34, Regional Pedestrian Program:
• Goal 1, Objective. 2:

“Improve pedestrian networks sen’ing these transit centers, stations and

• Goal 2, Objective 1:
Complete pedestrian facilities ... and to the region s ■ isit network.'

P. 1-35 -1-37, Demand Management Program:
• last P, 1st sentence:

“The following describes the region’s TDM goalsr and 

The draft did not include performance measures.

• 1-36, TDM Goals and Objectives, 1st P:
“The function of TDM support programs are to:... non-SO\' modes, and (4) reduce the 
need_Anjithe demand to Jrayek’j

• 1-36, Goal 2, Objective 2:
“Support efforts to provide maximum ... alternative modes of transportation and to 
reduce .subsidies for auto use.”

We need to eliminate incentives for auto travel to help achieve the regional goals 
of increasing the mode split for non-auto travel, reducing vehicle miles traveled, 
conserving resources, and promoting the compact urban form.

• 1-36, Goal 2, Objective 3:
“Conduct further .study of market-based strategies... increase alternative mode shares, 
and-te reduce ^;^IT,.and encourage more^ffLcient_use_of resources.’’

• Goal 2, Objective 4:
Investigate the use of HO\' lanes and other traffic management measures to reduce

roadway congestion, anAtoj;educ_e jmpacts of cpngestipn pntrajisitpperatipns.’'

• 1-36, Goal 2, new Objective 5:
_Ensure measures adopted are equitable and incorporate adjustments to ensure all

lg§l4gttscan rneetjflieirbasic transportation needs.”



1-37, Goal 5:
“Implement TDM support programs to reduce the need and the demand to travel ancl to 

make it more convenient for people to use alternative modes for all trips throughout the 
region..”



Project Selection Criteria:
Setting Priorities

by Keith Bartholomew, 1000 Frieiuis of Oregon

"Show me a person's check register, and I'll show you 
that person's priorities.”
"Sheputs her money where her mouth is."

Our language is full of aphorisms that refer to the connec
tions between priorities and budget. Given the importance our 
society attaches to money, it is not surprising that the expenditure 
of money is the real measure of our commitment. But it is, after 
all, money that gets things done. How we spend it speaks vol
umes about our priorities, and it provides a direct measure of 
whether we are willing to translate our words into actions.

Tlie Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) has a 
strong and historic role as the primary provider of transportation 
funding in Oregon. In fact, many would say that transportation 
funding is the agency's principal activity. Hence, the way ODOT 
elects to spend the money entrusted to it is an obvious and signif
icant opportunity for implementing the Governors directive to 
become a growth management agency. Moreover, ODOTs 
spending patterns provide the most direct method of assessing 
the seriousness of the agency's resolve in the growth manage
ment area.

The Words
Oregon has an international reputation for farsighted land 

use and transportation planning. 1T»e state is full of wonderful 
plans that, if implemented, could ensure a sustainable future of 
economic and environmental health. ODOT can rightfully claim 
a substantial share of the credit in this area. The state Transporta
tion Planning Rule (TPR), jointly written by ODOT and the 
Department of Land Conservation and Development, won a 
national planning award for its provisions which are designed to 
reduce reliance on the automobile and to "avoid Uie air pollution, 
traffic and livability problems faced by other areas of the coun
try." Likewise, the Oregon Transportation Plan (OTP) has estab
lished a benchmark for excellence in transportation planning
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Setting Priorities

across the country. Tlie OTP contains a host of provisions relat
ing directly to growth management. In fact, growth management 
related topics dominate the plan’s first two goals:

"The transportation system must be designed and 
developed so that people have transportation choices 
in going from place to place. In urban areas people 
should be able to choose to commute, for example, by 
carpool, public transit or bicycle as well as by auto."
"Transportation agencies need to make decisions 
about whether to add lanes to freeways or to build 
light rail lines based on theirfidl costs, including the 
costs to the environment and the community."
"The system must be environmen tally responsible.
Vehicle emission standards and efforts to reduce the 

. vehicle miles traveled per capita will improve air qual
ity and reduce energy consumption."
"Transportation facilities and services need to support 
development of compact urban areas."

The Actions

Of course, actions speak louder than words. As wonderful as 
the language in the TPR and the OTP is, the question still remains 
whether Oregon will deliver on these promises. The key is to 
build on our successful planning efforts by using them to estab
lish a set of criteria for project selection. Once established, these 
criteria would then be applied to all potential projects in the state 
as part of the Statewide Transportation Improvement Program 
(STIP) process.

While there are a number of approaches that could be used 
effectively to set criteria, perhaps the best place to start is with the 
OTP itself. In fact, virtually everything that one could want in a 
growth management driven set of project selection criteria are 
contained in the policy section of tlie OTP. In other words, the 
bases for the criteria are already adopted state policy!

Drawing from this source, we recommend tlie following cri
teria be applied to each and eveiy project considered for inclu
sion in the development and construction sections of the STIP:
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Selling Priorilies Selling Priorilies

/A

Choice. Does the proposed project provide or help to pro
mote a wider range of transportation choices? Projects that 
do, receive a higher score; those that don t, a lower score.
Cost. What is the full cost of the proposed project. Including 
costs to the environment and Uie community? Project scores 
in this area would be proportional to the costs determined.
Accessibility. Is the project fully accessible to all potential 
users, including the young, the elderly, and the disabled? 
Projects that are highly accessible would receive higher 
scores; those that are not would receive lower scores.
Auto Reliance. Does the project increase vehicle miles trav
eled (VMT)? Projects that reduce VMT would receive posi
tive scores; those that increase VMT would receive negative
scores.
Connectivity. Does the project increase connecrivity among 
transportation modes? Projects that promote inter-modal 
connectivity would receive a positive score.
Safety. Does the project increase safety for all users of the 
transportation system, including pedestrians and bicyclists?
The safer the project, the higher the score.
Stewardship. Is the project designed to protect the proposed 
public investment so that it will continue to achieve its 
intended objective over the long term? Projects so designed 
would receive a higher score; those that are not, a lower 
score. An example of the latter situation would be the addi
tion of a highway lane for the purpose of improving freight 
travel under circumstances where it is likely tliat the lane will 
become congested with auto traffic in the short term.
Urban Form. To what extent will the project support compact 
urban development patterns? Projects that encourage in-fill 
and redevelopment of existing urban areas would receive 
positive scores; those that encourage dispersal of develop
ment and/or auto traffic would receive negative scores.
Beauty. Is the project designed to support and protect aes
thetic values, historic resources, and scenic vistas? Projects 
that do would receive posiHve scores; those that do not 
would receive negative scores.
Equity. Does the project move towards greater equity among 
transportation modes? Projects that increase inter-modal
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equity would receive positive scores; those that decrease 
equity would receive negative scores.
After each of these criteria have been applied, and the scores 

tallied, all proposed projects (regardless of mode) would tlien be 
ranked by score. Projects would then be included into the STIP 
by order of rank. Because the federal Intermodal Surface Trans
portation Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA) requires all transporta
tion improvement programs to be financially constrained, only 
those projects that have a reasonable assurance of being funded 
would be included in the STIP. All otliers would not be funded.

Through this system of project selection criteria, Oregon can 
move towards a healthier, sustainable, and more livable future. 
Obviously, more work needs to be done to fully flesh out and 
implement this selection process. Moreover, the implementation 
of such a scheme would mean a complete change of direction 
from the agency's current practices. However, it is the opinion of 
1000 Friends of Oregon that such changes must be at the root of 
any effort to implement the Governor's directive if ODOT is to 
truly become a growth management agency.

40



CDuJ

M ETRO

Citizen Advisory Committee 

Policy Recommendations 
Final Draft

r Regional 

Transportation 

Plan Update

April 19, 1996



, M ETRO

Metro is the directly elected regiohal 
government that serves more than 1.2 
million residents in the urban portions of 
Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington 
counties and the 24 cities in the Portland 
metropolitan region.

Metro is responsible for the regional 
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and a seven-member council. The 
executive officer is elected regionwide and 
the councilors are elected by district.. 
Metro also has. an auditor who is elected 
region-wide.
For more information about Metro or to 
schedule a speaker for a community 
group, call 797-1510.

Metro Executive Officer, 
Auditor and Council

Executive Officer 
Mike Burton - 797-1502

Metro Auditor
Alexis Dow, CPA - 797-1891 

District 1
Ruth McFarland - 797-1547 

District 2
Don Morissette - 797-1887 

District 3
Jon Kvistad-797-1549

District 4 /
Susan McLain - 797-1553

District 5
Ed Washington - 797-1546 

District 6
Rod Monroe - 797-1552 

District 7
Patricia McCaig -797-1889

Hillsboro TroutdalePortlandPor^

Gresham

Tigard I Milwaukie^

Happy
, "'1 Tualatin

i WASHINGTON CO.

Sherwood ■ Oregon City
'------- 1
Newberg j

Wilsonville

Metro Staff

Andy Cotugno
Transportation Director

Richard Brandman
Assistant Transportation Director

Michael Hoglund
Transportation Planning Manager

Gina Whitehill-Baziuk
Public Involvement Supervisor

Bill Barber
Senior Transportation Planner

Tim Collins
Associate Transportation Planner

Allison Dobbins
Associate Transportation Planner

Tom Kloster
Senior Transportation Planner 
and Project Manager

Pamela Peck
Associate Public Involvement Planner

Rich Ledbetter
Senior Transportation Planner

Terry Whisler
Senior Transportation Planner

Kim White
Assistant Transportation Planner '

Printed on recycled paper
96115



Citizen Advisory Committee
P^ui Koch, chair
Resident delegate, Glackannas County

Lois Achenbaqh
Resident delegate,city of Portland
Gregory Goot&nan 
BosSiess delegate, city of Portland

Charles d. Becker, Vice Chair 
Resident delegate, dties of Multnomah 
Comty

Paul Spenbauer
Bu^ess delegate, dties of Multnomah 
County

Martorte Schmunk
Resident delegate, Multnomah County

Karf Rohde
Resident delegate, cities of 
Clackamas County

Joseph tntlle
Business delegate, cities of Clackamas 
County

Jan Campbell
Resident delegate, dties of Washington 
County

Charles Noble
Business delegate, cities of Wash'ngton 
County
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Resident delegate, Washington County 
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Transit Union, at-large delegate 
David Hurt
Youth, at-large delegate

H
I onorable Members of the Metro Council, the Joint Policy Advisory 

Committee on Transportation and citizens of the region:

Enclosed is the final version of Regional Transportation Plan policies developed 
and recommended by your Citizen Advisory Committee. The policies are the 
result of a very extensive process that looked, in depth, at every aspect of the 
regional transportation system and the implications for the future as it relates to 
the 2040 growth concept. This document is the result of a successful and positive 
partnership between citizens and public employees.

For the past year, the 21 members of the CAC spent countless hours reviewing 
transportation-related issues, shared individual and interest group ideas and 
concerns and communicated openly to work out transportation policies that would 
serve the region for many years to come. During some months, the committee 
members committed to many meetings and extended hours in order to develop a 
high-quality product.

As representatives of the various jurisdictions and citizens of the three-county 
area, the committee seriously considered every aspect of transportation-and 
growth- related issues. Because of the broad interests represented, the CAC spent 
much time openly communicating, discussing various strategies and developing 
common solutions to the regions’ complex transportation and growth challenges.

In this time of negative feelings and criticism of government, it was rewarding for 
all of us to sit as citizens, working to establish a flexible framework that will 
provide the opportunities for solving the transportation problems of the region. 
Members of the committee learned first hand that there are no easy solutions. 
Thanks to the strong commitment of a very professional and highly qualified staff, 
the committee was educated about the issues, options and implications of action. 
We understand what must be done and trust that the policies will lead to positive 
action by the appropriate governing bodies of the region.

On behalf of the CAC, I thank you for giving us the opportunity to participate in 
the process. I also thank you for providing us with the opportunity to work with 
outstanding public employees who went well beyond the call of duty in assisting 
the committee. We now hope that the region will move forward in harmony to 
meet the needs of the citizens of the region.

Sincerely,

Paul Koch
Chair, Regional Transportation Plan Citizens Advisory Committee



How can you get involved?
Release of this document triggers a 
public comment period for Chapter 
1 policy changes recommended by 
the Regional Transportation Plan 
Citizen Advisory Committee. Now 
is the time for you to express your 
vision for the region's transporta
tion system and how it can serve 
your needs. We want to know what 
is important to you!

To get involved:

• provide comments by phone, 
letter, fax or e-mail

• testify at the Metro Coimcil's 
May 23 public hearing

Policy Adoption Schedule

May 7 - Citizen Advisory Commit
tee meeting; public testimony 
received

May 16 - Joint Policy Advisory 
Committee on Transportation 
(JPACT) considers final adoption of 
Chapter 1 of the Regional Trans
portation Plan

May 17 - Public comment period 
on final recommendation ends

May 23 - Metro Coimcil public 
hearing at 6 p.m. at Metro Regional 
Center, 600 NE Grand, Portland; 
public testimony received

May 30 - Metro CoimcU considers 
final adoption of Chapter 1 of the 
Regional Transportation Plan

Please call the transportation 
hotline to confirm dates and 
meeting times.

To comment on Regional 
Transportation Plan policies:

phone - call the transportauon 
'hotline, <503) 797-1900 orT.D.D. 
<503)797-1804

mail - Metro, Transportation 
Department, 600 NE Grand Ave., 
Portland. OR 97232-2736

fax-<503) 797-1794

e-mail - trans@metro.or.gov

mailto:trans@metro.or.gov


Regional Transportation Plan
I he transportation system plays a critical role in the contin
ued economic health and livability of this region. To 
address these and other issues, Metro is updating the 

1 Regional Transportation Plan, a 20-ycar blueprint for the 
region's transportation system that addresses how best to move 
people and goods in and through the region.

Chapter 1 of the plan establishes guiding principles for a balanced 
regional transportation 5>'stem as well as goals and objectives for all 
ways of traveling in and through our region. These goals and 
objectives are important because they will form the basis for future 
decisions about what transportation projects will be funded in this 
region, as well as guide local jurisdictions in the development of 
their local transportation plans.

The Regional Transportation Plan is updated every three years. In 
May 1995, the Regional Transportation Plan Citizen Advisor>' 
Committee ^vas appointed by the Metro Council as part of the 
update process. The 21-member group provides citizen perspec
tives on transportation issues and is advisory to the Joint Policy 
Advisory Committee on Transportation (JPACT) and the Metro 
Council This "discussion draft" summarizes the policy recommen
dations made by the Citizen Advisory Committee and further 
describes the Regional Transportation Plan, the Regional Frame
work Plan and the 2040 Growth Concept, including their relation
ship to each other.

Growth in our region - The 
Portland metropolitan region is a 
fast growing area with a diverse, 
improving economy. People are 
attracted to this region for its jobs, 
natural beauty and livability. 
Important measures of livability 
include access to jobs, affordable 
housing and a clean environment.

In 1995, there were approximately 
1,597,100 people living in this 
region. According to population 
projections, there will be 2,507,600
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people in the region by 2040 
(including Clark Co., Washington). 
This represents an increase of 
nearly 900,000 new residents 
between 1995 and 2040.

Considering these projections, the 
challenge is clear. If the region is to 
preserve its acclaimed quality of 
life, we must deal proactively with

the issues accompanying a rapid 
increase in new residents - increas
ing traffic congestion, vanishing 
open space, rising housing costs 
and diminishing environmental 
quality.

2040 Growth Concept-To meet 
this challenge of increased popula
tion, Metro developed the 2040 
Growth Concept. Adopted by the 
Metro Coimcil in 1994, the 2040 
Growth Concept is a plan that 
establishes a vision for how our 
region should grow during the next 
50 years.

In general, the 2040 Growth Con
cept envisions compact develop
ment throughout the region, 
concentrating new jobs, services 
and housing in centers. The follow
ing are the land-use components 
defined in the 2040 Growth Con
cept:

• Central City
• Regional Centers
• Industrial Areas
• Station Communities
• Tovm Centers
• Main Streets
• Corridors
• Employment Areas
• Iimer Neighborhood
• Outer Neighborhood



These centers vary in terms of size 
and types of activities present.
Town centers, for example, are 
envisioned to provide housing with 
shopping and other commercial 
services within a two to three-mile 
radius.

Transportation investments that 
support town centers and the other 
land-use components defined in 
the 2040 Growth Concept are a key 
part of making the concept work. 
This means spending money on 
transportation projects that will 
provide the right mix of road, 
pedestrian, bus, bicycle and freight 
improvements to support this more 
compact urban form.

It is important to note that the 2040 
Growth Concept is not the final 
plan for the region. Rather, the 
2040 Growth Concept will be used 
to develop the Regional Frame
work Plan which will specify ways 
for the region and local coiimumi- 
ties to implement the vision 
outlined in the 2040 Growth 
Concept.

Regional Framework Plan -
The purpose of the Regional 
Framework Plan is to examine a 
number of issues that are involved 
in managing this region's growth. 
We are not, for example, examining 
only land-use issues. We are also 
looking at the transportation 
system, the urban growth bound
ary, water resources, air quality and
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housing densities. Dealing with 
these issues together will help us 
create the kind of region most of us 
want for future generations.

A draft Regional Framework Plan 
will be developed with input from 
citizens, local governments, busi
nesses and other interested groups 
by the end of 1996. During 1997, 
these same groups will have 
additional opportunities to deliber
ate and provide input to the plan 
before final action by the Metro 
Council. Metro's voter-approved 
charter requires that the Regional 
Framework Plan be adopted by 
December 31,1997.

Regional Transportation Plan-
The Regional Transportation Plan 
is a key element of the Regional 
Framework Plan. The Regional 
Transportation Plan addresses how 
best to move people and goods in 
and through the region. To do this, 
the Regional Transportation Plan 
identifies existing and future 
transportation needs and the 
projects or programs needed to 
address those needs. Policies 
established in Chapter 1 of the

Regional Transportation Plan set 
both short and long-term priorities 
for funding of regional transporta
tion projects.

The Regional Transportation Plan is 
updated every three years. Metro's 
1992 Regional Transportation Plan 
is currently being updated to 
incorporate the components of the 
2040 Growth Concept. The new 
Regional Transportation Plan, 
when adopted, will serve as the 
transportation element of the 
Regional Framework Plan.

Phase I of the Regional Transporta
tion Plan update focused on 
bringing the plan into compliance 
with the federal Intermodal Surface 
Trarisportation Efficiency Act 
(ISTEA), the Clean Air Act Amend
ments (CAAA) of 1990 and the 
Americans with Disabilities Act 
(ADA) of 1990. Phase I was 
completed in July 1995 and pro
duced an interim Regional Trans
portation Plan. This interim plan 
met all federal transportation 
planning requirements, most 
notably, the development of a 20-



year list of projects meeting Clean 
Air Act requirements that could be 
built with money that is "reason
ably anticipated to be available."

Phase n of the Regional Transporta
tion Plan update will focus on 
integrating regional transportation 
policies and the 2040 Growth 
Concept. Successful implementa
tion of the 2040 Growth Concept 
hinges on transportation policies 
and investments that encourage 
and support the land use compo
nents envisioned by the 2040 
Growth Concept.

Phase II will also meet state level 
transportation requirements. The 
state transportation planning rule 
requires that metropolitan areas 
develop strategies to:

• integrate land-use and 
transportation planning

• build commimities that 
promote biking, walking 
and transit as viable options 
to driving an automobile

• reduce the number of people 
traveling alone in a car

To achieve these regional and state
wide goals. Phase II is broken 
down into a policy component and 
a system component. The policy 
component (Chapter 1) of the 
Regional Transportation Plan will 
be considered for adoption by the

Metro Coimcil this May and wiU 
provide transportation direction for 
implementation of the 2040 Growth 
Concept.

A basic assumption in the goals 
and objectives of Chapter 1 is that 
transportation systems do more 
than meet travel demand; they 
have a significant effect on the 
areas they serve. As such, the goal 
of the Regional Transportation Plan 
is to tie investments in the region's 
transportation system to regional 
and community goals and values in 
order to maintain the quality of life 
that area residents presently enjoy.

To this end, the Regional Transpor
tation Plan will balance invest
ments in highways, streets, transit, 
freight, bikes and pedestrians, so 
that regional funds go to transpor
tation projects that support the 
land-use components in the 2040 
Growth Concept.

The Regional Transportation 
Plan update process - The Metro 
Coimcil will make the final deci
sion about regional transportation 
policies. However, the Regional 
Transportation Plan update process 
is structured to promote citizen 
involvement, interagency commu
nication and coordination at 
several levels.

The Joint Policy Advisory Commit
tee on Transportation (JPACT) 
consists of elected officials from

area cities and coimties as well as 
agency leaders in the region. This 
committee's role is to evaluate 
transportation needs and give 
recommendations to the Metro 
Council. JPACT's discussions are 
usually based on technical input 
from the Transportation Policy 
Alternatives Committee (TRAC), 
whose membership includes 
technical staff from the same 
agencies as JPACT and six citizens 
appointed at-large by the Metro 
Council.

Several work teams also meet 
regularly to identify strategies and 
projects that address transportation 
needs for all ways of traveling in 
and through the region. These 
work teams are composed of 
citizens and city, county, regional 
and state agency planners.

The 21-member Regional Transpor
tation Plan Citizen Advisory 
Committee was appointed by the 
Metro Council in May of 1995 to 
provide citizen perspectives on 
transportation issues during the 
Regional Transportation Plan 
update. The committee members 
live and work throughout the 
region and bring a broad range of 
experiences and views to the 
process (see page 1 for a list of 
members). The committee suggests 
and reviews proposed changes to 
the Regional Transportation Plan 
and will make advisory recommen
dations to JPACT and the Metro 
Coimcil. These recommendations 
will shape regional transportation 
policies.



A new direction for Transportation
he Regional Transportation Plan identifies six major comp
onents that focus on the movement of people and goods in 
and through the region. These components are motor 
vehicles, street design, freight, pedestrian access, bicycles 

and transit.

In addition, the Regional Transportation Plan includes a transporta
tion demand management program. This program promotes shared 
ride, biking, walking and transit as ways to reduce demand on the 
region's transportation system, especially during the most con
gested times of the day.

The following are a summary of the Citizen Advisory Committee's 
policy recommendations for Chapter 1 of the Regional Transporta
tion Plan. These recommendations will be considered by the Metro 
Council in May.

Regional Street System - Metro's 
regional street system goals and 
objectives focus on improving 
traffic circulation through new 
street cormections, and developing 
street designs that integrate the 
2040 Growth Concept land-use 
components and the needs of 
various ways to travel. Specific 
changes to the regional street 
system goals and objectives in 
Chapter 1 of the Regional Transpor
tation Plan address:

• creating regional street 
design classifications that link 
transportation and land-use

• considering implementation 
of the 2040 Growth Concept 
when determining funding 
priority for transportation 
projects and programs
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• integrating land use, auto
mobile, bicycle, pedestrian, 
freight and transit needs in 
regional street designs

For more information on the 
regional street system, contact Tom 
Kloster, project manager, 797-1832, 
or T.D.D. 797-1804.

Motor Vehicle System - Metro's 
motor vehicle system provides 
access to the 2040 Growth Concept 
land-use components with an 
emphasis on mobility between 
these destinations. Although, 
principally designed to accommo
date the car, the motor vehicle 
system also serves pedestrian.

bicycle, bus and freight travel. 
Specific motor vehicle system goals 
and objectives in Chapter 1 of the 
Regional Transportation Plan 
address:

• cormecting and supporting the 
various 2040 Growth Concept 
land-use components

• maintaining access toimportant 
regional destinations

• limiting the impacts of motor 
vehicles on pedestrian, bicycle 
and transit oriented areas

For more information on the motor 
vehicle system, contact Tom 
Kloster, project manager, 797-1832, 
or T.D.D. 797-1804.

Transit System - Metro's transit 
system goals and objectives focus 
on providing appropriate levels of 
access to transit service for every
one living within the urban growth 
boundary. Specific changes to the 
transit goals and objectives in 
Chapter 1 of the Regional Transpor
tation Plan address:

• making transit vehicles, transit 
stops and areas surroimding 
transit stops more accessible to 
customers with disabilities



• linking transit service to 
land use components of the 
2040 Growth Concept (i.e., 
station communities, 
regional centers, etc.,)

• identifying new types of 
transit services needed to 
serve the 2040 Growth 
Concept, including high- 
capacity bus service that is 
similar to light rail in speed, 
frequency and comfort

• improving the existing level 
of safety and security on the 
transit system to encourage 
transit use

For more information on the transit 
element of the regional transporta
tion plan, contact Rich Ledbetter, 
project manager, 797-1761, T.D.D. 
797-1804, or Ken Zatarain, Tri-Met 
Service Planning, 238-4970.

—(6)®1
Freight System - Metro's freight 
program acknowledges that the 
movement of goods and services 
makes a significant contribution to 
this region's economy and wealth. 
Regional freight system goals and 
objectives focus on vitality of the 
region's industries through efficient 
freight movement. Specific 
changes to the freight system goals 
and objectives in Chapter 1 of the 
Regional Transportation Plan 
address:

• enhancing the flow of goods 
from the region to national 
and international markets

• reducing conflicts between 
freight and non-freight 
traffic

• developing adequate freight 
loading and parking areas in 
central cities, town centers 
and main streets

For more information on the 
freight element of the regional 
transportation plan, contact Mike 
Hoglimd, project manager, 
797-1743, T.D.D. 797-1804 or Jane 
McFarland, Port of Portland, 
731-7049.

Pedestrian System - Metro's 
pedestrian system goals and 
objectives focus on making the 
region more walkable and pedes
trian friendly by providing safe 
and convenient access to pedes
trian destinations within a short 
distance. For example, improving 
walkway connections between 
office and commercial districts and 
surrounding neighborhoods 
provide opporhmities for residents 
to walk to work, shopping or to 
nm personal errands. This reduces 
traffic congestion and air pollution, 
and helps create livelier commimi- 
ties.

A major goal of the pedestrian 
program is to encourage walking 
for short trips and improve access 
to the transit system through 
pedestrian improvements. 
Examples of pedestrian improve
ments are: sidewalks, curb ramps

and marked street crossings at all 
intersections. Features that make 
walking or waiting for a bus more 
appealing are street lighting, bus 
shelters and benches, landscaping 
and wide planting strips that create 
a buffer for pedestrians between 
the curb and the sidewalk.

The pedestrian system goals and 
objectives in Chapter 1 of the 
Regional Transportation Plan 
address:

• designing commvmities so 
that walking is conveiuent

• implementing projects that 
are most likely to increase 
and benefit pedestrian travel

• improving pedestrian 
coimections to bus stops and 
transit stations

• encouraging pedestrians, 
bicyclists and motorists to 
share the road safely 
through regional public 
awareness programs

For more information on Metro's 
pedestrian program, contact, 
Allison Dobbins, project manager, 
797-1748, or T.D.D. 797-1804.



Bicycle System - Metro's bicycle 
system goals and objectives focus 
on increasing the number of bicycle 
trips in the region, providing a 
regional network of bikeways and 
encouraging bicyclists and motor
ists to share the road safely. Spe
cific changes to bicycle system 
goals and objectives in Chapter 1 of 
the Regional Transportation Plan 
address:

• providing a convenient, safe, 
accessible and appealing 
regional system of bikeways 
that are integrated with other 
ways of traveling

• increasing the number of 
bicycle trips made through
out the region

• encouraging bicyclists and 
motorists to share the road 
safely through regional 
public awareness programs

• ensuring that all regional 
transportation improve
ments include appropriate 
bikeway facilities

For more information on the 
regional bicycle program, contact 
Bill Barber, project manager, 
797-1758, or T.D.D. 797-1804.

TDM Program - Metro's transpor
tation demand management (TDM) 
goals and objectives focus on 
promoting shared ride, biking, 
walking and transit, especially 
during the most congested times of 
the day. Specific changes to the 
transportation demand manage
ment program in Chapter 1 of the 
Regional Transportation Plan 
address:

• increasing public awareness 
of transportation demand 
management as a tool to 
reduce congestion and air 
pollution and to implement 
the 2040 Growth Concept

• making it more efficient and 
convenient for people to use 
transit, share rides, bike and 
walk

• providing incentives for 
development to occur in 
2040 Growth Concept centers

For more information on the TDM 
element of the regional transporta
tion plan, contact Rich Ledbetter, 
project manager, 797-1761, or 
T.D.D. 797-1804.
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CHAPTER 1

Regional Transportation Policy
A. Introduction

This chapter presents the overall policy framework for the specific transportation goals, 
objectives and actions contained in the Regional Transportation Plan (RTF). It also sets a 
direction for future planning and decision-making by the Metro Coimcil and the implementing 
agencies, coimties and cities. The chapter is organized as follows:

• Transportation Vision Statement and Guiding Principles; This section establishes the 
basic mission of the plan as a means for implementing the Metro 2040 Growth Concept.

• Urban Form and Land Use: This section describes the individual transportation needs of 
the 2040 Growth Concept land use components and the relative importance of these 
components to the region.

• RTP Goals and Objectives: This section describes the policy direction of the plan and 
establishes in measurable terms how the plan implements the 2040 Growth Concept and 
what level of accessibility the transportation system is expected to provide.

• Transportation System Design: This section provides objectives regarding the 
performance and function of each modal element of the transportation system.

B. Regional Vision and Guiding Principles

Implementation of the 2040 Growth Concept requires a departure from traditional 
transportation plaiming. Concentrating development in the high-density activity centers 
envisioned in the 2040 Growth Concept may produce levek of congestion that exceed existing 
standards, yet signal positive urban development for these areas. Conversely, the continued 
economic vitality of important industrial areas and intermodal facilities largely depends on 
preserving or improving access to these areas and maintaining reasonable levels of mobility on 
the region's throughways. The unifying theme of the 2040 Growth Concept is to preserve the 
region's livability while accommodating expected growth — a principle which calls for 
transportation planning that is finely tailored to the specific needs of each 2040 Growth 
Concept land use component.



Transportation Vision Statement

The Regional Transportation Plan seeks to enhance the region's livability through 
implementation of the 2040 Growth Concept with a transportation system that:

• anticipates the region's future travel needs;

• promotes an appropriate mix of travel modes; and

• supports key elements of the growth concept with strategic system improvements. 

Guiding Principles

The Regional Transportation Plan vision has four guiding principles:

1. Provide complete information, timely public notice, full public access to key decisions and 
support broad-based, early and continuing involvement of the public;

2. Facilitate development of the 2040 Growth Concept land use components with specific 
strategies that address mobility and accessibility needs and use transportation investments 
to leverage desired land use patterns;

3. Ensure that the allocation of fiscal resources is driven by both land use and transportation 
benefits; and

4. Place a priority on protecting the region's natural environment and livability in all aspects 
of transportation planning process.

The transportation system plays a critical role in the continued economic health and 
livability of the region. The regional forecast for the year 2015 predicts nearly 615,000 new 
residents and more than 500,000 new jobs above 1995 levels for the metro area (excluding Clark 
County). Substantial investment in transportation improvements is needed to accommodate this 
growth in a manner that supports the 2040 Growth Concept and preserves the region's 
livability.

Important measures of livability include mobility and access to jobs, schools, services and 
recreation, movement of goods and clean air. The RTP must address these needs by improving 
choices for how people travel within the region, while seeking a balance between accessibility, 
system cost, strategic timing and prioritization of improvements and envirorunental impacts.

Public Involvement

Metro's public involvement policy for regional transportation plaiming and funding 
activities is intended to support and encourage broad-based public participation in the 
development and review of Metro's transportation plans, programs and projects. The policy was 
developed in response to citizen interest, recent changes in state and federal transportation

1-2



planning, and in an effort to reach traditionally underserved portions of the population. The 
public involvement policy was adopted in July 1995.

The public involvement program for the RTF update is tied to the Regional Framework 
Plan public involvement process, and includes a widely distributed newsletter, periodic 
workshops, open houses, public meetings and statistical research using focus groups and surveys.

The 21-member RTF Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) was appointed to a two-year term 
in April 1995 and provides an ongoing, in-depth public dialogue on all aspects of the RTF 
update process. Members of the CAC were selected as delegates for specific constituencies, 
representing various citizen, demographic, business and special interest perspectives.

Accessibility and Mobility

Accessibility is the ability to reach a given destination, and is measured in terms of travel 
costs in both time and money to a given destination. The more places that can be reached for a 
given cost, the greater the accessibility. Of equal importance is the range and quality of travel 
choices to a given destination. Therefore, the relative level of accessibility within the region 
is governed by both land use patterns and the number of travel alternatives provided in the 
regional transportation system.

In contrast, mobility is defined as the ability to move people and goods. Mobility improves 
when the transportation network is refined or expanded to improve capacity, thus allowing 
people and goods to move more quickly toward a particular destination.

Access to services and markets throughout the urban metropolitan area and maintaining 
adequate levels of mobility on key components of the regional system are principal objectives of 
the transportation plan and central to successful implementation of the 2040 Growth Concept. 
Residents of the region must have reasonable access to jobs, affordable housing, shopping, 
personal services and recreation. Commerce in the region depends on both access to statewide, 
interstate and international travel networks, and general mobility on the regional 
transportation system. The region's quality of life and economy would suffer if we do no meet 
these accessibility and mobility objectives.

System Cost

A cost-effective transportation system will provide adequate levels of accessibility and 
mobility while minimizing the need for public investment. The RTF emphasizes preservation 
and efficient use of existing facilities as the best approach to providing an adequate 
transportation system. Therefore, the cost-effectiveness of the transportation system as a 
whole is dependent on solutions that provide adequate capacity and connectivity at the lowest 
total cost.
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Timing and Prioritization of System Improvements

The 2040 Growth Concept has established a broad regional vision that will guide all future 
comprehensive plaiming at the local and regional levels, including development of the 
Regional Transportation Plan. The growth concept contains a series of land use building blocks 
that establish basic design types for the region. Of these, the central city, regional center and 
industrial area/mtermodal facility components are most critical in terms of their regional 
significance and role in implementing the other components of the growth concept.

Because the 2040 Growth Concept is a 50-year plan, many areas envisioned as important 
centers of urban activity, including several regional centers, station coimnunities and main 
streets, are currently underdeveloped. Substantial public and private investment will be 
needed in these areas over the long-term to realize the 2040 Growth Concept vision. These 
areas provide the best opportunity for public policy to shape new development, and are, 
therefore, the best candidates for more immediate transportation system improvements.

During the past several years, the region has experienced unprecedented growth — a trend 
that is predicted to continue in the 2015 regional forecast. Subsequently, a significant amount of 
urbanization is likely to occur while local jurisdictions are in the process of adopting local 
ordinances that implement the 2040 Growth Concept. Therefore, the phasing of RTF projects 
and programs will reflect this period of transition, with project identification and selection 
increasingly tied to implementation of the growth concept.

The RTF includes three implementation scenarios based on varying financial assumptions. 
The "preferred" system (Chapter 5) includes an optimal package of regional transportation 
projects and programs that best addresses the region's needs over the 20-year plan period. The 
"constrained" system (Chapter 7) is limited to those improvements to the regional 
transportation system that can be made by projecting existing revenue sources for the plan 
period, and does not adequately meet the region's 20-year needs. The "strategic" system 
(Chapter 8) includes a mix of regional projects and programs from both the preferred and 
financially constrained systems. The strategic system represents the minimum set of actions 
needed to adequately serve the region's 20-year transportation needs, and thus establishes a 
target for additional funding.

Environmental, Economic & Social Impacts

Transportation systems have a significant effect on the physical and socioeconomic 
characteristics of the areas they serve. As such, transportation plarming must consider larger 
regional and community goals and values, such as protection of the environment, the regional 
economy and the quality of life that area residents presently enjoy.

The RTF measures economic and quality of life impacts of the proposed system by 
evaluating key indicators, such as job and retail service accessibility, economic benefits to the 
business community and transportation for the traditionally underserved, including low income 
and minority households and the disabled. Other key system indicators include travel speeds, 
congestion, energy costs, protection of natural resources and air quality impacts. RTF objectives
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are sometimes in conflict, so each transportation project or program must be evaluated in terms 
of relative tradeoffs, and how it best achieves an overall balance between those conflicting 
goals.

C. Urban Form And Land Use 

Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives

The Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives (RUGGOs) were adopted in 1991 in 
response to direction by the Oregon Legislature to develop regional land use goals and objectives 
that would replace those adopted by the Columbia Region Association of Governments. The 
RUGGOs establish a process for coordinating planning in the metropolitan area in an effort to 
preserve regional livability. The RUGGOs also provide a policy framework for guiding 
Metro's regional planning program, including development of functional plans and management 
of the region's urban growth boimdary.

In 1992, the region's voters approved a charter for Metro that formally gave responsibility 
for regional land use planning to the agency, and requires adoption of a Regional Framework 
Plan that integrates land use, transportation and other regional planning mandates. In late 
1995, the Metro Council adopted the 2040 Growth Concept, a document that serves as the first 
step in developing the framework plan. Like the RUGGOs, the growth concept is not a final 
plan for the region, but rather, is a starting point for developing the Regional Framework Plan, 
which will be a more focused vision for the future growth and development of this region. The 
growth concept includes a series of regional measures intended to accelerate both development 
of the framework plan elements and local implementation of growth concept principles. The 
1996 Regional Transportation Plan serves as a functional plan and will be the transportation 
element of the Regional Framework Plan.

While the 2040 Growth Concept is primarily a land use framework, success of the concept, 
in large part, hinges on regional transportation policy. The following are the 2040 Growth 
Concept land use components and a description of their associated transportation elements. The 
land use components are grouped according to their relative significance in the region;

Primary Components

The central city, regional centers, industrial areas and intermodal facilities are 
centerpieces of the 2040 Growth Concept, and form the geographic framework for more locally 
oriented components of the plan. Thus, implementation of the overall growth concept is largely 
dependent on the success of these primary components. For this reason, these components are the 
focus of 2040 Growth Concept implementation policies and infrastructure investments.

• Central City and Regional Centers
Portland's central city already forms the hub of the regional economy. Regional centers in
suburban locales such as Gresham, Beaverton and Hillsboro are envisioned in the 2040
Growth Concept as complementary centers of regional economic activity. These areas have
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the region's highest development densities, the most diverse mix of land uses and the 
greatest concentration of commerce, offices and cultural amenities. They are the most 
accessible areas in the region by both auto and transit, and have very pedestrian-oriented 
streets.

In the 2040 Growth Concept, the central city is highly accessible by a high-quality transit 
system, multi-modal street network and a regional freeway system of through-routes.
Light rail lines radiate from the central city, connecting to each regional center. The street 
system within the central city is designed to encourage transit, bicycle and pedestrian 
travel, but also accommodate auto and freight movement. Of special importance are the 
bridges that connect the east and west sides of the central city, and serve as critical links in 
the regional transportation system.

Regional centers also feature a high-quality radial transit system serving their individual 
trade areas and cormecting to other centers, as well as light rail connections to the central 
city. In addition, a fully improved network of multi-modal streets tie regional centers to 
surroimding neighborhoods and nearby town centers, while regional through-routes will be 
designed to connect regional centers with one another and points outside the region. The 
street design within regional centers encourages transit, bicycle and pedestrian travel 
while also accommodating automobile and freight movement.

• Industrial Areas and Intermodal Facilities
Industrial areas serve as "sanctuaries" for long-term industrial activity. These areas are 
primarily served by a network of major street connections to both the regional freeway 
system and intermodal facilities. Many industrial areas are also served by freight rail, 
and have good access to intermodal facilities. Freight intermodal facilities, including air 
and marine terminals, freight rail yards and common carrier truck terminals are an area of 
regional concern. Access to these areas is centered on rail, the regional freeway system, 
transit, bikeways and key roadway coimections. While industrial activities often benefit 
from roadway improvements largely aimed at auto travel, there are roadway needs unique 
to freight movement that are critical to the continued vitality of industrial areas and 
intermodal facilities.

Secondary Components

While more locally oriented than the primary components of the 2040 Growth Concept, 
town centers, station communities, main streets and corridors are significant centers of urban 
activity. Because of their density and pedestrian-oriented design, they play a key role in 
promoting transit, bicycling and walking as viable travel alternatives to the automobile, as 
well as conveniently close services for surroimding neighborhoods. As such, these secondary 
components are an important part of the region's strategy for achieving state goals for reducing 
per-capita automobile travel.

• Station Communities
Station commimities are located along light rail corridors and feature a high-quality 
pedestrian and bicycle environment. These communities are designed aroimd the
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transportation system to best benefit from the public infrastructure. While they include 
some local services and employment, they are mostly residential developments that are 
oriented toward the central city, regional centers and other areas that can be accessed by 
rail for most services and employment.

• Town Centers and Main Streets
Town Centers function as local activity areas that provide close access to a full range of 
local retail and service offerings within a few miles of most residents. While town centers 
will not compete with regional centers in scale or economic diversity, they will offer some 
specialty attractions of regional interest. Though the character of these centers varies 
greatly, each will fxmction as strong business and dvic corrununities with excellent multi
modal arterial street access and high quality transit service with strong coimections to 
regional centers and other major destinations. Main streets feahure mixed-use, storefront 
style development that serve the same urban function as town centers, but are located in a 
linear pattern along a limited number of bus corridors. Main streets feature street designs 
that emphasize pedestrian, transit and bicycle travel.

• Corridors
Corridors will not be as intensively plaimed as station communities, but similarly 
emphasize a high-quality bicycle and pedestrian environment and convenient access to 
transit. Transportation improvements in corridors will focus on nodes of activity — often at 
major street intersections — where transit and pedestrian improvements are especially 
important. Corridors can include auto-oriented land uses between nodes of activity, but such 
uses are carefully planned to preserve the pedestrian orientation and scale of the overall 
corridor design.

Other Urban Components

Some components of the 2040 Growth Concept are primarily of local significance, including
employment centers and neighborhoods. Urban activities in these areas often impact the
regional transportation system, but are best addressed through the local planning process.

• Employment Centers
Employment centers allow mixed commercial and industrial uses, including some 
residential development. These areas are primarily served by a network of arterial 
connections to both the regional freeway system and intermodal facilities. Some 
employment centers are also served by freight rail. Employment centers are often located 
near industrial areas, and thus may benefit from freight improvements primarily directed 
toward industrial areas and intermodal facilities.

• Neighborhoods
In recent decades, the newest neighborhoods have become the most congested, largely due to 
a lack of street connections. A lack of street connections discourages walking and bicycling 
for local trips in these areas, and forces local auto trips onto the regional multi-modal 
arterial network. The 2040 Growth Concept envisions master street plans in all areas to 
increase the number of local street connections to the regional roadway network. However,
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new connections must be designed to discourage through-travel on local neighborhood 
streets.

Exurban Components

• Urban Reserves
These reserves, which are currently located outside the UGB, are relatively undeveloped, 
with limited transportation facilities. Urban reserves are intended to accommodate future 
growth and will eventually require multi-modal access to the rest of the region. Because 
they may be added to the urban area during the 20-year RTF planning period, they are 
included in the RTF functional classification scheme (Chapter 4). General street and 
transit planning is completed prior to urbanization as part of the RTF process, and based on 
specific 2040 Growth Concept land use policies for these areas. Once urban reserves are 
brought within the UGB, more detailed transportation system planning at the regional and 
local level occurs in conjimction with detailed land use planning.

• Rural Reserves
These largely undeveloped reserves are also located outside the UGB, and have very 
limited transportation facilities. Roadways in these areas are intended to serve rural 
industry, and urban travel on these routes is accommodated with designs that are sensitive 
to their basic rural function. Rural reserves will be protected from urbanization for the 
foreseeable future through county zoning ordinances, intergovernmental agreements and by 
limiting rural access to urban through-routes.

• Neighboring Cities and Green Corridors
Neighboring cities are separated from the main urban area by rural reserves, but are 
cormected to regional centers within the metropolitan area by limited-access green corridor 
transportation routes. Green corridor routes will include bicycle and transit service to 
neighboring cities. Neighboring cities will be encouraged, through intergovenunental 
agreements, to balance jobs and households in order to limit travel demand on these 
connectors. The region also has an interest in maintaining reasonable levels of through- 
travel on major routes that pass through neighbor cities and fimction as freight corridors. 
Growth of neighboring cities will ultimately affect through-travel and could create a need 
for bypass routes. Such impacts will also be addressed through coordination with coimty 
and state agencies, as well as individual neighboring cities.

□ .Transportation System Design 

Systemwide Goals and Objectives

The overall goal of the RTF is to develop a safe and cost-effective transportation system 
that serves the region's future travel needs and implements the 2040 Growth Concept while 
also recognizing the financial constraints and envirorunental impacts associated with that 
system. The remainder of this section: (1) presents the systemwide goals and objectives of this 
Plan; (2) defines adequate accessibility, mobility and safety and the types of fiscal and
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environmental constraints that must be addressed; and (3) details the criteria against which
the performance of the system will be measured.

System Goal 1 - Implement a transportation system that serves the region's future travel needs
and implements the 2040 Growth Concept.

1. Objective: Provide the highest levels of access by multiple modes to, between and 
within the central city, regional centers, intermodal facilities and industrial areas.

2. Objective: Provide high levels of access by multiple modes to, between and within 
station communities, town centers, main streets and corridors.

3. Objective: Provide access by multiple modes to, between and within areas in the region 
not identified above.

4. Objective: Provide adequate levels of mobility for people and goods within the region.

System Goal 2 - Provide a cost-effective transportation system.

1. Objective: Maintain and preserve the existing transportation infrastructure.

2. Objective: Improve the efficiency of the existing transportation system.

3. Objective: Consider a full range of costs and benefits in the allocation of transportation 
funds.

System Goal 3 - Protect the region's livability.

1. Objective: Enhance livability with all regional transportation projects and programs.

2. Objective: Give priority to transportation projects and programs that best enhance 
livability.

System Goal 4 - Protect the region's natural environment.

1. Objective: Meet applicable standards for air and water quality.

2. Objective: Minimize the envirorunental impacts associated with transportation project 
construction and maintenance activities.

3. Objective: Promote alternative modes that help to meet air quality standards.

System Goal 5 - Improve the safety of the transportation system.

1. Objective: Promote safety in the design and operation of the transportation system.
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2. Objective: Minimize conflicts between modes, particularly between motor vehicles, 
pedestrians and bicycles.

3. Objective: Develop and implement regional safety and education programs.

Regional Street System

In 1991, sweeping changes at the federal, state and regional levels changed the scope of 
transportation planning. While additional public investments in the regional street system are 
needed to provide the region with an adequate level of mobility and accessibility, the federal 
ISTEA has dramatically altered the funding priorities for projects that include federal 
support. Meanwhile, the state transportation plarming rule (TPR) emphasizes the need to 
promote travel alternatives to the automobile, and sets aggressive goals for reducing per capita 
automobile travel. At the regional level, the Metro charter directs the agency to complete the 
Regional Framework Plan (RFP), a broad comprehensive plan that will set regional land use 
and transportation policy.

The federal ISTEA specifies a planning process that discourages projects that primarily 
benefit single occupancy vehicle (SOV) travel, and calls for consideration of alternative modes 
in all transportation planning decisions. In particular, funding for projects that primarily 
benefit SOV auto travel on the roadway system may be limited, while projects that benefit 
bicycle, pedestrian, transit and freight travel are more likely to be fvmded.

The TPR focuses on the link between land use and transportation, and requires the region to 
consider land use policies when developing transportation plans. At the local level, cities and 
covmties are required to revise development standards to promote transit, pedestrian and bicycle 
travel, orient new buildings toward major transit stops and local street designs that require less 
right-of-way width and improve pedestrian circulation. Under the TPR, local transportation 
plans must also include policies that promote completion of local street networks.

The Regional Framework Plan will echo many of these issues, and provide a land use and 
transportation context for local comprehensive plans. The policies and key system elements of 
the RTP will serve as the transportation component of the Regional Framework Plan. The 
regional urban growth goals and objectives (RUGGOs), adopted by the region in 1991, will gmde 
development of the framework plan.

Together, these requirements have elevated the importance of street designs in regional 
planning. This section addresses these mandates with street design concepts intended to mix 
land use and trai\sportation planning in a marmer that supports individual 2040 Growth Concept 
land use components. These design concepts reflect the fact that streets perform many, often 
conflicting functions, and the need to reconcile conflicts among travel modes. The design 
classifications will work in tandem with the modal system maps shown in Chapter 4 of this 
plan.
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Regional Street Design Goals and Objectives

Goal 1 -Provide regional street design concepts to guide local implementation of the 2040 
Growth Concept.

1. Objective: Develop a system of regional street design concepts that fully integrate 
automobile, transit, pedestrian, bicycle and freight needs as they relate to 2040 Growth 
Concept land use components.

2. Objective: Develop and maintain a regional street design map in Chapter 4 of this plan 
that identifies appropriate street design classifications for facilities of regional 
significance. This map shall:

• respond to regional land use needs presented by the 2040 Growth Concept;

• be consistent with the regional motor vehicle, transit, freight, bicycle and 
pedestrian system maps in Chapter 4 of this plan; and

• be developed with parcel-specific design designations.

3. Objective: Develop standards for appropriate transition areas between street design 
types.

Goal 2 -Develop street performance standards for implementation of regional street design 
concepts in local transportation system plans (TSPs).

1. Objective: Provide model street designs as a resource for local TSP development.

2. Objective: Develop RTP street design guidelines to support local TSP development.

3. Objective: Develop RTP street design standards where regional design interests 
warrants consistency among local design standards.

4. Objective: Consider right-of-way, enviroiunental and topographic constraints, while 
satisfying the general intent of the regional street design concepts.

Goal 3 -Manage the regional street system to achieve the access and mobility needs of the 2040 
land use components.

1. Objective: Provide for through travel on major routes that connect major regional 
destinations and emphasize efficient travel speeds.

2. Objective: Provide access from local areas to adjacent regional or community-scale 
activity centers.
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Regional Street Design Concepts

The regional street design concepts are intended to serve multiple modes of travel in a 
manner that supports the specific needs of the 2040 land use components. The street design 
concepts fall into five broad classifications:

• Throughways that emphasize motor vehicle travel and connect major activity centers;

• Boulevards that serve major centers of urban activity and emphasize transit and 
pedestrian travel while balancing the many travel demands of intensely developed 
areas;

• Streets that serve transit corridors, main streets and neighborhoods with designs that 
integrate many modes of travel and provide easy pedestrian and transit travel;

• Roads that are traffic oriented; with designs that integrate all modes but primarily 
serve motor vehicles; and

• Local streets that complement the regional system by serving neighborhoods and 
carrying local traffic.

These design concepts apply to the regional system as it relates to specific 2040 Growth 
Concept land use components. The following is a detailed description of the purpose and design 
emphasis of each design type:

Throughways

The purpose of these facilities is to connect major activity centers within the region, 
including the central city, regional centers, industrial areas and intermodal facilities to one 
another and to points outside the region. Throughways are divided into limited access 
Freeway designs where all intersections have separated grades, and Highways that 
include a mix of separate and at-grade intersections.

Both Freeways and Highways are designed to provide high speed travel for longer motor 
vehicle trips throughout the region, are primary freight routes and serve all 2040 Growth 
Concept land use components. In addition to facility designs that promote mobility, 
Throughways may also benefit from access management and Advanced Traffic Management 
System (ATMS) techniques. These facilities may carry transit through-service, with 
supporting amenities limited to transit stations. These facilities may also incorporate 
transit-priority design treatment where appropriate, and may incorporate light rail or 
other high-capacity transit.

Freeways

Freeways usually consist of four to six vehicle travel lanes, with additional lanes in some 
situations. They are completely divided, with no left turn lanes. Freeway designs have
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few street connections, and they always occur at separated grades with access controlled by 
ramps. There is no driveway access to Freeways or buildings oriented toward these 
facilities, and only emergency parking is allowed. Freeway designs do not include 
pedestrian amenities, with the exception of improved crossings on overpasses and access 
ramps. Bikeways designed in conjunction with Freeway improvements usually follow 
parallel routes.

Highways

Highways usually consist of four to six vehicle travel lanes, with additional lanes in some 
situations. Highway designs have few street connections, and they may occur at same- 
grade or on separate grades. Highways are usually divided with a median, but also have 
left turn lanes where at-grade intersections exist. There are few driveways on Highways, 
and buildings are not oriented toward these facilities. On-street parking is usually 
prohibited in Highway designs, but may exist in some locations. Highway designs include 
striped bikeways and sidewalks with optional buffering. Improved pedestrian crossings 
are located on overpasses and at same-grade intersections.

Boulevards

Boulevards are designed with special amenities that promote pedestrian and transit travel 
in the districts they serve. Boulevards serve the multi-modal needs of the region's most 
intensely developed activity centers, including the central city, regional centers, station 
communities, town centers and some main streets. As such, these facilities may benefit from 
access management, traffic calming and ATMS techniques that reinforce pedestrian and 
transit travel. Boulevards are divided into regional and community scale designs.

Regional Boulevards

Regional Boulevards mix a significant amount of motor vehicle traffic with transit, bicycle 
and pedestrian travel where dense development is oriented toward the street. These 
designs feature low to moderate vehicle speeds and usually include four vehicle lanes. 
Additional lanes or one-way couplets may be included in some situations. Regional 
Boulevards have many street connections and some driveways, although combined 
driveways are preferable. These facilities may include on-street parking when possible. 
The center median serves as a pedestrian refuge and allows for left turn movements at 
intersections.

Regional Boulevards are designed to be transit-oriented, with high-quality service and 
substantial transit amemties at stops and station areas. Pedestrian improvements are 
substantial on boulevards, including broad sidewalks, pedestrian buffering, special street 
lighting and crossings at all intersections with special crossing amenities at major 
intersections. These facilities have striped or shared bikeways. They also serve as 
primary freight routes, and often include loading facilities within the street design.
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Community Boulevards

Comiminity Boulevards mix motor vehicle traffic with transit, bicycle and pedestrian 
travel where dense development is oriented toward the street. These facilities are 
designed for low motor vehicle speeds and usually include four vehicle lanes and on-street 
parking. Fewer vehicle lanes may be appropriate in some situations, particularly when 
necessary to provide on-street parking. Community Boulevards have many street 
connections and some driveways, although combined driveways are preferable. Where 
appropriate, center medians offer a pedestrian refuge and allow, for left hun movements at 
intersections.

Commvmity Boulevards are designed to be transit-oriented, with high quality service that 
is supported by substantial transit amenities at stops and station areas. Pedestrian 
improvements are also substantial, including broad sidewalks, pedestrian buffering, special 
street lighting and crossings at all intersections with special crossing amenities at major 
intersections. Community Boulevards have striped or shared bikeways and some on-street 
parking. These facilities also serve as secondary freight routes, and may include loading 
facilities within the street design.

Streets

Streets are designed with amenities that promote pedestrian and transit travel in the 
districts they serve, particularly where development densities warrant special transit and 
pedestrian design considerations. Streets serve the multi-modal needs of the region's 
corridors, neighborhoods and some main streets. As such, these facilities may benefit from 
access management, traffic calming and ATMS techniques that enhance pedestrian and 
transit travel, while providing appropriate motor vehicle mobility. Streets are divided 
into regional and community scale designs.

Regional Streets

Regional Streets are designed to carry significant vehicle traffic while also providing for 
transit, bicycle and pedestrian travel. These facilities serve a development pattern that 
ranges from low density residential neighborhoods to more densely developed corridors and 
main streets, where buildings are often oriented toward the street at major intersections and 
transit stops. Regional Street designs accommodate moderate motor vehicle speeds and 
usually include four vehicle lanes. Additional motor vehicle lanes may be appropriate in 
some situations. These facilities have some to many street connections, depending on the 
district they are serving. Regional Streets have few driveways that are combined 
whenever possible. On-street parking may be included, and a center median serves as a 
pedestrian refuge and allows for left turn movements at intersections.

These facilities are designed to be transit-oriented, with high-quality service and 
substantial transit amenities at stops and station areas. Although less substantial than in 
Boulevard designs, pedestrian improvements are important along Regional Streets, 
including sidewalks that are buffered from motor vehicle travel, crossings at all
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intersections and special crossing amenities at major intersections. Regional Streets have 
striped or shared bikeways. They also serve as primary freight routes, and may include 
loading facilities within the street design, where appropriate.

Community Streets

Commvmity Streets are designed to carry vehicle traffic while providing for transit, bicycle 
and pedestrian travel. These facilities serve low density residential neighborhoods as 
well as more densely developed corridors and main streets, where buildings are often 
oriented toward the street at main intersections and transit stops. Regional Street designs 
allow for moderate motor vehicle speeds and usually include four motor vehicle lanes and 
on-street parking. However, fewer travel lanes may be appropriate when necessary to 
provide for on-street parking. These facilities have some to many street connections, 
depending on the 2040 Growth Concept land-use components they serve. Community Streets 
have few driveways that are shared when possible. A center median serves as a 
pedestrian refuge and allows for left tiun movements at intersections.

Community Streets are transit-oriented in design, with transit amenities at stops and 
station areas. Although less substantial than in Boulevard designs, pedestrian 
improvements are important on Community Streets, including sidewalks that are buffered 
from motor vehicle travel, crossings at all intersections and special crossing features at 
major intersections. Community Streets have striped or shared bikeways. These facilities 
also serve as secondary freight routes, and may include loading facilities within the street 
design, where appropriate.

Roads

Roads are traffic-oriented designs that provide motor vehicle mobility to the 2040 Growth 
Concept land use components they serve and accommodate a mmimal amount of pedestrian 
and transit travel. These facilities may benefit from access management and ATMS 
techniques. Roads serve the travel needs of the region's low density industrial and 
employment areas as well as rural areas located outside the urban growth boimdary (UGB). 
Roads are, therefore, divided into urban and rural designs.

Urban Roads

These facilities are designed to carry significant motor vehicle traffic while providing for 
some transit, bicycle and pedestrian travel. Urban Roads serve industrial areas, 
intermodal facilities and employment centers where buildings eu-e rarely oriented toward 
the street. These facilities also serve new urban areas (UGB additions) where plans for 
urban land use and infrastructure are not complete. Urban Roads are designed to 
accommodate moderate vehicle speeds and usually include four motor vehicle lanes, 
although additional lanes may be appropriate in some situations. These designs have some 
street connections, but few driveways. Urban Roads rarely include on-street parking, and a 
center median primarily serves to optimize motor vehicle travel and to allow for left turn 
movements at intersections.
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Urban Roads serve as important freight routes, and often include special design treatments 
to improve freight mobility. These facilities are designed for transit through-service, 
with limited amenities at transit stops. Sidewalks are included in Urban Road designs, 
although buffering is optional. Pedestrian crossings are included at intersections. Urban 
Roads have striped bikeways.

Rural Roads

Rural Roads are designed to carry rural traffic while accommodating limited transit, 
bicycle and pedestrian travel. This facilities serve urban reserves, rural reserves and green 
corridors, were development is widely scattered and usually located away from the road. 
These facilities are designed to allow moderate 'motor vehicle speeds and usually consist of 
two to four motor vehicle lanes, with additional lanes appropriate in some situations.
Rural Roads have some street connections and few driveways. On-street parking occurs on 
an unimproved shoulder, and is usually discouraged. These facilities may include center 
turn lanes, where appropriate.

Rural Roads serve as important freight routes and often provide important farm-to-market 
cormections. Special design treatments to improve freight mobility are therefore important 
in these designs. Rural Roads rarely serve transit, but may include limited amenities at 
rural transit stops where transit service does exist. Bicycles and pedestrians share a 
common striped shoulder on these facilities, and improved pedestrian crossings occur only in 
unique situations (such as rural schools or commercial districts).

Local Street Design

Local streets serve the immediate travel needs of the region at the neighborhood level. 
These facilities are multi-modal, and are designed to serve most short automobile, bicycle 
and pedestrian trips. They generally do not carry freight in residential areas, but are 
important to freight movement in industrial and commercial areas. Local streets may serve 
as transit routes in some situations. Local street designs include many connections with 
other streets, and bicycle and pedestrian connections where topography or development 
patterns prevent full street extensions.

The design of local street systems is generally beyond the scope of the RTF. However, the 
aggregate effect of local street design impacts the effectiveness of the regional 
transportation system when local travel is restricted by a lack of connecting routes, and 
local trips are forced onto regional facilities. The following connectivity principles should 
guide future development of local street designs:

• Planning jurisdictions should create local street system plans or performance standards 
to ensure connections that meet regional connectivity goals. Local streets include all 
facilities not identified on the regional design map in Chapter 4 of this plan;
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• Local street system plans should anticipate opportunities to incrementally extend and 
connect local streets over time in primarily developed areas, and local design codes 
should encourage these cormections as part of the development review process;

• Local street design codes should allow street systems to serve a mix of development 
types within a continuous street pattern;

• Local street designs should encourage pedestrian travel by ensuring that the shortest, 
most direct routes are provided to nearby existing or planned commercial services, 
schools, parks and other neighborhood destinations;

• Local street design and zoning ordinances should ensure that neighborhood residents 
have access to existing or planned commercial services that provide for daily or 
weekly needs, including groceries, pharmacies and gas stations, without using 
Throughways, Regional Boulevards, Regional Streets or Urban Roads;

• Where appropriate, local design codes should allow narrow street designs to conserve 
land, calm traffic or promote connectivity; and

• Closed street systems and cul-de-sac designs should be limited to situations where 
topography or development patterns prevent full street extensions.

Regional Street System Management

Identifying land use priorities and serving the associated transportation needs is the first 
step of the transportation planning process. Once appropriate transportation systems are 
defined (e.g., freeways, transit, freight, etc.) and as additions to existing systems are built, the 
next critical step is to define the best ways of operating the facilities and systems. The 
following RTF goals and policies establish the region's heightened commitment to 
Transportation System Management (TSM). TSM addresses travel demand by managing 
existing transportation facilities rather than by building new roadways. TSM can relieve 
congestion, improve the safety and efficiency of transportation facilities during all times of 
day, and benefit all users of the regional system. Appropriate TSM techniques will be used to 
achieve specific goals of the regional street design concepts described in this section. There are 
four broad categories of TSM:

Facility Design

Facility design techniques address roadway safety and operations with minor roadway 
reconstruction. Projects might include re-striping travel lane widths, realigning roadways 
to enhance sight distances and geometry at intersection approaches, chaimeling of turning 
movements (e.g., stripping or roadway widening to provide left turn pockets, right turn 
lanes, bus pullouts, etc.), improved signage of cross streets and activity centers and 
signalization control and phasing adjustment.
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Access Management

Access management techniques reduce opportunities for conflict between through- 
movements and vehicles turning off and onto the roadway. They also reduce conflict 
between motor vehicles, pedestrians and bicycles. Examples include closing and/or 
consolidating commercial driveways, minimizing connection of local streets to regionally 
significant arterials and selectively prohibiting left turn and "U-tum" movements at and 
between intersections.

Traffic Calming

Traditionally, traffic calming techniques have been applied to existing neighborhood 
streets and collectors to protect them from intrusion of through-traffic seeking to avoid 
congested major facilities during peak periods and high-speed traffic at all hours. These 
"retrofit" techniques include speed bumps, traffic-roimds and traffic barriers and are rarely 
appropriate for use on larger regional facilities. They are, however, critical design 
elements that address secondary local effects of the regional system and operational 
policies promoted in the RTF.

Another class of calming techniques is defined in the RTF and are embedded in the design of 
streetscapes serving pedestrian-oriented land uses. These include narrowed travel lanes, 
wider sidewalks, curb-comer extensions, planted median strips and other features designed 
to unobtrusively reduce motor vehicle speeds and buffer pedestrians from the myriad effects 
of adjacent motor vehicle movements.

Advanced Traffic Management System (ATMS)

ATMS refers to proven traffic management techniques that use computer processing and 
communications technologies to optimize performance of multi-modal roadway and transit 
systems. A mature ATMS will integrate freeway, arterial and transit management systems. 
A blueprint of the region’s planned ATMS system is described in the ODOT/FHWA 
sponsored Fortland-area ATMS Flan published in 1993. The ATMS Flan recognizes the 
inter-relationships between high-speed, limited access through-routes and the parallel 
system of regional and local minor arterials and collectors. ATMS provides techniques and 
management systems to facilitate region-wide auto, truck and transit vehicle mobility (i.e., 
ATMS prioritizes longer trips on freeway and arterial through-routes). ATMS systems also 
manage "short-trip" facilities that emphasize access to commercial/residential uses. Most 
important, the ATMS Flan emphasizes the importance of fully integrating through-route 
and local-system traffic management for optimum performance.

Goal 1 -Use TSM techniques to optimize performance of the region's transportation systems.
Selection of appropriate TSM techniques will be according to the regional street design 
concepts.

1. Objective: Implement an integrated, regional ATMS program addressing:
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3.

4.

• Freeway Management (such as ramp meters and automated incident detection or 
rapid response)

• Arterial Signal Coordination (such as comprehensive adjustment of signal timing to 
minimize stop-and-go travel, consistent with adjacent land use and which 
coordinates with freeway and interchange operations)

• Transit Operation (such as expanded reliance on Tri-Met's computer-aided fleet 
location and dispatch system and its integration with freeway and arterial 
management systems, with special emphasis on relaying incident detection data to 
allow rerouting of buses)

• Multi-Modal Traveler Information Services

Objective: Develop access management plans for urban areas that are consistent with 
regional street design concepts. For rural areas, access management should be consistent 
with Rural Reserve and Green Corridor land use objectives.

Objective: Integrate traffic calming elements into new street designs consistent with 
regional street design concepts, and as a method to optimize regional street system 
operation without creating excessive local travel on the regional system.

Objective: Continue to restripe and/or fund minor reconstruction of existing 
transportation facilities consistent with regional street design concepts.

Regional Street System Implementation

While the primary mission of the RTF is implementation of the 2040 Growth Concept, the 
plan must also address other important transportation issues that may not directly assist in 
implementing the growth concept. The plan must also protect the region's existing investments 
by placing a high priority on projects or programs that maintain or preserve infrastructure. The 
following goals and objectives reflect this need to integrate 2040 Growth Concept objectives 
with other important transportation needs or deficiencies in the development of the preferred, 
financially constrained and strategic RTF systems contained in Chapters 5, 7 and 8:

Goal 1 -Implement a regional transportation system that supports the 2040 Growth Concept 
through the selection of complementary transportation projects and programs.

1. Objective: Flace the highest priority on projects and programs that best serve the 
transportation needs of the central city, regional centers, intermodal facilities and 
industrial areas.

2. Objective: Flace a high priority on projects and programs that best serve the 
transportation needs of station communities, town centers, main streets and corridors.

1-19



3. Objective: Place less priority on transportation projects and programs that serve the 
remaining components of the 2040 Growth Concept.

Goal 2 - Emphasize the maintenance and preservation of transportation infrastructure in the 
selection of the RTF projects and programs.

Goal 3 - Anticipate and address system deficiencies that threaten the safety of the traveling 
public in the implementation of the RTP.

1. Objective: Place the highest priority on projects and programs that address safety- 
related deficiencies in the region's transportation infrastructure.

2. Objective: Place less priority on projects and programs that address other deficiencies 
in the region's transportation infrastructure.

Regional Street System Performance

At their May 7, 1996 meeting, the CAC will consider expanding the following section to 
include a more detailed discussion of performance measures for congestion, reflecting work 

underway in Phase I of the Regional Framework Plan.

Implementation of the 2040 Growth Concept requires a departure from past transportation 
planning practice. Concentrating development in high-density activity centers, including the 
central city and regional centers will result in greater use of alternative travel modes, but may 
produce levels of congestion that signal positive urban development for these areas.

Conversely, the continued economic vitality of industrial areas and intermodal facilities 
largely depends on preserving or improving access to these areas and maintaining reasonable 
levels of mobility on the region's throughways. Therefore, regional congestion standards and 
other regional system performance measures are tailored to reinforce the specific development 
needs of the individual 2040 Growth Concept land use components.

Regional Motor Vehicle System

The motor vehicle system provides access to the central city, regional centers, industrial 
areas and intermodal facilities, with an emphasis on mobility between these destinations. 
Traditionally, the automobile has been the dominant form of passenger travel, and much of the 
region's roadway system has been designed to accommodate growing automobile demands. 
However, the motor vehicle system also plays an important role in the movement of freight, 
providing the backbone for commerce in the region. The motor vehicle system also serves the 
bus element of the regional transit system (which carries the largest share of transit riders).

Although focused on motor vehicle travel, the system described in this section is multi
modal, with design criteria intended to serve motor vehicle mobility needs, while reinforcing
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the urban form of the 2040 Growth Concept. While the motor vehicle system usually serves 
bicycle and pedestrian travel, the system is designed to limit impacts of motor vehicles on 
pedestrian and transit-oriented districts.

Motor Vehicle System Goals and Objectives

Goal 1: Provide a regional motor vehicle system of arterials and collectors that connect the
central city, regional centers, industrial areas, intermodal facilities and other regional 
destinations, and provide regional mobility.

1. Objective: Maintain a system of principal arterials for long distance, high speed, 
interstate, inter-region and intra-region travel.

2. Objective: Maintain an appropriate level of mobility on the motor vehicle system 
during periods of peak demand.

3. Objective: Maintain an appropriate level of mobility on the motor vehicle system 
during off-peak periods of demand.

Motor Vehicle Classification System

The motor vehicle system includes principal arterials, major arterials and minor arterials 
and collectors of regional significance. These routes are designated on the motor vehicle system 
map in Chapter 4. Local comprehensive plans also include additional minor arterials, 
collectors and local streets. The following are the regional functional classification categories:

Principal Arterials : These facilities form the backbone of the motor vehicle network.
Motor vehicle trips entering and leaving the urban area follow these routes, as well as
those destined for the central city, regional centers, industrial areas or intermodal
facilities. These routes also form the primary coimection between neighbor cities and the
urban area. Principal arterials serve as major freight routes, with an emphasis on mobility.
These routes fall within regional freeway, highway and road design types.

Principal Arterial System Design Criteria:

• Principal arterials should provide an integrated system that is continuous throughout 
the urbanized area and also provide for statewide continuity of the rural arterial 
system.

• The principal arterial system should serve the central city, regional centers, industrial 
areas and intermodal facilities, and should connect key freight routes within the region 
to points outside the region.

• A principal arterial should provide direct service: (1) from each entry point to each 
exit point or (2) from each entry point to the central city. If more than one route is
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available, the most direct route will be designated as the principal arterial when it 
supports the plarmed urban form.

• Principal arterial routes outside the Urban Growth Boimdary should be treated as ' 
"Green Corridors," with very limited access and intergovernmental agreements 
designed to protect rural areas from the effects of urban through-travel.

Major Arterials: These facilities serve as primary links to the principal arterial system. 
Major arterials, in combination with principal arterials, are intended to provide general 
mobility for travel within the region. Motor vehicle trips between the central city, 
regional centers, industrial areas and intermodal facilities should occur on these routes. 
Major arterials serve as freight routes, with an emphasis on mobility. These routes fall 
within regional boulevard, regional street, urban road and rural road design types.

Major Arterial System Design Criteria:

• Major arterials should provide motor vehicle connections between the central city, 
regional centers, industrial areas and intermodal facilities and cormect to the principal 
arterial system. If more than one route is available, the more direct route will be 
designated when it complements urban form.

• Major arterials should serve as primary connections to principal arterials, and also 
cormect to other arterials, collectors and local streets, where appropriate.

• Freight movement should not be restricted on the principal arterial network.

• The principal and major arterial systems in total should comprise 5-10 percent of the 
motor vehicle system and carry 40-65 percent of the total vehicle miles traveled.'

Minor Arterials: The minor arterial system complements and supports the principal and 
major arterial systems, but is primarily oriented toward motor vehicle travel at the 
commimity level cormecting town centers, corridors, main streets and neighborhoods. As 
such, minor arterials usually serve shorter trips than principal and major arterials, and 
therefore must balance mobility and accessibility demands. Minor arterials serve as 
freight routes, providing both access and mobility. These routes fall within commimity 
boulevard, community street, urban road and rural road design types.

Minor Arterial System Design Criteria:

• Minor arterials generally connect town centers, corridors, main streets and 
neighborhoods to the nearby regional centers or other major destinations.

• Minor arterials should connect to major arterials, collectors, local streets and some 
principal arterials, where appropriate.

These system percentages will be evaluated as part of the RTF system development phase to verify their appropriateness.
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• The principal, major and minor arterial system should comprise 15-25 percent of the 
motor vehicle system and carry 65-80 percent of the total vehicle miles traveled.*

Collectors: While some collectors are of regional significance, the collector system operates 
at the commimity level to provide local coimections to the minor and major arterial systems. 
As such, collectors carry fewer motor vehicles than arterials, with reduced travel speeds. 
However, an adequate collector system is needed to serve these local motor vehicle travel 
needs. Collectors should serve as freight access routes, providing local connections to the 
arterial network. Collectors fall within the plan's local street design type.

Collector System Design Criteria:

• Collectors should coimect neighborhoods to nearby centers, corridors, station areas, main 
streets and other nearby destinations.

• Collectors should connect to minor and major arterials and other collectors, as well as 
local streets.

• The collector system should comprise 5-10 percent of the motor vehicle system and 
carry 5-10 percent of the total vehicle miles traveled.*

Local Streets: The local street system is used throughout the region to provide for local 
circulation and access. However, arterials in the region's newest neighborhoods are often 
the most congested due to a lack of local street coimections. The lack of local street 
coimections forces local auto trips onto the principal and major arterial network, resulting 
in significant congestion on many suburban arterials. These routes fall within the plan's 
local street design type.

Local Street System Design Criteria:

• Local streets should connect neighborhoods, provide local circulation and give access to 
adjacent centers, corridors, station areas and main streets.

• The local street system should be designed to serve local, low speed motor vehicle 
travel with closely interconnected local streets intersecting at no more than 660-foot 
intervals. Closed local street systems are appropriate only where topography, 
environmental or infill limitations exist. Local streets should connect to major and 
minor arterials and collectors at a density of 8-20 connections per mile.*

• Direct freight access on the local street system should be discouraged, except where 
alternatives would create an vmusual burden on freight movement.

• Local streets should comprise 65-80 percent of the motor vehicle system and carry 10-30 
percent of the total vehicle miles traveled.

’ These system percentages will be evaluated as part of the RTF system development phase to verify their appropriateness

1-23



Regional Public Transportation

The regional public transportation system is a key component in providing access to the 
region's most important activity centers, and for 25 years has been the centerpiece to the 
region's strategies to improve air quality and reduce reliance on the automobile as a mode of 
travel. Since the construction of the transit mall in the early 1970s, peak-hour transit 
ridership to downtown Portland has grown to more than 40% of work trips. The system also has 
been expanded to include light rail transit.

In 1994, the region's residents overwhelmingly approved funds to extend light rail as part 
of the South/North transit project. Public transportation service is also prominent in Metro's 
2040 Growth Concept, such that key elements of the concept, including regional centers, town 
centers, corridors, main streets and station commimities, are strongly oriented toward existing 
and planned public transportation. The overarching goal of the public transportation system 
within the context of the 2040 Growth Concept is to provide an appropriate level of access to 
regional activities to everyone residing within the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB).

Transit service should be provided to serve the entire urban area, and the hierarchy of 
service types described in this section define what level of service is appropriate for specific 
areas. The public transportation section is divided into two parts. The first defines the 
regional public transportation system components that are the basis for implementing the 2040 
Growth Concept. The second section provides specific goals and objectives for implementing the 
appropriate level and type of public transportation service for each 2040 Growth Concept land 
use designation.

Regional Public transportation System Components

The following public transportation system components establish a network that serves the 
needs of individual 2040 land use components. This system serves as the framework for 
consistency among plans of local jurisdictions and Tri-Met. Underlying this network of fast and 
frequent service is a secondary network of local bus, park-and-ride and demand responsive type 
service that provide local public transportation. Specific elements of the secondary network 
will be developed by Tri-Met and local jurisdictions. The following sections present a 
description of the modes that comprise the regional public transportation system (primary and 
secondary), the principal 2040 Growth Concept land uses (primary and secondary) served by 
each mode, and facility design guidelines to provide an appropriate operating environment and 
level of pedestrian and bicycle accessibility.

Primary Transit Network

The Primary Transit Network (PTN) is a long range transit network designed to serve the 
growth patterns adopted in the 2040 Growth Concept. The PTN supports intensification of 
specific land uses identified in the growth concept by providing convenient transit access and 
improved transit service cormectivity. The PTN consists of four major transit modes (e.g.. Light
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Rail Transit (LRT), Regional Rapid Bus, Frequent Bus and primary bus service) that operate at 
frequencies of 15 minutes or less all day. Specific modes of the PIN will target service to 
primary land use components of the 2040 Growth Concept including central city, regional 
centers, industrial areas and intermodal facilities (includes the Portland International 
Airport). Some secondary land-use components such as station communities, town centers, main 
streets and corridors will also be served by the PTN. Any transit trip between two points in the 
central city, regional centers, town centers, mainstreets, stations areas or corridors can be 
completed on the PTN. The functional and operational characteristics of the PTN's major 
transit modes are described below.

Light Rail Transit

Light rail transit (LRT) is a high speed, high-capacity service that operates on a fixed 
guideway within an exclusive right-of-way (to the extent possible) that connect the central 
city with regional centers. LRT also serves existing regional public attractions (such as the 
civic stadium, the convention center, and the Rose Garden) and station commimities (a 
secondary land use component). LRT service runs at least every 10 minutes during the weekday 
and weekend midday base periods, operates at higher speed outside of the central city and 
makes very few stops. A high level of passenger ameruties are provided at transit stations 
and station communities including schedule information, ticket machines, lighting, benches and 
bicycle parking. The speed and schedule reliability of LRT can be maintained by the provision 
of signal preemption at grade crossings and/or intersections. Other rail options include 
commuter rail along existing heavy rail lines, which may become economically feasible for 
serving specific destinations in the greater metropolitan region.

Regional Rapid Bus

Regional Rapid Bus provides high frequency, high speed service along major transit routes 
with limited stops. This service is a high-quality bus that emulates LRT service in speed, 
frequency and comfort. A high level of transit amenities are provided at major transit stops 
and at station communities. Regional Rapid Bus passenger amenities include schedule 
information, ticket machines, lighting, benches, covered bus shelters and bicycle parking.

Frequent Bus

Frequent Bus provides high frequency local service along major transit routes with frequent 
stops. This services include a high level of transit preferential treatments and passenger 
amenities along the route such as covered bus shelters, curb extensions, reserved bus lanes, 
lighting, median stations and/or signal preemption.

Primary Bus

Primary bus service is provided on most major urban streets. This type of bus service 
operates with maximum frequencies of 15 minutes with conventional stop spacing along the 
route. Transit preferential treatments and passenger amenities such as covered bus shelters, 
lighting, signal preemption and curb extensions are appropriate at high ridership locations.
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Secondary Transit Network (STN)

The secondary transit network is comprised of secondary bus, mini-bus, paratransit and 
park-and-ride service. Secondary service is focused more on accessibility, frequency of service 
along the route and coverage to a wide range of land use options rather than on speed between 
two points. Secondary transit is designed as an alternative to the single-occupant vehicle by 
providing frequent, reliable service. Secondary bus service generally is designed to serve travel 
with one trip end occurring within a secondary land use component.

Secondary Bus

Secondary bus lines provide coverage and access to primary and secondary land use 
components. Secondary bus service runs as often as every 30 minutes on weekdays. Weekend 
service is provided as demand warrants.

Minibus

These services provide coverage in lower density areas by providing transit cormections to 
primary, and secondary land use components. Mmibus services, which may range from fixed 
route to purely demand responsive including dial-a-ride, employer shuttles and bus pools, 
provide at least a 60 minute response time on weekdays. Weekend service is provided as 
demand warrants.

Paratransit

Paratransit service is defined as non-fixed route service that serves special transit markets, 
including "ADA" service throughout the greater metro region.

Park-and-Ride

Park-and-ride facilities provide convergent auto access to regional tnmk route service for 
areas not directly served by public transportation. Bike and walk access as well as bike 
accommodations for parking and storage are considered in the siting process of new park-and- 
ride facilities. In addition, the need for a complementary relationship between park-and-ride 
facilities and regional and local land use goals exists and requires periodic evaluation over 
time for continued appropriateness.

Other Transit Options

Other transit options may become economically feasible for serving certain destinations in 
the metropolitan areas. These include commuter rail along existing heavy rail lines, passenger 
rail connecting the region to other urban areas, and inter-city bus service that provide 
statewide access to the region's rail and air terminals.
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Regional Public Transportation System Goals and Objectives

Figure 1-1 on the following page provides a hierarchy of public transportation service for 
2040 Growth Concept land use components. "Core service" is defined as the most efficient level 
of public transportation service planned for a given land use and is indicated with a solid 
square(s). Specific goals and objectives reference Figure 1-1.

Figure 1.1
Hierarchy of Public Transportation Services for the 

2040 Growth Concept Land Use Components
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Goal 1 -Develop a public transportation system that serves 2040 Growth Concept primary land 
use components (central city, regional centers, industrial areas, intermodal facilities) 
with an appropriate level, quality and range of public transportation available.

1. Objective: Provide a full range of public transportation to the central city with core 
service provided by LRT, Regional Rapid Bus and Frequent Bus.

2. Objective: Provide a full range of public transportation to regional centers with core 
service provided by LRT, Regional Rapid Bus, Frequent Bus and primary bus.
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3. Objective: Serve industrial areas with primary and secondary public transportation 
with core service provided by secondary bus.

4. Objective: Serve intermodal facilities with a mix of primary public transportation 
with core service to freight facilities provided by secondary bus and core service to the 
Portland International Airport (passenger facility) provided by LRT.

Goal 2 -Develop a public transportation system to serve the 2040 Growth Concept secondary 
land use components (station communities, town centers, main streets, corridors) with 
high quality service,

1. Objective: Develop a network of primary and secondary service to growth concept 
station communities with core service provided by either LRT and/or Regional 
Rapid Bus.

2. Objective: Develop a network of primary and secondary service to growth concept 
town centers with core service provided by primary bus.

3. Objective: Develop a network of primary and secondary service to growth concept 
main streets with core service provided by Frequent Bus.

4. Objective: Develop a network of primary and secondary service to growth concept 
corridors with core service provided by primary bus.

Goal 3 -Develop a reliable, convenient and accessible system of secondary public transportation 
to serve the 2040 Growth Concept "other urban components" (e.g., employment areas, 
outer neighborhoods and inner- neighborhoods).

1. Objective: Provide secondary public transportation to employment areas with core 
service provided by mini-bus.

2. Objective: Provide secondary public transportation to inner neighborhoods with 
core service provided by secondary bus.

3. Objective: Provide secondary public transportation to outer neighborhoods with 
core service provided by mini-bus.

Goal 4 -Continue to develop fixed-route service and complementary paratransit services which 
comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA).

1. Objective: Provide service to persons determined to be eligible for ADA paratransit 
that is comparable with service provided on the fixed route system.

2. Objective: Continue to work with local jurisdictions to make public transportation 
stops accessible.
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Goal 5 - Continue efforts to maintain public transportation as the safest forms of motorized 
transportation in the region.

1. Objective: Improve the existing level of safe public transportation operations.

2. Objective: Reduce the number of reportable accidents involving public transportation 
vehicles.

3. Objective: Improve the existing level of passenger safety and security on the public 
transportation system.

Goal 6 - Expand the amount of information available about the public transportation system to 
allow more people to use the system.

1. Objective: Increase awareness of public transportation and how to use it through 
expanded education and public information media and easy to imderstand 
schedule information and format.

2. Objective: Improve the system for receiving and responding to feedback from 
public transportation riders.

Regional Freight System

Developing and adopting the Regional Freight Network and associated system goals and 
objectives acknowledges that the movement of goods and services makes a significant 
contribution to the region's economy and wealth, and that it contributes to our quality of life. 
The region's relative number of jobs in transportation and wholesale trade exceeds the national 
average. The regional economy has historically, and continues to be closely tied to the 
transportation and distribution sectors. This trend is projected to increase. Freight volume is 
projected (by the 2040 Commodity Flow Analysis) to grow two to three times by 2040 - a rate 
faster than population growth.

The significant growth in freight projected by the 2040 Commodity Flow Analysis indicates 
the need to make available adequate land for expansion of intermodal facilities, 
manufacturing, wholesale and distribution activities, and to continue maintaining and 
enhancing the freight transportation network. The 2040 Land Use Scenario identifies 
industrial sanctuaries for distribution and manufacturing activities; the RTF freight network 
identifies the transportation infrastructure and intermodal facilities that serve these land uses 
and commodities flowing though the region to national and international markets. The 
following goals and objectives direct the region's plaiming and investment in the freight 
transportation system.
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Regional Freight System Goals and Objectives

Goal 1 - Provide efficient, cost-effective and safe movement of freight in ^d through the 
region.

1. Objective: Maintain a reasonable and reliable travel (transit) time for moving freight 
through the region in freight transportation corridors.

2. Objective: Include the movement of freight when conducting multi-modal 
transportation studies.

3. Objective: Work with the private sector, local jurisdictions, ODOT and other public 
agencies to:

• develop the regional Intermodal Management System (IMS) and Congestion 
Management System (CMS);

• monitor the efficiency of freight movements on the regional transportation network;

• identify existing and future freight mobility problems and opportunities; and

• reduce inefficiencies or conflicts on the freight network.

4. Objective: Implement TSM improvements that enhance the efficiency of the existing 
infrastructure; coordinate public policies to reduce or eliminate conflicts between current 
and future land uses, transportation uses and freight mobility needs, including those 
relating to:

• land use changes/encroachments on industrial lands; and

• transportation and/or land use actions or policies that result in lower speeds or less 
service on the freight network.

5. Objective: Ensure that jurisdictions develop local strategies that provide adequate 
freight loading and parking strategies in the central city, regional centers, town centers 
and main streets.

Goal 2 - Maintain and enhance the region's competitive advantage in freight distribution 
through efficient use of a flexible, continuous, multi-modal transportation network 
that offers competitive choices for freight movement.

1. Objective: Provide high-quality access between freight transportation corridors and 
the region's intermodal facilities and industrial sanctuaries.
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Goal 3 - Protect public and private investments in the freight network.

1. Objective: Improve opportunities for partnerships between the private freight 
transportation industry and public agencies to improve and maintain the region's 
integrated multi-modal freight network:

• Work with the private transportation industry, Oregon Economic Development 
Department, Portland Development Commission, the Port of Portland and others to 
identify and realize investment opportunities that enhance freight mobility and 
support the state and regional economy.

2. Objective: Analyze market demand and linkages in estimating and expanding the life 
of public investments in the freight network.

3. Objective: Encourage efforts to provide flexible public funding for freight mobility 
investments.

4. Objective: Give priority to investments, projects and actions that enhance efficient 
freight movement on the designated regional freight network.

• Where appropriate, make improvements to main freight routes that minimize 
freight /non freight conflicts on cormector routes.

Goal 4 -Ensure the safe operation of the freight system.

1. Objective: Correct existing safety deficiencies on the freight network relating to:

• roadway geometry and traffic controls;

• bridges and overpasses;

• at-grade railroad crossing;

• truck traffic in neighborhoods;

• congestion on interchanges and hill climbs; and

• hazardous materials movement.

2. Objective: Identify and monitor potential safety problems on the freight network;

• Collect and analyze accident data related to the freight network using the IMS 
data base.
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Regional Bicycle System

Adoption of the Regional Bicycle Plan element of the RTF continues the region's recognition 
of bicycling as an important transportation alternative. Metro's 1994 travel behavior survey 
foimd that places in the region with good street continuity, ease of street crossing and gentle 
topography experience more than a three percent bicycle mode share. Implementation of the 
bicycle plan element will provide for consistently designed, safe and convenient routes for 
bicyclists between jurisdictions and to major attractions throughout the region, will work 
toward increasing the modal share of bicycle trips, and will encourage bicyclists and motorists 
to share the road safely.

Regional Bicycle System Goals and Objectives

Goal 1 -Provide a continuous regional network of safe and convenient bikeways integrated with 
other transportation modes and local bikeway systems.

1. Objective: Integrate the efforts of the state, coimties and cities in the region to develop 
a convenient, safe, accessible and appealing regional system of bikeways.

2. Objective: Ensure that the regional bikeway system functions as part of the overall 
transportation system.

Goal 2 -Increase the modal share of bicycle trips.

1. Objective: Develop and update a system of regional bikeways that connect activity 
centers as identified in the 2040 Growth Concept and the Regional Framework Plan.

2. Objective: Promote increased bicycle use for all travel purposes. .

3. Objective; Coordinate with Tri-Met to ensure improved bicycle access and parking 
facilities at existing and future LRT stations, transit centers and park-and-ride 
locations.

4. Objective: Develop travel-demand forecasting for bicycles and integrate with regional 
transportation plarming.

Goal 3- Ensure that all transportation projects include bicycle facilities using established 
design standards appropriate to regional land use and street classifications.

1. Objective: Ensure that bikeway projects, bicycle parking and other end-of-trip 
facilities are designed using established standards, and that bikeways are cormected 
with other jurisdictions and the regional bikeway network.

2. Objective: Ensure that jurisdictions implement bikeways in accordance with 
established design standards.
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3. Objective Ensure integration of multi-use paths with on-street bikeways using 
established design standards.

4. Objective: Provide appropriate short and long term bicycle parking and other end-of-trip 
facilities at regional activity centers through the use of established design standards.

Goal 4 -Encourage bicyclists and motorists to share the road safely.

1. Objective: Coordinate regional efforts to promote safe use of roadways by bicyclists 
and motorists through a public awareness program.

2. Objective: Expand upon local traffic education programs to provide region wide 
coverage and actively distribute safety information to local jurisdictions, law 
enforcement agencies, schools and community organizations that informs and educates 
bicyclists, pedestrians and motorists.

3. Objective: Reduce the number of bicycle accidents in the region.

4. Objective: Identify and improve high-frequency bicycle accident locations.

Regional Pedestrian Program

By providing dedicated space for those on foot or using mobility devices, pedestrian 
facilities are recognized as an important incentive that promotes walking as a mode of travel. 
Throughout this document, the term "walking" should be interpreted to include individuals 
traveling on foot as well as those pedestrians using mobility aids, such as wheelchairs.
Walking for short distances is an attractive option for most people when safe and convenient 
pedestrian facilities are available. Combined with adequate sidewalks and curb ramps, 
amenities such as benches, curb extensions, marked street crossings, landscaping and wide 
planting strips make walking an attractive and convenient mode of travel. The focus of the 
regional pedestrian program is to identify areas of high, or potentially high, pedestrian 
activity in order to target infrastructure improvements that can be made with regional funds.

A well-cormected, high-quality pedestrian environment facilitates walking trips by 
providing safe and convenient access to pedestrian destinations within a short distance Transit 
use is enhanced by pedestrian improvements, especially those facilities that connect stations or 
bus stops to surrounding areas or that provide safe and attractive waiting areas. Improving 
walkway connections between office and commercial districts and surrounding neighborhoods 
provides opportunities for residents to walk to work, shopping or to run personal errands. This 
reduces the need to bring an automobile to work and enhances transit and carpooling as commute 
options. An integrated pedestrian system supports and Imks every other element of the 
regional transportation system and complements the region’s urban form and growth 
management goals.
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Regional Pedestrian Program Goals and Objectives

Goal 1 -Increase walking for short trips and improve access to the region's transit system 
through pedestrian improvements and changes in land use patterns, designs and 
densities.

1. Objective: Increase the walk mode share for short trips, including walking to transit, 
near and within the central city, regional centers, town centers, main streets, corridors 
and LRT station commimities.

2. Objective: Improve pedestrian networks serving those transit centers, statior\s and stops 
with high frequency transit service.

Goal 2 -Make the pedestrian environment safe, convenient, attractive and accessible for all 
users.

1. Objective: Complete pedestrian facilities (i.e., sidewalks, street crossings, curb ramps) 
needed to provide safe and convenient pedestrian access to and within the central city, 
regional centers, town centers, main streets, corridors and to the region's primary transit 
network.

2. Objective: Improve street amenities (e.g., landscaping, pedestrian-scale street 
lighting, benches and shelters) affecting the pedestrian and transit user near and 
within the central city, regional centers, town centers, main streets, corridors and the 
primary transit network.

Goal 3 -Provide for pedestrian access, appropriate to existing and planned land uses, street 
classification and transit service, as a part of all transportation projects.

1. Objective: Focus priority among regionally funded pedestrian projects on those projects 
which are most likely to increase pedestrian travel, improve the quality of the 
pedestrian system, and help complete pedestrian networks near and within the central 
city, regional centers, town centers, main streets, corridors and LRT station communities.

2. Objective: Integrate pedestrian access needs into planning, programming, design and 
construction of all transportation projects.

Goal 4 - Encourage motorists, bicyclists and pedestrians to share the roadway safely.

1. Objective: Coordinate regional efforts to promote safe use of roadways by motorists, 
bicyclists and pedestrians through a public awareness program.

2. Objective: Expand upon local traffic education programs to provide region wide 
coverage, and actively distribute safety information to local jurisdictions, law 
enforcement agencies, schools and community organizations that informs and educates 
motorists, bicyclists and pedestrians.
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Demand Management Program

The following describes the goals, objectives and performance measures for the region's 
transportation demand management program.

Transportation Demand Management

Transportation demand management (TDM) is not one action, but rather a series of actions 
to promote shared ride and the use of alternative modes, especially during the most congested 
times of the day. The term TDM encompasses the strategies, techniques and supporting actions 
that encourage non-single occupant vehicle travel (i.e., transit, walk, bike, carpool and 
telecommute), as well as measures to reduce per-capita vehicle miles traveled (VMT).

The primary benefit of managing travel demand is to minimize the need to expand the 
capacity of the region's transportation system (i.e., budding new highways or adding lanes to 
existing highways) and make more efficient use of non-SOV modes (transit, walk, bike, carpool 
and telecommute) of travel. Managing travel demand will also help the region reduce overall 
per-capita vehicle travel, reduce air pollution and maximize energy conservation in a 
relatively low-cost maimer.

An important consideration for selecting demand management measures is to combine those 
that are mutually supportive into a comprehensive program. This approach is important to the 
success of TDM because of the close linkages between many TDM measures and programs at the 
regional and local level. Therefore, local jurisdictions should consider the design of demand 
management measures in a comprehensive manner in the preparation of local system plans and 
incorporate policies that implement those combinations of TDM measures that best support 
regional goals and that meet local needs for both work and non-work travel.

In addition, the state's Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) requires a 10 percent reduction 
in VMT per capita by 2015 and a 10 percent reduction in parking spaces per capita by 2015. In 
order to provide for maximum achievement of the TPR, air quality and accessibility goals, 
local jurisdictions should incorporate policies that support and help implement the TDM 
measures and projects listed in Chapter 5.

The following describes the region's TDM program goals, objectives and performance 
measures. Goals and objectives are in part to assist the region to meet state goals for reducing 
parking and vehicle miles per capita. It is imderstood that TDM strategies will be area 
specific following further analysis as part of the systems element of the RTP (scheduled to be 
completed in December 1996). Consequently, many of the TDM policies may not be applicable to 
areas such as the Central City where significant transportation demand management, transit 
and other alternative mode actions are in place as a result of the Central City Transportation 
Management Plan (CCTMP).
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TDM Program Goals and Objectives

The function of TDM support programs are to: (1) provide the physical amenities necessary 
to make non-SOV modes more attractive; (2) provide incentives (monetary and non-monetary) 
to encourage people to use non-SOV modes; and (3) remove barriers such as regulation and/or 
restrictions that would make it more difficult for people to choose non-SOV modes.

TDM support programs are designed to help the region achieve the TPR VMT per capita 
and parking space per capita reduction goals, complement local jurisdiction efforts to assist 
employers in implementing measures to meet DEQ's Employee Commute Options (ECO) rule, 
and to help the region achieve its 2040 Growth Concept land use accessibility goals.

Goal 1 -Enhance mobility and support the use of alternative transportation modes by improving 
regional accessibility to transit, carpool, telecommute, bicycle and pedestrian options.

1. Objective: Provide transit supportive design and infrastructure in 2040 Growth Concept 
regional centers, town centers, station coiiunimities, mainstreets and along designated 
transit corridors.

2. Objective: Develop local access to Tri-Met’s regional carpool matching database.

3. Objective: Coordinate with Tri-Met on the provision of regional vanpool service to 
major employment centers.

Goal 2 -Promote policies and strategies that reduce travel by single occupant vehicles (SOV) in 
order to help the region achieve the 10 percent reduction in vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT) per capita and 10 percent reduction in parking spaces per capita as required by 
the Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) over the planning period, and that improve air 
quality.

1. Objective: Implement appropriate parking ratios and investigate other measures 
throughout the region that reduce parking demand or lead to more efficient parking 
design options.

2. Objective: Support efforts to provide maximum allowable tax benefits and subsidies to 
users of alternative modes of transportation

3. Objective: Conduct further study of market-based strategies such as parking pricing, 
congestion pricing and parking-cash out as measures to promote more compact land use, 
increase alternative mode shares and to reduce VMT.

4. Objective: Investigate the use of HOV lanes to reduce roadway congestion.

Goal 3 -Provide incentives for employers and developers to build/locate in the-2040 Growth 
Concept central city, regional centers, town centers, station communities and transit 
corridors to promote more compact land use.
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1. Objective: Provide density bonus for employers and developers who locate or build in 
the central city, regional centers, town centers, station communities and along transit 
corridors.

2. Objective: As conditions permit, reduce the average local traffic impact fee for 
development in the 2040 Growth Concept central city, regional centers, town centers, 
station commimities and transit corridors.

3. Objective: Include transit oriented design guidelines in local development approval 
process.

Goal 4 - Continue to coordinate efforts to promote TDM at the regional and local level.

1. Objective: Continue to use the TDM Subcommittee as a forum to discuss TDM issues and 
implementation procedures.

2. Objective: Provide TDM materials that outline available regional programs and 
services.

Goal 5 - Implement TDM support programs to make it more convenient for people to use 
alternative modes for all trips throughout the region.

1. Objective: Encourage development of public/private TDM partnerships with service 
providers.

2. Objective: Promote the establishment of Transportation Management Associations 
(TMAs) in areas identified as major employment, retail and/or regional centers.

3. Objective: Work with local jurisdictions and neighborhood organizations to develop 
citizen outreach efforts to provide options and marketing material to residential areas.

4. Objective: Promote flexible work hours and/or compressed work weeks for employees 
with public and private sector employers.

5. Objective: Work with local employers to promote telecommute as a viable option for 
commuting (this can include the establishment of centralized telecommute centers).

Goal 6 -Increase public knowledge and understanding about TDM as a tool to reduce congestion, 
reduce air pollution, implement the 2040 Growth Concept and to help the region meet 
the TPR VMT per capita and parking per capita reduction targets.

1. Objective: Expand Tri-Met's public outreach and education program.

2. Objective: Maintain information on TDM services available for local employers.
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Parking Management Program

At their May 7,1996 meeting, the CAC will consider expanding the following section to 
include a more detailed discussion of parking management policies, reflecting work underway 

in Phase I of the Regional Framework Plan.

The state's Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) requires that the Regional Transportation 
Plan (RTP) include methods to reduce parking spaces per capita by 10 percent over the next 20 
years. The requirement is one aspect of the rule's overall objective to reduce single-occupant 
vehicle travel, promote alternative modes and encourage pedestrian friendly urban areas. 
However, the mode of travel used to make a trip is directly influenced by the convenience and 
cost of parking. As parking in densely developed areas becomes less conv^ent and more costly, 
alternative modes of travel become relatively more attractive. In addition, as alternative 
modes of travel are increasingly used for work trips, scarce parking spaces are released for 
shopping and other non-work purposes. Parking management is therefore particularly 
important in areas that are currently developed at high densities (Central City) and in areas 
plarmed for new high-density development such as Regional Centers and Town Centers.

In addition, parking management programs should be complementary to other TDM 
strategies aimed at meeting DEQ’s Parking Ratio Rule and to those aimed at increasing both 
ridesharing and transit use.
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Metro

Chapter 1 Glossary

Bicycle - A vehicle having two tandem wheels, a minimum of 14" in diameter, propelled solely by 
human power, upon which a person or persons may ride. A three-wheeled adult tricycle is considered a 
bicycle. In Oregon, a bicycle is legally defined as a vehicle. Bicyclists have the same right to the 
roadways and must obey the same traffic laws as the operators of other vehicles.

Bicycle Facilities - A general term denoting improvements and provisions made to accommodate or 
encourage bicycling, including parking facilities, all bikeways and shared roadways not specifically 
designated for bicycle use.

Bike Lane - A portion of a roadway that has been designated by striping, signing and pavement 
markings for the preferential or exclusive use of bicyclists.

Bicycle Network - A system of connected bikeways that provide access to and from local and regional 
destinations and to adjacent bicycle networks.

Bikeway - A bikeway is created when a road has the appropriate design treatment for bicyclists, based 
on motor vehicle traffic voliunes and speeds. On-road bikeways include shared roadway, shoulder 
bikeway, bike lane or bicycle boulevard design treatments. Another type of bikeway design treatment, 
the multi-use path, is separated from the roadway.

Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) - Selected for a specific issue, project, or process, a group of citizens 
volunteer and are appointed by Metro to represent citizen interests. The RTF citizen advisory 
committee reviews regional transportation issues.

Community - For the purposes of the RTF, this term refers to informal subareas of the region, and may 
include one or more incorporated areas and adjacent unincorporated areas that share transportation 
facilities or other urban infrastructure. For example, references to the east Multnomah Coimty 
community usually includes the cities of Gresham, Troutdale, Fairview and Wood Village, and 
unincorporated areas that abut these jurisdictions (see "Regional").

Functional Plan - A limited purpose multi-jurisdictional plan for an area or activity having significant 
district-wide impact upon the orderly and responsible development of the metropolitan area that 
serves as a guideline for local comprehensive plans consistent with ORS 268.390.

Greater Metropolitan Region - Defined as the greater area surroimding and including Metro's 
jurisdictional area, including parts of Multnomah, Clackamas and Washington counties as well as urban 
areas in Marion, Columbia and Yamhill counties (see "Metropolitan Region").



Growth Concept - A concept for the long-term growth management of our region, stating the preferred 
form of the regional growth and development, including if, where, and how much the urban growth 
boimdary should be expanded, what densities should characterize different areas, and which areas 
should be protected as open space.

Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA) of 1991 - The most recent federal 
highway/transit fvmding reauthorization, which provides regions and states with additional funding 
and more flexibility in making transportation decisions. Among other things, the Act requires the 
metropolitan area planning process to consider such issues as land use, intermodal connectivity, methods 
to enhance transit service, and needs identified through the management systems.

Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation (JPACT) - A 17-member committee of local-area 
elected officials, Metro councilors and other transportation officials who coordinate transportation 
decisions for the region.

Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC) - The 7-member directorship of Oregon's 
statewide planning program. The LCDC is responsible for approving comprehensive land use plans 
promulgating regulations for each of the statewide plaiming goals.

Local Comprehensive Plan - A generalized, coordinated land use map and policy statement of the 
governing body of a city or county that inter-relates all functional and natural systems and activities 
related to the use of land, consistent with state law.

Metro -The regional government and designated Metropolitan Plaiming Organization (MPO - see below) 
of the Portland metropolitan area. It is governed by a 7-member Metro Coimcil (see below) elected by 
and representing districts within Metro's jurisdictional boundaries: all of Multnomah County and 
generally the urban portions of Clackamas and Washington Counties. Metro is responsible for the 
Washington Park Zoo, solid waste landfills, the Oregon Convention Center, the Portland Center for the 
Performing Arts, establishing and maintaining the Urban Growth Boimdary (UGB - see below), and for 
regional transportation planning activities such as the preparation of the RTP (seel below), and the 
planning of regional transportation projects including light-rail.

Metro Committee for Citizen Involvement (MCCI) - composed of citizen representatives from the Tri- 
Counties area, to "advise and recommend actions to the Metro Council on matters pertaining to citizen 
involvement."

Metro Council - composed of 7 members (formerly 13) elected from districts throughout the metropolitan 
region (urban areas of Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington coimties). The Council approves Metro 
policies, including transportation plans, projects and programs recommended by the Joint Policy 
Advisory Committee on Transportation (JPACT - see above).

Metro Policy Advisory Committee (MPAC) - Established by the Metro Charter and composed of local 
elected officials (including representatives from Clark Coimty, WA and the State of Oregon), MPAC is 
responsible for recommending to the Metro Council adoption of or amendment to any element of the 
Charter-mandated Regional Framework Plan.
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Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) - An individual agency designated by the state governor in 
each federally recognized urbanized area to coordinate transportation planning for that metropolitan 
region. Metro (see above) is that agency for Clackamas, Washington and Multnomah Counties; for 
Clark County, Washington, that agency is the Southwest Washington Regional Transportation Council 
(SWRTC, formally the Intergovernmental Resource Center - see below).

Metropolitan Region - Defined as the area included within Metro's jurisdictional boundary, including 
parts of Multnomah, Clackamas and Washington covmties (see "Greater Metropolitan Region").

Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program (M-TIP) - a staged, multiyear, intermodal program 
of transportation projects which is consistent with the metropolitan transportation plan.

Multi-use Path - A bikeway that is physically separated from motor vehicle traffic by an open space or 
barrier and either within the highway right-of-way or within an independent right-of-way, used by 
bicyclists, pedestrians, joggers, skaters and other non-motorized travelers.

Neighbor City - Nearby incorporated cities with separate urban areas from the Metro urban area, but 
cormected to the metropolitan area by major highways. Neighbor cities include Sandy, Estacada, 
Canby, Newberg, North Plains and Scappoose.

Oregon's Statewide Planning Goals -19 goals in four broad categories: land use, resource management, 
economic development, and citizen involvement. Locally adopted comprehensive plans and regional 
transportation plans must be consistent with the statewide plaiming goals.

Oregon Transportation Plan (OTP) - the State's official statewide, intermodal tranportation plan that 
will set priorities and state policy in Oregon for the next 40 years. The plan, developed by the Oregon 
Department of Transportation through the statewide transportation planning process, responds to 
federal ISTEA requirements (see above) and Oregon's Transportation Planning Rule (TPR - see below).

Regional - For the purposes of the RTP, this term refers to large subareas of the region, or the entire 
region, and usually includes many incorporated areas and adjacent unincorporated areas that share 
major transportation facilities or other urban infrastructure (see "Community").

Regional Framework Plan - Required of Metro imder the Metro Charter, the Regional Framework Plan 
must address nine specific growth management and land use planning issues (including transportation), 
with the consultation and advice of MPAC (see above). To encourage regional imiformity, the regional 
framework plan shall also contain model terminology, standards and procedures for local land use 
decision making that may be adopted by Icoal governments.

Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) - The official intermodal transportation plan that is developed 
and adopted thorough the metropolitan transportation planning process for the metropolitan plarming 
area.

Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives (RUGGOs) - An urban growth policy framework that 
represents the starting point for the agency's long-range regional plarming program.
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Rural Area - Those areas located outside the Metro Urban Growth Boundary (UGB).

Shared Roadway - A type of bikeway where bicyclists and motor vehicles share a travel lane.

State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) - A staged, multiyear, statewide, intermodal 
program of transportation projects with is consistent with the Statewide transportation plan and 
planning processes and metropolitan plans, TIPs and processes.

Transit-Oriented Development - A mix of residential, retail and office uses and a supporting network of 
roads, bicycle and pedestrian ways focused on a major transit stop designed to support a high level of 
transit use. Key features include: a mixed use center and high residential density.

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) - Actions, such as ridesharing and vanpool programs, the 
use of alternative modes, and trip-reduction ordinances, which are designed to change travel behavior 
in order to improve performance of transportation facilities and to reduce need for additional road 
capacity.

Transportation Disadvantaged/Persons Potentially Underserved by the Transportation System - Those 
individuals who have difficulty in obtaining transportation because of their age, income, physical or 
mental disability.

Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) - The implementing rule of statewide land use plaiming goal (#12) 
dealing with transportation, as adopted by the State Land Conservation and Development Commission 
(LCDC - see above). Among its may provisions, the Rule includes requirements to preserve rural lands, 
reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) per capita by 20% in the next 30 years, and to improve alternative 
transportation systems.

Transportation Policy Alternatives Committee (TPAC) - Senior staff-level policy committee which 
reports and makes policy recommendations to JPACT (see above). TPAC's membership includes 
technical staff from the same governments and agencies as JPACT, plus representatives of the Federal 
Highway Administration and the Southwest Washington Regional Transportation Council (SWRTC - 
see above); there are also six citizen representatives appointed by the Metro Coimcil (see above).

Transportation System Management (TSM) - Strategies and techniques for increasing the efficiency, 
safety, capacity or level of service of a transportation facility without major new capital 
improvements. This may include programs that encourage transit, carpooling, telecommuting, 
alternative work hours, bicycling, walking, signal improvements, channelization, access management, 
HOV lanes, etc.

Transportation System Plan (TSP) - A plan for one or more transportation facilities that are planned, 
developed, operated and maintained in a coordinated manner to supply continuity of movement 
between modes, and within and between geographic and jurisdictional areas.

Urban Area - Those areas located within the Metro Urban Growth Boundary (UGB).
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Urban Growth Boundary - The politicaly defined boundary around a metropolitan area outside of 
which no urban improvements may occur (sewage, water, etc.). It is intended that the UGB be defined 
so as to accommodate all projected population and employment growth within a 20-year planning 
horizon. A formal process has been established for periodically reviewing and updating the UGB so 
that it accurately reflects projected population and employment growth.

Wide Outside Lane - A wider than normal curbside travel lane that is provided for ease of bicycle 
operation where there is insufficient room for a bike lane or shoulder bikeway.
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Chapter 1 Acronyms

ADA Americans with Disabilities Act
ATMS Advanced Traffic Management System
CBD Central Business District
FHWA Federal Highway Administration
FTA Federal Transit Administration (formerly UMTA)

FY Fiscal Year
HCT High Capacity Transit
HOV High-Occupancy Vehicle
ISTEA Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (Federal) 
JPACT Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation (Regional)

LCDC Land Conservation and Development Commission (State)
LRT Light Rail Transit (MAX)
MCa Metro Council for Citizen Involvement
MPAC Metro Policy Advisory Committee
MPO Metropolitan Plarming Organization (Metro)

MTIP Metropolitian Transportation Improvement Program
NHS National Highway System
OAR Oregon Administrative Rules
ODOT Oregon Department of Transportation (State)
ORS Oregon Revised Statutes

R.O.W. Right of Way
RTF Regional Transportation Plan (Metro)
RUGGO Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives
SOV Single-Occupancy Vehicle
TP AC Transportation Policy Alternatives Committee (Regional)

TPR Transportation Plarming Rule (State)
Tri-Met Tri-County Metropolitan Transportation District
TSM Transportation System Management
UGB Urban Growth Boundary
USDOT U.S. Department of Transportation
VMT Vehicle Miles Traveled



«MOK^MOOOe«0«MWMO««4««C^X

^■C-XOC^.

<x-. •jv'-'-x-;

>»o»*wo
•SMo«X»:x*

-■^v.

Regional Transportation 

Plan Update

Public
Comment
Report

April 10, 1996

Comments Received 
March 22 - April 9, 1996

Metro



Regional Transportation Plan Update 
Public Comment Report - April 10, 1996

This report provides a compilation of public comments received on the Regional Transportation 
Plan Citizens Advisory Committee Policy Recommendations Discussion Draft. A public 
comment period was held from March 22 - April 9,1996. Public input on the discussion draft 
was solicited through the 2040 Framework Spring 1996 newsletter which was mailed to 40,000 
households in the region, through advertisements in community newspapers and at a series of six 
Regional Livability Open Houses held March 30 - April 8,1996.

The Regional Livability Open Houses were attended by 720 area residents - in Portland 165 
people attended, in Gresham 80 people attended, in Tualatin 140 people attended, in Milwaukie 
70 people attended, in Aloha 150 people attended, and in Lake Oswego 115 people attended.

“Public Pulse,” an interactive electronic opinion survey, was used at the open houses to gather 
comments on the draft regional transportation policies as well as on Phase I of the Regional 
Framework Plan. Comments were also collected on comment boards and comment cards. 
Additional comments were received by fax, mail and e-mail. The transportation hotline did not 
receive any phone comments.

This report is organized as follows:

Comments Summary - This section provides a general summary of all conunents received 
during the public conunent period, (pp. i - iv)

Public Pulse Survey Results - This section includes overall results of the electronic opinion 
survey, (pp. 1-21)

Comment Cords - This section includes photocopies of comment cards collected at the 
Regional Livability Open Houses, (pp. 22 - 42)

Comment Boards - This section includes comments on proposed regional street design 
concepts and parking policies written on conunent boards at the Regional Livability Open 
Houses, (pp. 43 - 57)

Letters and E-mail - This section includes synopses of comments received by fax, mail and e- 
mail as well as photocopies of the letters and e-mails received, (pp. 58 - 72)

Media/Publicity Appendix - This section includes sample copies of notices, fliers, 
advertisements, press clippings and other associated material, (pp. 73 - 109)

Index - This section includes an alphabetized list of all citizens and organizations who 
commented and the page(s) their comments appear on. (p. 110)

For additional information contact:
Metro Transportation Department, 600 NE Grand Avenue, Portland, OR 97236-2736 
(503) 797-1900
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Comments Summary 

Public Pulse Survey Results

This summary includes the overall results of the Public Pulse electronic survey on 
transportation issues. Complete survey results for all questions are included in the next 
section of this report. Approximately 550 citizens participated in the Public Pulse 
survey.

Respondents were asked to consider a list of potential strategies to improve 
transportation and indicate how important each strategy was to them, using a scale of 1 - 
5, with 1 indicating zero importance and 5 indicating veiy important. The combined 
result for this series, ranked by the average score each strategy received, is as follows:

1. Adding sidewalks, pedestrian crossings and other pedestrian facilities 
(average score 4.13)

2. Adding traffic signals and left turn lanes to improve intersections 
(average score 3.99)

3. Bringing homes, work and shopping closer together (average score 3.95)
4. Adding more transit service, such as more light rail, buses, park and ride lots, 

etc. (average score 3.93)
5. Providing information and incentive programs to encourage carpooling and 

vanpooling (average score 3.90)
6. Adding truck routes to better serve to better serve industrial areas and terminals 

(average score 3.76)
7. Slowing traffic on neighborhood streets with curb extensions, traffic circles, 

speed bumps, etc. (average score 3.66)
8. Adding bike lanes, bikeways, lockers, bike parking and other bicycle facilities 

(average score 3.54)
9. Adding traffic capacity to existing regional roads and freeways which are very 

congested (average score 3.50)
10. Consolidating driveways, restricting left turns on major streets to make traffic 

flow more smoothly (average score 3.47)
11. Adding new regional roads and bypasses (average score 3.08)

Participants were asked to indicate the biggest barrier to walking, using public transit and 
biking. The top three biggest barriers to walking for short trips were:

1. The distance to commercial areas is too great (36% of respondents)
2. Not enough time (14% of respondents)
3. No sidewalks near my home (12% of respondents)



The top three biggest barriers to using public transit were:

1. Lack of bus service or bus routes don’t go where I need to go (40% of 
respondents)

2. I have to wait too long (15% of respondents)
3. I have to make a lot of stops (12% of respondents)

The top three biggest barriers to making short trips by bike were:

1. Doesn’t apply, I don’t own or ride a bike (28% of respondents)
2. Too much auto traffic, cars drive too fast (19% of respondents)
3. Not enough bike lanes, bikeways (13% of respondents)
3. Weather; too dark in the winter (13% of respondents)

Respondents were asked to rate a list of programs for commuters based on how likely 
they were to take advantage of the program, using a scale of 1 - 5, with 1 indicating zero 
likelihood and 5 indicating very likely. In the combined result for this series, 
telecommuting or working at home was the only program that respondents were likely to 
use.

Comments Received on Specific Issues 

Parking Limits

The majority of respondents are in favor of limiting parking for new conunercial 
development. Many of those in favor, however, felt that improving transit service was 
essential to make this policy work.

Some respondents suggested charging for parking throughout the region. It was also 
suggested that incentives be created to encourage businesses to combine parking lots. 
Parking structures were suggested as a good alternative to surface parking.

Concerns were expressed about the impact of the policy on churches and schools. One 
respondent suggested locating future schools near greenspaces to allow them to share 
parking.

Regional Street Design Concepts

The majority of people who commented on the street designs liked the multi-modal 
nature of the designs. Some respondents felt that streets should be narrower to allow 
easy pedestrian crossing. Others were concerned that the designs did not provide 
adequate room for all the modes being acconunodated.
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Respondents liked the pedestrian buffering included in the street and boulevard design 
concepts, but raised concerns that the rural roads and highway designs did not provide 
adequate pedestrian buffering, crossings or sidewalks.

Traffic signals that beep when it is safe to cross were suggested to allow the blind to cross 
streets safely. Respondents asked that the designs meet the needs of people in 
wheelchairs.

Some respondents had questions about what the designs will cost to implement and felt 
that this information should have been included in the street design display.

A few respondents expressed concerns about how the designs will accommodate freight 
traffic and loading zones.

Bicycle Issues

Respondents were split on the value of setting goals to increase bicycle trips in the region. 
Some respondents felt that increasing bicycle trips was unrealistic because bikes will 
never meet many people’s travel needs. Others felt that connecting existing bike lanes, 
completing the bicycle system, and providing better end of trip facilities would increase 
bike ridership. Some felt that bicyclists should pay for any bicycle related transportation 
improvements.

Concerns about mixing motorized and non-motorized vehicles were raised by respondents 
who felt separate bike facilities were needed for safety. Others had concerns about mixing 
bikes and motor vehicle unless traffic laws are better enforced.

Pedestrian Issues

Respondents expressed concerns about the lack of safe places to walk in the region, 
particularly on the westside of Portland and in Washington County. The need for better 
pedestrian crossing facilities, such as crosswalks and signals was also mentioned.

Transit Issues

Respondents felt that transit service needs to be increased to make transit a viable 
alternative to the automobile. It was suggested that the goals in the Regional 
Transportation Plan should focus on increasing the frequency of existing service as well as 
expanding service to better meet the needs of people who are not commuting to 
downtown Portland. Respondents also expressed concerns about the lack of pedestrian 
crossings at transit stops to allow safe access to the bus and MAX.
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General Comments

Respondents offered some general comments about transportation funding and suggested 
that user fees and congestion pricing be implemented to fund transportation 
improvements.

A couple of respondents felt that the Regional Transportation Plan needs to better 
address transportation needs in Washington County by increasing the capacity of existing 
roads and building bypasses to handle increasing traffic.

IV
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Metro

REGIONAL LIVABILITY OPEN HOUSES 
PUBLIC PULSE SURVEY OVERALL RESULTS

BASIC INFORMATION ABOUT WHO IS IN THE GROUP

It is useful to know a few basics about who is in this group. Please make the most accurate 
selection from the list of responses provided.

1. In which "Metro Council District" do you live?

Answer: # responses: % of total:
1. District 1 41 7.65%
2. District 2 100 18.66%
3. Districts 123 22.95%
4. District 4 68 12.69%
5. Districts 48 8.96%
6. District 6 43 8.02%
7. District? 88 16.42%
8. Outside 20 3.73%
9. ? 5 0.93%

Total number responding 536

2. In which age group do you belong?

Answer: # responses: % of total:
1. Under 18 5 0.91%
2. 18-24 12 . 2.19%
3. 25-34 66 12.04%
4. 35-44 147 26.82%
5. 45-54 164 29.93%
6. 55-64 82 14.96%
7. 65 + 72 13.14%

Total number responding 548

Regional Livability Open Houses 
Public Pulse Survey Overall Results 4/10/96



3. What is your yearly household income?

Answer: # responses: % of total:
1. Less $25K 54 10.15%
2. 25-49K 142 26.69%
3. 50-74K 162 30.45%
4. 75K + 174 32.71%

Total number responding 532

4. Which best describes your transportation habits for trips to work?

Answer: U responses: % of total:
1. Car primarily 343 61.91%
2. Car mostly, with other modes 59 10.65%
3. Public Transit primarily 30 5.42%
4. Public transit mostly, with other modes 16 2.89%
5. Bicycle primarily 7 1.26%
6. Bicycle mostly, with other modes 9 1.62%
7. Walk primarily 8 1.44%
8. Walk, w/ other modes 1 0.18%
9. Work at home 45 8.12%

10. Other, N/A 36 6.50%

Total number responding 554

5. Which best describes vour transportation habits for shopping, errands and social trii

Answer: # responses: % of total:
1. Car primarily 406 73.02%
2. Car mostly, with other modes 113 20.32%
3. Public Transit primarily 6 1.08%
4. Public transit mostly, with other modes 8 1.44%
6. Bicycle mostly, with other modes 6 1.08%
7. Walk primarily 7 1.26%
8. Walk, w/ other modes 9 1.62%
9. Other, N/A 1 0.18%

Total number responding 556

Regional Livability Open Houses 
Public Pulse Survey Overall Results 4/10/96



GROWTH MANAGEMENT AND URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY ISSUES

Last year, the Metro Council adopted the Metro 2040 Growth Concept which encourages 
compact development to reduce land consumption and the need to convert rural land to urban
uses. Currently under development is the Regional Framework Plan which implements 
the growth concept

To accomplish the goal of more efficient land use, several options are available. Listed 
below are several different implementation strategies. Please indicate how much you agree 
or disagree with the following strategies.

6. Allow new homes to be built on smaller lots, such as 5,000 square feet in my
neighborhood.

Answer: # responses: % of total:
1. Strongly Disagree 99 17.90%
2. Disagree 76 13.74%
3. Neutral . 60 10.85%
4. Agree 133 24.05%
5. Strongly Agree 185 33.45%

Total number responding 553

7. Fill in vacant lots with new homes, duplexes or apartments in my neighborhood.

Answer: # responses: % of total:
1. Strongly Disagree 94 16.85%
2. Disagree 69 12.37%
3. Neutral 71 12.72%
4. Agree 168 30.11%
5. Strongly Agree 156 27.96%

Total number responding 558

8. Allow building of "granny flats", that is, converting a portion of a home into a
small rental unit in my neighborhood.

Answer: # responses: % of total:
1. Strongly Disagree 95 16.96%
2. Disagree 75 13.39%

3. Neutral 67 11.96%
4. Agree 156 27.86%
5. Strongly Agree 167 29.82%

Total number responding 560

Regional Livability Open Houses
Public Pulse Survey Overall Results 3 4/10/96



9.____ Build houses on “flag lots”, or lots that are behind existing single family homes in
my neighborhood.

Answer: U responses: % of total:
1. Strongly Disagree 99 17.71%
2. Disagree 85 15.21%
3. Neutral 85 15.21%
4. Agree 175 31.31%
5. Strongly Agree 115 20.57%

Total number responding 559

10. Encourage a mix of residential and commercial uses in one building.

Answer: U responses: % of total:

1 . Strongly Disagree 74 13.29%
2 . Disagree 56 10.05%
3 .Neutral 70 12.57%
4 .Agree 151 27.11%
5 . Strongly Agree 206 36.98%

Total number responding 557

11. Allow less parking for new commercial developments which would result in full 
parking lots at peak shopping times.

Answer: # responses: % of total:
1. Strongly Disagree
2. Disagree
3. Neutral
4. Agree
5. Strongly Agree 

Total number responding

126
81
67

118
165

557

22.62%
14.54%
12.03%
21.18%
29.62%

Regional Livability Open Houses 
Public Pulse Survey Overall Results 4/10/96



12. Limit large scale retail stores like Costco or Walmart.

Answer: # responses: % of total:
1. Strongly Disagree 125 22.24%
2. Disagree 73 12.99%
3. Neutral 76 13.52%
4. Agree 94 16.73%
5. Strongly Agree 194 34.52%

Total number responding 562

13. To reduce the affect of the above strategies on existing neighborhoods, 
accommodate new homes with a 5,000 acre expansion of the Urban Growth
Boundary, which is the equivalent of adding a city the size of Oregon City

Answer: # responses: % of total:
1. Strongly Disagree 214 38.42%
2. Disagree 74 13.29%
3. Neutral 39 7.00%
4. Agree 73 13.11%
5. Strongly Agree 157 28.19%

Total number responding 557

In the future, more development may be directed to bus and light rail corridors, that is.
along major streets in your community. Indicate how much you agree or disagree with the
following statements.

14, I would support this type of development because it would bring more shopping,
employment, and housing to my neighborhood.

Answer: # responses: % of total:
1. Strongly Disagree 103 18.66%
2. Disagree 62 11.23%
3. Neutral 88. 15.94%
4. Agree 137 24.82%
5. Strongly Agree 162 29.35%

Total number responding 552

Regional Livability Open Houses 
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15.____ I would oppose this type of development because it might bring more traffic and
congestion to my neighborhood.

Answer: if responses: % of total:
1. Strongly Disagree 145 26.51%
2. Disagree 148 27.06%
3. Neutral 89 16.27%
4. Agree 70 12.80%
5. Strongly Agree 95 17.37%

Total number responding 547

This region contains many stream corridors, green spaces and other natural areas. 
Indicate how much you agree of disagree with the following statements,

16.____ Protecting streams and requiring that new development address stormwater run
off are ways to protect the region’s water quality.

Answer: # responses: % of total:
1. Strongly Disagree 37 6.62%
2. Disagree 20 3.58%
3. Neutral 28 5.01%
4. Agree 128 22.90%
5. Strongly Agree 346 61.90%

Total munber responding 559

17. I would be willing to accept an additional home in my neighborhood if il
being able to protect streams, green spaces and floodplains. -

Answer: # responses: % of total:
1. Strongly Disagree 66 11.85%
2. Disagree 35 , 6.28%
3. Neutral 44 7.90%
4. Agree 166 29.80%
5. Strongly Agree 246 44.17%

Total number responding 557
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TRANSPORTATION ISSUES

The Regional Transportation Plan, a 20-year blueprint linking transportation and land use 
policies, is currently being updated to take the Metro 2040 Growth Concept into consideration.

The following is a list of potential strategies to improve transportation. Indicate how 
important you think the following strategies are.

18. Adding transit service such as more light rail and buses, park and ride lots, bus 
shelters, etc.

Answer: # responses: % of total:
1. Zero Importance 46 8.44%
2. Not Important 50 9.17%
3. Neutral 45 8.26%
4. Important 159 29.17%
5. Very Important 245 44.95%

Total number responding 545

19. Providing information and incentive programs to encourage carpooling a
vanpooling by commuters.

Answer: if responses: % of total:
1. Zero Importance 37 6.80%
2. Not Important 45 8.27%
3. Neutral 67 12.32%
4. Important 179 32.90%
5. Very Important 216 '39.71%

Total number responding 544

20. Adding new regional roads and bypasses.

Answer: § responses: % of total:
1. Zero Importance 130 23.72%'
2. Not Important 107 19.53%
3. Neutral 55 10.04%
4. Important 100 18.25%
5. Very Important 156 28.47%

Total niunber responding 548
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21,____ Adding traffic capacity to existing regional roads and freeways that are very
congested.

Answer: if responses: % of total:
1. Zero Importance 77 14.29%
2. Not Important 71 13.17%
3. Neutral 70 12.99%
4. Important 145 26.90%
5. Very Important 176 32.65%

Total number responding 539

22.
1

Adding traffic signals and left turn lanes to improve intersections.

Answer: # responses: % of total:
1. Zero Importance 28 5.10%
2. Not Important 28 5.10%
3. Neutral 70 12.75%
4. Important 218 39.71%
5. Very Important 205 37.34%

Total number responding 549

23. Adding sidewalks, pedestrian crossings and other pedestrian facilities.

Answer: § responses: % of total:
1. Zero Importance 26 4.77%
2. Not Important 34 6.24%
3. Neutral 64 11.74%
4. Important 139 25.50%
5. Very Important 282 51.74%

Total number responding 545
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24. Adding truck routes to better serve industrial areas and terminals such as port 
facilities, rail yards, airports, etc.

Answer: # responses: % of total:
1. Zero Importance 27 5.00%
2. Not Important 38 7.04%
3. Neutral 141 26.11%
4. Important 168 31.11%
5. Very Important 166 30.74%

Total number responding 540

25. Adding bike lanes. off Street bike ways, bike lockers, bike parking and c
bicycle facilities.

Answer: # responses: % of total:
1. Zero Importance 85 15.48%
2. Not Important 59 10.75%
3. Neutral 83 15.12%
4. Important 118 21.49%
5. Very Important 204 37.16%

Total number responding 549

26. Bringing homes, work locations, and shopping closer together.

Answen # responses: % of total:
1. Zero Importance
2. Not Important
3. Neutral
4. Important
5. Very Important

Total number responding

45
43
66

136
258

548

8.21%
7.85%

12.04%
24.82%
47.08%
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27. Consolidating driveways and restricting left turns on major streets to make traffic 
flow more smoothly.

Answer: U responses: % of total:
1. Zero Importance 49 9.19%
2. Not Important 77 14.45%
3. Neutral 115 21.58%
4. Important 157 29.46%
5. Very Important 135 25.33%

Total number responding 533

28. Slowing traffic on neighborhood streets with curb extensions, traffic cin
bumps and other traffic calming improvements to improve safety and n
neighborhood traffic and tmck infiltration.

Answer: U responses: % of total:
1. Zero Importance 76 13.94%
2. Not Important 56 10.28%
3. Neutral 63 11.56%
4. Important 132 24.22%
5. Very Important 218 40.00%

Total number responding 545

29. What is the biggest barrier to your walking for short trips?

Answen # responses: */o of total:
1. No sidewalks near my home 60 12.66%
2. I have to walk near fast moving cars 47 9.92%
3. No paths connect me to shopping areas 25 5.27%
4. Streets are too wide to cross 15 3.16%
5. Lack of traffic signals for pedestrians 10 2.11%
6. Distance to commercial areas too great 171 36.08%
7. Personal safety issues 26 5.49%
8. Not enough time 67 14.14%
9. Not able to walk 19 4.01%

10. Hills, weather, or other 34 7.17%

Total number responding 474
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30. What is the biggest barrier to your making trips by bus or light rail?

Answer: # responses: % of total:
1. Schedules hard to use 24 4.99%
2. No park & ride lots near my house or lots 

are full
16 3.33%

3. Lack of bus service or no routes to 
destination

192 39.92%

4. I have to make a lot of stops 60 12.47%
5. I have to wait too long 74 15.38%
6. No place for bags, packages, etc. 19 3.95%
7. Lack of bike parking at transit stops 6 1.25%
8. Weather, lack of covered bus shelters 15 3.12%
9. Personal safety issues 31 6.44%

10. I have to make too many transfers 44 9.15%

Total number responding 481

31. What is the biggest barrier to your making short trips by bike?

Answer: # responses: % of total:
1. Lack of secure bike paiking 10 1.93%
2. Not enough bike lanes / bikeways 67 12.96%
3, Weather / too dark in winter 67 12.96%
4. Bike routes don't connect to my 29 5.61%
S. No showering / changing facilities at 

destination
15 2.90%

6. Too much auto traffic, cars drive too fast. 101 19.54%
7. Hills and river crossings 30 5.80%
8. Physical condition 23 4.45%
9. N/A, I don't own or ride a bike 147 28.43%

10. Odier 28 5.42%

Total niunber responding 517
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The following is a list of programs for commuters that could help reduce rush hour traffic 
and help make other transportation options more workable. Please rate each of the 
following by how likely you are to take advantage of the program. If this doesn’t apply to you, 
in other words, if you don’t make work related commuter trips, please do not answer the 
questions in this section.

32. Carpool and vanpool matching

Answer: # responses: % of total:
1. Zero Likelihood 149 37.82%
2. Not Likely 102 25.89%
3. Neutral 45 11.42%
4. Likely 65 16.50%
5. Very Likely 33 8.38%

Total number responding 394

33. Telecommuting or working at home

Answer: # responses: % of total:
1. Zero Likelihood 80 20.00%
2. Not Likely 65 16.25%
3. Neutral 37 9.25%
4. Likely 80 20.00%
5. Very Likely 138 34.50%

Total number responding 400

34. Discounted transit pass for the bus or MAX

Answer: # responses: % of total:
1. Zero Likelihood 149 36.88%
2. Not Likely 58 14.36%
3. Neutral 48. 11.88%
4. Likely 65 16.09%
5. Very Likely 84 20.79%

Total number responding 404
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35. Pay fee to use special "fast" highway lanes put aside for rush hour traffic times
(toll roads or congestion pricing)

# responses: % of total;
1. Zero Likelihood 164 39.81%
2. Not Likely 75 18.20%
3. Neutral 49 11.89%
4. Likely 62 15.05%
5. Very Likely 62 15.05%

Total niunber responding 412

36. Preferential parking for carpools

Answer: # responses: % of total:
1. Zero Likelihood 148 37.28%
2. Not Likely 72 18.14%
3. Neutral 79 19.90%
4. Likely 53 13.35%
5. Very Likely 45 11.34%

Total number responding 397

37. Guaranteed ride home if I need to get home quickly on a day that I com
transit, bike or foot

Answer: # responses: % of total:
1. Zero Likelihood 128 31.92%
2. Not Likely 42 10.47%
3. Neutral 55 13.72%
4. Likely 84 20.95%
5. Very Likely 92 22.94%

Total number responding 401
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38. Secure bike parking or lockers and facilities for showering and changing

Answer: # responses: % of total:
1. Zero Likelihood 174 43.18%
2. Not Likely 54 13.40%
3. Neutral 54 13.40%
4, Likely 49 12.16%
5. Very Likely 72 17.87%

Total number responding 403

39. Getting information. Which one of the following would be the most convenient
you to get information on Growth Management, Transportation and Livability issues'

Answer: # responses: % of total:
1. Work 82 15.80%
2. Local govenunent (city or county) 50 9.63%
3. Metro 80 15.41%
4. School 5 0.96%
5. Library 13 2.50%
6. Internet 44 8.48%
7. CATV 15 2.89%
8. Newspaper 176 33.91%
9. Radio 22 4.24%

10. Odier 32 6.17%

Total number responding 519

The following are statements to help evaluate the elements of this open house i 
Indicate how much you agree with the following statements.

40. I thought the information and display area was valuable to me.

Answer: # responses: % of total:
1. Strongly Disagree 22 4.37%
2. Disagree 26 5.16%
3. Neutral .94 18.65%
4. Agree 263 52.18%
5. Strongly Agree 99 19.64%

Total number responding 504
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41. I thought this “Public Pulse” session was valuable to me.

Answer: a responses: % of total:
1. Strongly Disagree 17 3.44%
2. Disagree 28 5.67%
3. Neutral 99 20.04%
4. Agree 242 48.99%
5. Strongly Agree 108 21.86%

Total number responding 494

42. Overall, I thought the open house was valuable to me.

Answer: #. responses: % of total:
1. Strongly Disagree 9 1.78%
2. Disagree 23 4.55%
3. Neutral 77 15.22%
4. Agree 302 59.68%
5. Strongly Agree 95 18.77%

Total number responding 506

Regional Livability Open Houses 
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Public Pulse Survey Overall Results 
Additional Comments

Question 4 - Which best described your transportation habits for trips to work?

1. I am a retired person (4).

2. I bike if under 5 miles and it is not pouring down rain.

3. I don’t work.

4. I currently car pool to work.

5. Traffic on narrow SE Division Street (at 43rd) refuses to stop for me, as 
required, at an un-signaled, unmarked intersection crosswalk. We don’t 
need any signals, but traffic enforcement.

Question 12 - Limit large scale retail stores like Costco or Walmart.

1. Unless they fit with the existing neighborhood.

Question 13 - To reduce the alTect of the above strategies on existing neighborhoods, 
accommodate new homes with a 5,000 acre expansion of the 
Urban Growth Boundary, which is the equivalent of adding a 
city the size of Oregon City.

1. What size is Oregon City in population? This is not enough.

2. In reference to the statement after questions 13,1 would agree as long as such 
development occurs in commercially zoned areas.

Question 14-1 would support this type of development because it might bring 
more traffics and congestion to my neighborhood.

1. This would bring increased bus service.

Question 15-1 would oppose this type of development because it might bring 
more traffic and congestion to my neighborhood.

1. If proper planning can absorb impact I would be in favor.
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Question 16 - Protecting streams and requiring that new development address 
storm water run-ofT are ways to protect the region’s water 
quality.

1. When will I or am I expected to drink stream water?

Question 17-1 would be willing to accept an additional home in my neighborhood
if it means being able to protect streams, green spaces and flood plains.

1. Focus on afford ability without expanding the boundary.

Question 27 - Consolidated driveways and restricting left turns on major 
streets to make traffic flow more smoothly.

1. Slow down traffic and keep businesses facing onto major streets. Don’t allow 
them to turn their backs on arterials.

Question 29 - What is the biggest barrier to your walking for short trips?

1. There is no answer here that fits our situation. We walk a lot.

2. The West Hills need more pathways and public trail easements, not just traditional 
sidewalks.

3. Too lazy until recently. We have no barriers to any of the above.

4. My neighborhood is conducive to walking.

5. Traffic signals are too short for seniors and handicapped traveling north and south 
on Sandy Blvd.

6. I usually walk.

7. Should include traffic and wide streets (personal safety issues).

8. None -1 already walk a lot now.

Question 30 - What is the biggest barrier to your making trips by bus or light rail?

1. I am in sales and have to make many stops each day.

2. I am a contractor and I work out of my truck.
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3. I live too far out.

4. I have a car and I prefer to use it.

5. I have to carry one baby with my groceries.

6. It is convenient to take light rail. I just don’t go to Portland that often.

7. No use for it.

8. I have two children and a car.

9. I takes too much time.

10. Cross town trips increase travel time from 10 minutes to 1 hour.

11. It takes longer.

12. The cost of the tickets is too high.

13. It is not convenient.

Question 31- What is the biggest barrier to you making short trips by bike?

1. Always have children with me.

2. I live on a very steep hill.

3. It is too far.

4. You are wasting our transportation dollars on bikes!

5. I don’t want bike lanes in my area over 6' wide.

6. I need my truck for work.

7. The time that it takes.

8. This is not an area for consistent bike use. It is not appropriate use of discussion time.

9. I currently commute 50-100 miles a day.

10. Bikes should only be allowed on bike paths.
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11. Bike routes don’t connect to each other.

12. These things don’t stop me but they do discourage me and inhibit me.

13. No need to!

14. My two children make it difficult to use a bicycle. Need my car.

15. Please add more bike lanes.

16. I have not worked out a way to carry my young child by bike.

17. Twill ride more.

Question 39 - Getting Information

1. CPO 9 Hillsboro.

2. OPB Radio.

3. Flyer in the mail (3).

4. My mailbox.

5. My school.

6. My neighborhood association.

7. My local chamber of commerce.

8. Public broadcast on television

9. Newsletter

Additional Comments:

1. This open house was not valuable as I am already involved in the process.

2. I think that your questions are really slanted to achieve the data that you are already 
convinced is “politically correct”.

3. These proposals never mean only one additional home. Your question (#17) 
is very misleading! Protecting streams and flood plains should not be confused 
with other issues regarding housing density. Either we protect streams, wetlands,
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etc. or we don’t. Quite contributing to peoples uncertainties.

These changes should not be designed to increase environmental problems i.e. street 
run off into streams and road increases into wetlands.

4. If you are trying to find out what people think, why slant questions the way you want them! I

5. The expansion of Oregon City is not in all one area.

6. Some of your questions do not relate in suburban areas or for those of us who choose 
to use a car. In addition I want to voice my opinion about opening up the UGB. With 
house prices rising, keeping the boundaries closed will accentuate the problem as our 
values climb so will anxiety from corporations who can not transfer in new employees 
who cannot replace their current housing with equal housing. We can not hold back 
growth - increased density destroys peace of spirit, neighborhood and it also creates 
stress!

8. Teach Oregonians to read so that they can obey limit signs, etc.

9. Hold the Urban Growth Boundary.

10. We need to remove Farm/Forest tax deferral within the UGB.

11. We need to expand the roads and bypasses that we have and not add additional roads to 
the system.

12. Metro should address the cost of housing. Afford ability dictates where people live.

13. The Public Pulse survey was too slow. It takes too much time at this 3 hour event and it 
does not allow for detailed responses.

14. The available lots in my neighborhood are in an environmental protected area.

15. Please do not expand the urban growth boundary. We are at the limit of our natural 
resources. Degrading them further will eventually slow growth but who gains? Only 
developers, realtors and bankers in the short term.

16. Nothing is affordable. This is a critical issue for Metro to get involved in.

17. What about the affordable housing issue? The livability of PDX is 
ridiculous. Only the richest and the middle class can afford to live 
here. Minimum wage and service economy workers need mandated 
affordable housing in the area which they are employed.
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18. We need subsidized taxis to feed Max and get people used to not using their 
cars.

19. Please do not expand the urban growth boundary.

20. It was very difficult to get a copy of the Framework Plan that we are supposedly 
here to comment on.

21. Allow much smaller single dwelling house lots. Separated house should be 
allowed to 2500 sf lots.
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T?Oualcl C ki/e>h. rvitp 3 '^O'-

'Z^CSo 5^ Ax^ fw______
City/Stofe/ZIP fO ____Q^L----- C/7'^£.

Comments (please prinf)_ 

VP
'i'cyt/7^

Cm^^/uuouk -flAJo

CAle O? 0-^ 4///»v—4-^

'77\0t^d lryUo<^ ^1^/^
—/i

A
C (^<^S ^__

J-ir.

loua 7^
^ YP<L^S'/~

X

Printed on recydedoontent paper /
(Zi^trs j/> /a cJL

Name.

Affiliation.

o Date.

AfUi^ 2~S^O Av^‘ —-------------
City/State/ZIP Cf?^C>CL----- ----- -------- ----------
Comments (please print)_____ \J^ h 1/ V^_

yv'PT^ SzV-gg^i^? P(>hLf'
fz/yg yt jzsij^ 7^9 ^

/l ^ ohhpy^
t1!rO<zt^<sr' ij^yf

XA/€

Prin/ed on recydedcontent paper
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I
I
I
I
I
I
II 

0

/' >\ j; - >'v^ % 4 v V'< R'^ T' ^

kii^ XiWKS*^

Transportation
Comment card

Metro

pqi[

Transportation
Comment card

Metro

Name rw. g-3^ -fC
Affiliofion______ ___________________________

So A^-fw
Oty/Sfote/ZlP /f^*i , 0^ ____________
Commentsbleaseprint)_______ ''TJ^ ~7^K/~o Vf!U "S ~7V^^ ___

(/?> ,~U ^
//<^5 -^^7/ ^6/^ (yp^>-

Uh'fyreA^//.y iv fk~ __
A>1 1 '

/- QP^ ko-t C<9yfla i^Zi i*tl

Tksyu. /-^ '9""^'^^^'—
/^~>7 -T4-^

AcaiSS Ai ^poi~e^ //t^
/dj^.A-^1’ Siy^pjh C(<i> 7^/'^-

Prinl0d on recydodoonlont pojp^T
-$J2J2&d.

Name.
Affiliation.

Date 3

S^ <TZ:B ^/k^. Ffme___________
City/Stote/ZIP ^ . O^ ?2

Comments (please print). "hJiMJ h^s 5'A^
n A» ’ \AyZ^,<' n (r^ zv^e/s/' ^ Qc/pVt^A^S7

A.)i- ' Srh^ojhtf
~y -d

Printed on recydeckxmlent paper
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i
Transportation

Comment cord

Metro

ail

Transportation
Comment card

Metro

Name_ /a ^^(a'f- -ZL Date. 3-7>o-f&
Affiliation.
ArUp« ^ -Ffione-------^ —

o<y/.<^ntft/7ip ---------------------------
Comments (pleaseprintl ///(y ^ tyv>^A7 r--------------ST-

,l f>L ^
If ^ /

\r'A.. ^ s t1.-------Th(?'s<^ j-y^es n7^—£^4^
th 7^/"gg^y-y?3H r __tA^^y? J(?(x^ s2—

j\uĴ/^<;<z //i/o 6\/^ ve^---- rAi^'A-firv (:L
■fov^

Jt2>̂ ^

^(T; 'va
r^5 .T . AJfy Si>^ l^9<

/krS_____SUjyiAM .
\a/1\j>a^ ^ ^ hbi/t" A^^.i‘'‘yiY.

5vV^z>^ jA. <XL>uU hMf rh

Printed on faeycled-oonlenl papor

Name.

Affiliation.

Date. 5-3o-f^

MApfn 30 ■ A^' Ffione <?53~y/^/

aty/Stote/ZIP_ Potr-U a 4-V 7ZZ!? g_

Comments (please print). Qutr^L r^j-UVln /'/ ^irrtenis \p»eu5e pmn y ^f ^ f

PliL^BirQect/7>ii<y 0
6 ly^j'l^ //b Ce^A

Ckffyt/lA Ap /o'
g? a Cd>//f^r dPi/^ o L^'f-Py^^r^ i Ts

<^f-p-fs^vCj~ S'y

Printed on recydedoontenl paper
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I
I
I
I
I
I
II 

I 

I 

0 

0 

I 

I 

8 

I 

I 

8 

I 

I

i ir

Transportation
Comment card

Metro

ngi

Metro

Name_ Z,4-<r kit d>T 2- Date g -30 - %

Transportation
Comment cord

Affilintirm (jJ IljlA jL^FTTF. 0>ArC-t'T?,f^--------------------------

Aftw 2-^^o ^?>y'cJ AuC Ftme 2>33^^/^/-----------
r-rty/Stnte/ZlP P^'^H^ O/^__ f7Z<3.£----------------------------------
Comments (please print! T^(P 0^1 y. SljOuW.6e.

hot' k^iAe ■__
^ i^:lQ -Co.oPL-f^J y,In'/-y. PicC^pUu

(/ai- TWrr.iL^ A"^S 6>G(2^ tui^hiU_/hfb

'^'Ajduca L r9~ S/2^ /U'Sr {2. H. 

/V 'h % rh -----
y>73>»g hu^jUa ^U-J- ___cg1 <p^_

C/V^ 7^ 7^ /a

Ci^,;s‘ /T j?—
e/z/v, /4^ /Obt^ l/Jcy-iey

Printed on recycla<fo6nlent paper .

Name

Affiliation.

Addess.

DolT^ /^ <C /piU>/-'Z_____ Dote 3 -3^ C

'2^Q3o >^e- fw '^33-W/.
City/State/ZlP QP~___ (f ? ^OS.

Comments (please print! P/yJ-^ Ip-S--------

<li/’:>uLJ b-^ ^c^/:iy^'-PA___^vr\ C&£.
CjUi^ Py /?/^ A <\'hy~)j^ \ - 
O'f -Hy /4/>^-s;/5:^^y
/:^ /gt/^ hfiCJf<lC/4yir 7^

' /~? Bos^fpty^ t<rZs . -------^--------------QJ2.

Printed on recydedconlent paper
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,, A5r> /-'ix-' N /;-V '' :s5;;l 
C" * ; > ,V'

sasSss:

i i
Transportation

Comment card

Metro

Transportation
Comment card

Metro

Name. Pc h^Lo'f-Z-
Affiliation.

Addes

Date.

^^36 •2-33- 9P!
Oly/Sole/aP ppr-hlc, ^-(-, Q/3- f 7^2-06______

Comments (please print)_

Pi^h ^

r?^0 " Sjy^QS^
/ h. Aq gc / Fi^i/

^5 //v
^ TP^______ Z. 9" ‘^/huiyU't*^ C A

'Pk CJL “/t? ^ <✓>- ^ 7$ // / A ---------------------------------
• A1 ^ W A-1 /t^ Cc/lr^A rj? L 7pds!

/,u. ,h ^__ T^r-- c^/
X- ( <S 7Vv<3/7^ C? Uc> .--------------------------

StijptyL^ P-e ~PP^ ^ A>r /2^/^/V) —
^ ^pr-e&..^^c^_______o pyxoUp^ .

Printed on recydedcontent paper

Name. .Date.

Affiliation. -----------------------------------------------------------------------------

Mfes/«je<S’^ . Fw ^€Er<P~'E'*f^9‘-------
Oly/State/ZIP_ "yyLi^j) OP. __________
Comments (please print)___________________________________ ________________
/><or m fAi/ar n'f PAfL » ^/</> it

"tf> €oae*fe^. ---------------------------
Tyn^ if /t ------
pen jO/A. cJh >iarf- /?Avff. "PAe-tr afP^
«/^<g/f -g^ /4c<g ^yho^Ptr rrA h/^.-----------------------_

re ~fys L tMfh9^^JAfrji^er<iJzd.
fuer ejA- L/j^eikt ip ^oij/re^ (L6MMet L/j^eikt ly'ofP/cg

/7S LusA U AA(/ar^Ai^/^/e-r Pf^(tAs<-------
T4 >4 ao^L -fbjMk£L.

OMtA^P^ALi-Pf^r t^W 1^0 31
^OA'k lf>/‘



0
II
II
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
0

nronmn n L

Transportation
Comment cord

Metro

Nome

Affiliation________________

M Date.

A/4-kxx l(a Fhone_

Oly/Sfate/ZIP_ Pc^TT^Hvro ,
v^iiy/ 4iji_________ f ■ -------------------------------------------------------------------

Comments (please printl 5^/M U/vJ^____° ——^t-crrJ G-------------------------------

.gjz- g--0-03 /ivi S~.e. T-HT^6rt T-»4^

CXOS5 S-n/i/^y . /»T^

0/‘hA/<STgyggtJS f^cuTi -CiOC^tl Lf rJ ^ /^C-C.£tS.S---- ~TH-cpm---- AAm

^T£jUfJ. 4t,«;o J 'Tytj£ Ca^q-h^^^ Sj/^S aa^<£s .

tv-6 aaost <r??>v/se . X^T- ^g>ev/ag—^—

r<5Y^f^urrm/ rw^ —py-e s~ Tig/fwi/r.

7^rZ>3?/ig)gVt<to->gg'» V~^ <gg7~ 7?vg~ uJC^TS (0 S-----PA^<J^
----  ^ / oofcV!:/o«r~

Cf~P TWr f^tcf6^-e€> Qgx3ryy/</,6 ^ j
6-rTw c.oin^ cJL^rfPr^ A- f=fegQgg-__U/y?i~

Printed on ncydockonlent paper 
Oijr- «=■ T>^

OTaJ a-T'

Be
■XnAr^

exiS-n/NJC t^lis/ST -TO
43<r<TT.t‘VTVO, XTeC <^t-rv ^ H^ruMD nJCK-

Ovi^yc.*

E>eVEi_aP©e.>^ iMTq <*U>e^iAflS>

^ors !irs<-«*rvv3 c_ieo^S«'/<S .

Regional Transportation Plan
Planning Department 
Metro
6CX) NE Grand Ave.
Portland, OR 97232*2736.
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X /> V

Transportation
Comment card

Metro

^ w® ' ^
WyM^

Transportation
Comment card

Metro

Name. 'S'~ri?v-ofi-T .Dale_S/M

Affiliation.
G?>Z(S Sv-^ UPt^NTS fWTobb^^TbPrccH-eo>^

ri(y/ante/zip fir^.g-T^A-oc:^ c\l~l'\c\------------------------------------------------

Comments (please print).

~\~ \ »,v^^ (t^t: , CoLltn.r<
ftMA ^flch rviE-Hb"^ C-i^c.fVio\ ^rr=t- i^&uLb

(XiOtr ~7G t^oAxi^ rO'i. Bii^tr (!)t- ~T

Rjf T P-fcU y:T)n,cc-b TD bP-<.vJ^ c/^ •
T <Or, SAf£ ~Tb I

fVtG,s-T R-C\/:H^>C i>vi AaV PfiA^7 (*)■- ~7Q^a) \4V)AJ>=-----
— -̂----------------------- J

fOO o)aol^6/L^ ^ rv^OCi-j 5/bf W/Hio ? . TMr

fV\(^r^ KhOa^-iS MAvA' ^ ^ g>07 fKg.
(?UGtU~f t^cy-1 fn fVAfM "TMfiPit^ A-^

Prinlod on meyded-eontent paper o.O- rfl-JS. ^^or^ .MPtffls/nr

Name, ___Date. Sl^d/^A
Affilintion N^/

M4txx 16^1^ 6 & (PjQiJ^NT' "S'7— Fficne 2^ -------------

City/State/ZlP PnYlT>/)r^ Of^ ^7^/4:-------------------------- ----

Comments (please print),___________________ ___ _________________________
(VS SMzJTycyQ
ojj Of- (^\\r£>P^K
^L/by/h _

f ! h)f)i)^r(^ 0yCmMATp^
Tbur “f^rr n^rs

TZ2> C/i^< ^i\/U^ pf\) U/AS-r-5/Qjg:
IA t^or- u fj P-H^/'rhGK/i/^-t^, ^9i> NlCi^

TttTyr lL r\U^
rAk'L i^^-r •!

Printed on recydedconlent paper
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I
I
I
I
I
n
0
I
I
0
0
I
I
II 

0
I
I
I
I

;/ c:4's/;;„

iUi .

Transportation
Comment card

Metro

□ OE

Transportation
Comment card

Metro

Name f>'/J ft/tit? L —■ Date_ 2/^
Affiliafion
Address Z' C / » .9 U/ {"

City/Stafe/ZIP_ kl
Ftoe

Comments (pleaseprint! I j' fp/g'^

_i - <^fv^»« ft IV7V^. PhV.^,^,.
s)/toc>/| ))L tn> h^Jivtb^__liJ—j'Wr cjr Yi^<^h'L

oU^^'h'CAh’i-r /cj fi , --- ]!^-----

b6^rati fC Af Vk^yf d./if^hJ

tM.vLP>tA

Printed on reeydedconlent paper

Name_

Affiliation_______________________

Date 3 - 3^ -

Address /i6^t^3/2^ Rene

Gty/Stote/ZIP PJ-/J ^/g
-'f// ^

Comments (please print! f/*^ ^

/'J/> ^/_^<r -—

UJ /r^/' T //
o'/r '^If/e ^ ____

rtr/

Printed on recydedconlent paper
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^ _. > \1a' •• \ •
Kwx N-JSJwi^

□ UE

Transportation
Comment card

Metro

nmmnaD □ l

Transportation
Comment card

Metro

Name ^<*jrn Sk.^ Date_

Affiliation ^ I Pc
Address Fftne f^ 'S*5_

City/State/ZlP Zc^T^-------------------

Comments (please print).
.3^-j-rt p ■^cy-c‘\ii’^\<^—^1/1

Jpnv r t^^U- . j^nv' Irxe^i^e.j^,

uJ^thA^ ■j'n—(,JQ-<,U it ---------
n _p-g-r 1/1 ^.p^.1---------------- ------------------------

' i P? a j^k> 'b

Prilled on recydedconlent paper

Name /'^->/W'r- \ <:~^u. -g- L^JZA/ct^ 

Affiliation P^'T' ___________________

Dote '^f'SQ

Address <^,nrs\c-a Phone 7^33

City/State/ZlP "P/3X _____________________

Comments (please print)________________________
(L.\o^e^ ,,!5^J((x^ooe=} g.;f \:^CLJuJ~ji‘

-f:^rR)hi ^ i dg,«5>__r J
ht ku(-lc(,

i/pj/nd(L<, I^rtr4j-<g9.
✓I/O/.? y?;^^ h\\^. brtjjg. n/.

P/<3. flnAi^ks ^jVi g
pt^goAm^y.^ i^r. ^ I

n.

Printed on mcycledoontent paper
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I
I
I
I
I
I
II 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

1 

I 

I

s ^

Name
<̂ Urn Date a/so

Affiliation
Arlrinact

^nzH

Transportation
Comment card

City/Stote/ZlP_________________________
Comments (please print) / ^ fide /VLU Ic^Ua /fClM ho^ ^S_ 

UvlclCPi cZS> CL/<^i-hcrt(^^ / oWiyi cx ca'^. !//€
noo(i yyypiJL kxck£- /cu^€s <^-s tOl',^cfh) ./Z- - cx/<:Mx^tx.^^

/SgA dcLvic^DUS % he^ho^^ri Z /cu^
of I'^j2^a lh'<xf‘pt(l ■ / LOoidd /c/^ in^erm hdcj^
en hrta^e^^ ■ li'S nof' r^czL-fffiC ffioot O^o P& i^c/f

WOi ILl f^M>A Lyitdof-r tncd<^ ^5---
■fr/Ciln<f^yu^'ia 07^ fpcrf. / Ccunf"j^)

hezL^ fo \/y\,i^in//o dyiLVL^a^ oricCu^a ^ ^^c/e-^eo-

ch fiLp ■ MijaiAoMAr - clI

Metro
r^glbj &i a ch

lJ Printed on recyded-content paperC^ , j ,

t%i -p^ ^ t gv<W KnxC^ tA/evl^. 
ntA^Ch dgT^\/m4^iM W do/L /oJ^'^iT) hcd^- \ f We>r/du.\

Nn^. fe’AOAPUMt UC-HIYAMA
Affiliation

(
Date 3/^ <l f

A-lcfess rf9lJQ Bca\^i, tU.Ftene__ f.'^O =? ) '"/d

City/State/ZlP V. /O^ *?7^ ?v^iiy/ OIV.JIW/ «-<i I rr j. / >* i j ^ — i -j ----------------

Comments (please printlCT) mgc-vwv-fetv^xi^ Lu u-^i - UAnJ^O 

I2AA /tv»ix2^[ /r{- iPoUi^M —

jO'Lr>Ai/nA A/t^ry^ -di\L^ ■

(^ T^y ^A4. 4^0

Transportation
Comment card

,,. - --------------------- ------------

4? kg:fev -^unkt^si^ ,
------------------------------------------------------------

Metro Printed on recycled<x>ntent paper
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aiMW*

MmM Jir-ii?

' * \ N>X«.\Ar

nnw

i

Name Date_

AffiIiation_

Address
'lOO AJ-^ /£?t^ C/Fhcne

Cily/Stale/ZIP_ 6>r<fiL^^ nfK <7'7o3o
Comments (please print)_____UJ

rcn-M^ ; JuL f ____i

-TZ.. 4i

My
[I

7W»>^

t4» Sn-e^^ -/tO
-iS<-

<-C-/

Ci-t-JL f / r

Transportation ^ 6.1 //^

Comment card
^ i ^ C»-'<i- m-lvX •tT. C-t-C^ Sc"U^-\~y f>v^ ~H^ -Oo i-t' /■^',>Vt^

^Lq^aJ^ y T r ^ 4V.-^ ^ k<^'
.-^-r* C> /•'V <**l«*1

y^c i£<v

Metro Prin/ed on recyclod-conlanl paper :zt\
!2iL

/W-|

□om:

Name Y^agts^ ^~P:X-TygQ v^S7 Date__ M

Affiliation rr'^'F»-saJt>jtA^ * _____

Address_________________;_________________ Fhcne_

Cily/Stafe/ZIP

[\ t'l

Comments (please printi AljTge»iA-ruJE ^*^ACa><AaO

a»i fVstg-Gai^v^crr* <.isl-crts.<o SA-Os^ ~ -j-rgyili

glgt-t-A -W-N \\g~ >J <t^ rr^

Transportation
Comment card

Metro Printed on recyded-content paper
37



£:iV V '- \'i

.•■■j ']H >*'~^ iT/ T . |r''''jtr•jWr ITny^' *’'!"

Transportation
Comment card

Metro

fsws

Transportation
Comment card

Metro

Name_ r^Arn LgiCfc^ Date_

Affiliation I? \ P

AtHrs /<n>^ ^^/,/,k^xxtc^ FfTcne---- ^3^-7^3~3.

rily/5^nte/71P . 6/C------------------------------------------ -

Comments (please print).

^ ij y\ V I <1^. v~r'( _

Printed on recyded-oontent paper

Name 1 VJO\.>C> <■ Date ^ /11 <=^0

Affiliation rTt'ag’vJ 

Acbess_

4
Ffcne_

City/State/ZIP_
Comments (please print! L.K>A^ig» (g-cL.Tm»^t» -rec»_C

LA>4€s cAi ervvi «=>y -r-i_l‘C» " v^gs>-rtgn:?(JJGs

tA 'TjkMQg, r~&\\/te=- /A.fea. L ~S»jr <io>c/ f-f\xA-r--------

,~Sc=!^rp’rvT^\-rs ^~Tg^ —------------------------ -----------------

Printed on recydedcontent paper
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i
Transportation

Comment card

Ku™ rJi/nyi 1 c ^AK^'K<py Dote ^I^O/C[io

Affiiwi/v, r ----------------------- ----------------- -—
AAW ^U-9(^ VJi^ |(t^ U Fhc«. 2.S(

rjK. /Q»«»o /TIP p nV AlZI'i
/-««««*« fnU««»rvinrt ,P/? '• AAaC U U<j> G M S-t^ ^ •----- 1 C?P'^,-

-i-n CjfJLS 4o lOcorlc

P^uj] (-MiT-Ku "4o -fV^MAS lt~.
/-Lul-P Aio Ir-^ CG^ r' n <nT' ( COak^ ^L^i- ^

i^l!3^ KK4' /)ri>3 (OLrcA. '\n-cAtiL>S _
^-f ■ Ic ri CLl.^ y• But- I A.m_ (aoT

\J.’)\jLS^r.U^ Ct^cA^'i-AC |/K^ -4o Uy—|gc4~g j^V

/Vho - 1 W S^OCaCoU ^Cv\l!Mi^

u\ /TV JT/ 6U
Metro

4o \oL CL >r^Ki L(mJT

.i:

Regional Transportation Plan
Planning Department 
Metro
600 NE Grand Ave.
Portland, OR 97232-2736.

/^(L. “fo ■

I. ^ 0

of
cLSirhc^ 400^ t

l-O'i'i ru<3^'€ CorK-bs^-^(<^t^ . n i-e,
J^yvcrs c:j>t-e: r^^ 4=
Se,C \ 5 ^ of_J^ ■



Transportation
Comment card

Metro

j|SSs

Transportation
Comment card

Metro

Affiliation I 'Tl

Date_ ?/^Y? i

FtTcne-------------------

Oty/.^nte/ZlP ^TP^Oty/.^nte/ZlP ^----------7 1

rrtftiinanKfpIpnseprintl -------------——

oNuz 'j-
■^u 'T A/gtA/ <

~7fa t^cT-^ k/Uf^__(Z^T ^
7^ ^ A /^'7r* A/-f='t f, /

Printed on recydedoonlent paper

Name.

Affiliation. 

Miess

f^OOej kS /^/6^ .Date.

£^6 3° <^E <z^3-9r/^/
niy/stfite/zip pi>\rH ---- ;------ ------------
Comments (please print)______Cr^u/^fi C

yr^nrU____________ ______________ 7 y
/i/i^ <T/>^f/Lg. IreiAM^: yj^—^

4^W>
J\0h f'i-oir^^ So ij^DiA't___

S'h'^jf' t^ui-e. _____
I'hnhrf-n^^ S'I^^k^LcL—

-f- a-/} ~^/> ----------------------------

Printed on recydedoonteiit paper 40



Name
D. /¥O:^/’€'■/'_____Date_Jf_JLlZ^

Affiliation /^e/fr^r/ /''6ref/<p^
95' Lt/i' fSiJf A"/VpFfinnff <¥-CS4

City/State/ZIPc/<^ r •/■/-/1. 9 ^--------------------

Comments (please print)________
/f' is /'/^/ /j f^r/ -/rue Cirf j}c/ rr^l‘hr>J^cn 7 /^o—

y/M ct /1esCJi ^ ^ ^<^y' --------
2^ / >yl/OK6 9 /'/>-fa /^ rr/ Z' / 6^1 o "P _t^C)Cic/y_

' -f-A. fac/,,-f f >7 l/c //eyi

Transportation Q) <^rfc^/,yhily A.
Comment card

/xoa/rdcr^2^/. <f cf
C^ P/<yjt flrp- -f /ccerf/f ^ p-p ct -fcj/ii/ere

w> r ^ /y /7 (°r 7^/ j)j?

Metro

or ^ ^/ar/i <° ^ / c?-// c/^
Cf>'c/ r/ S^<?/~ti^oad 7^/0 //r Qft^c/

■j-h^ Sc/Ji Tf»/ /7/^<;>/7 4/o' ✓> 77?o'/ . rJ7£>ij(^

Printed on recyclechonlent paper

^e UG •

Dmmmmn DfiiL

Nome_ Motl
Affiliation, pcc rFAdoitvV

- aU4-

i <}0<~.‘^ Mtcc) Ye0 ^ ,
i)e^He K/^ei fn«'Jrp&c'r 

j' ' (we-nTC .‘M hgT^T"T~T

___ note g>/30/c\€^

An^W \U"7 FW ;^3M~lfe5jL
nty/State/ziP Tovt.H^ O ai^n^) W - c/i-i(L

Transportation
Comment card

Metro 41

Comments (please print! 31 »^e or>^ inncviou^j kviqss

K I ,. -vtt-rdcf Oi/S ■ \ t E_
f^rt- me. htrs- IH VtgwTWMifje ;s f^vp rwoo^l /o*^

^VmcjIs W.II fr^gs sKoul^ log \poo^K4~ t;|0 -fo. fS\_ exrq/n^^^^ —
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Portland Open House 
Regional Street Design Comments 

March 30,1996

1. More design attention needed for pedestrian crossing for multi-lane streets and roads.

2. Figure out ways to slow trafiSc in residential areas.

3. Bikeways are needed, however, the vehicle travel lane to the left of the bikeway 
causes conflicts for right turns for vehicles over the bikeway because vehicle 
drivers look for pedestrians on sidewalks - and may be looldng for cyclists - but 
cyclists often don’t look for right turning cars at intersections and come up from 
behind the car at a greater speed than a pedestrian - often in the driver’s blind 
spot. We need some other means of appropriating bike lanes.

4. More pedestrian crossings over multi-lane streets and highways.

5. Bicyclists need a safer place to ride than a bike lane on a slow street. I wonder 
how many people might cycle to work downtown if a street such as Division
was reserved for bicycles only. A paved bicycle path that is separate from the street 
would be another solution.

6. Balance local freight traffic with neighborhood traffic, appropriate limits to 
trucks on local streets.

7. We need to address street as public spaces, and access people’s “private” use 
of them. The sentiments “I own the road” and “road hog” need to subside! I 
am all for pedestrian and bike facilities encroaching upon the LOS for autos!

8. Handicapped accessibility is great. But many of the curb cuts in residential areas 
will never be used (except to break ankles). These should be constructed
on an “as needed” basis at citizen request, not universally.

9. I would with the blind and address pedestrian issues on an hourly basis, every day as we 
negotiate crossing streets, rounded comers, curb cuts placed inconsistently, poles 
designs in the center (or close to the center) of sidewalks, bushes that overlay and 
debris that collects, cars that park on an over the sidewalk or on the sidewalk in
the street. I am very concerned that our sidewalks are beautiful to the eye but also 
consistent and can be understood by “blind users” and accessed by “chair-users”.

10. We need a balanced steet system for all modes. Picture # 14 should have a tree 
area next to street to protect the sidewalk from cars. Town centers like Hillsdale 
should have more street “lanes” for connections and on-street parking.

11. We must provide central eastside access to the Regional Freeway system. This will
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eliminate a lot of traffic now going through downtown to access 1-5 south and US 26 West.

12. Where bike lanes are added next to on-street parking, please make them wide enough 
to allow for car doors opening without forcing bicyclists into traffic.

13.1 don’t get it. The mural to the left of this easel does an inadequate job of describing 
the Regional Street Concept. For the future, please explain in an understandable manner. 
How does it differ from what we have now? What does it cost? How would it affect 
my life?

I agree with these comments. The display looks nice but it is not clear to me what 
you are trying to show me. I want more substance.

14. Too much emphasis on auto traffic. Even the pictures don’t show the multi-modal 
use that these facilities are supposed to provide. I agree with above comments above.

15. Multnomah Blvd. is the only east/west access to Washington County from 1-5. Please 
address Vermont, Garden Home Rd, Taylors Ferry. These are all collectors that will 
be impacted. Please address these issues.

16. Left turn lane oflfMultnomah Blvd. to access proposed apartment complex (approximately 
SW 52nd on south side) with 2 lane road (no passing) bicycle lanes on both sides
and a 45 foot drop off on both into Woods Creek. There is a blind approach heading 
west - where will the left turn lane fit? The property is totally in an EP/EC zone.

On the northside of # 3 - 100 R 75 - covering what would be access road and 
dept easement to clean trash on Woods Creek.

17. Congestion financing - who is on your steering committee - the public is not informed. 
Please include Portland neighborhood associations in your public involvement out 
reach - CPO’s are in Washington County!

18. Rural roads: Most existing in SW do not have shoulders for pedestrians or bikes.
Ditches start immediately at edge of30-40 mph traffic lanes. Coule we at least 
get storm drains and shoulder on side? Walking and biking with current 
conditions is life threatening. We can’t even walk to existing bus lines!

19. Sidewalks in # 7.10.13 & 14: Exposure to fast traffic is an unpleasant 
experience. Allowing on-street parking provides a massive barrier (cars) 
between pedestrians and traffic. It looks cluttered in photos, but it is a 
much nicer walking experience.

20. Sidewalks should always have planting strips between them and the curb 
especially on “highways” and “roads” that have high speed traffic. This 
is in addition to the buffering provided by parked cars.
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21. Highways such as 99E (McLoughlin) should have good pedestrian facilities - sidewalks with 
planting strips between sidewalk and curb. “Highways” should have at-grade intersections 
with signals to facilitate pedestrian crossings. “Highways” should not have grade-seperated 
“interchanges” such as the Tacoma Street overpass. This area has been made much worse 
by this project. Pedestrians must walk up to a 1/4 mile of of their way, up stairs and ramps, 
just toget from one side of the street to the other. Previously, a signal at Tacoma allowed 
easy pedestrian crossing. In addition, the four streets south of Tacoma used to be functional 
intersections, with legal pedestrian crosswalks. Now, a “Jersey Barriera” stops all crossing 
at these four points, although frustrated pedestrians do cross at them, climbing over the 
barrier in the middle.

22. Loading zone and parking on alignment access.

23. Highways can be more pedestrian friendly.

24. Busways outside sidewalks are preferrable to bike lanes inside the parking strip.

25. Parking and loading zones directly on community boulevards severly detracts from the 
“community” feel/aestetics of the boulevard. Such boulevards should strive to 
include parking in compact structures behind the boulevard and loading zones in 
some type of alley. Thus, the boulevard would serve primarily as a place for
people to interact with people rather than moving vehicles of all sizes, types and speeds.

27. Many service industries depend on automobiles and trucks; concerned that survey 
was skewed toward non-auto modes.

28. Your survey questions are black and white. Need for design standards when thinking 
about developing on smaller lots.

29. Traffic speed on neighborhood streets detract from livability.

30. What about costs of transportation? What can we afford? Trade off of 
bikelanes vs. sidewalks.

31. Biggest barrier to transit is service quality. The bottom line is time. It takes longer 
to take the bus

32. Idea of private sector jobs to homes. To live closer to work.

33. Because of career changes, aging issues, etc can’t always be living close to 
where you work.

34. South/North should go down Interstate Avenue.

35. Density seems to be the driving force in growth plans. Not recreation activities.
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This is cart before the horse. How do we change this? We need community first 
in planning.

36. How come downtown alternative was not seperated into different alternatives?

37. Line 41 has safety issues. This is a growing concern. How about the rest of the 
region?

38. There should be some park-and-ride stations closer in.

39. Transportation infrastructure outside of the Metro area is needed. Where does the money 
come from? The roads need to be improved.

40. Can Metro implement tax?

41. Importance of transportation infrastruture for economic growth.

42. How can average citizens get better service from Tri-Met?

43. Who makes decision on where S/N LRT goes? More LRT service is needed on 
the central eastside.

44. Potential of Metro oversite of Tri-Met.

45. South/North impact on transit mall.
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Gresham Open House 
Regional Street Design Comments 

April 1,1996

1. No more 20' streets - Multnomah County streets are 50'.

2. Street design should definitely accommodate and encourage walking, cycling, running 
and use of less typical transportation vehicles - in addition to the use of automobiles. 
This means streets should be functional, attractive and safe also.

3. Sidewalks are not an option.

4. If streets are too narrow, cars will park on the sidewalk.

5. I love the divided street model in place in the Sandstone development (162nd & Halsey). 
The gently winding street with walking path in the center provides a number of 
advantages; room for cars, bikes, walkers; curves that reduce car speed; green space 
that enhances the aesthetics of the street.

6. Larger sidewalks, small streets in neighborhoods.
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Tualatin Open House 
Regional Street Design Comments 

April 2,1996

1. Western Bypass beltway to avoid congestion.

2. Additional crossing of Willamette River.

3. SE Portland/Mt. Hood Freeway.

4. Funding - Vote of the People.

5. Freight movement and truck access.

6. High speed rail.

7. Vote on South/North LRT.

8. Users should pay for transit and roads.
I

9. High density along transit corridors.

10. Toll roads (public and private).

11. More sidewalks, bikeways and overpasses/underpass.

12. Slow traffic.

13. Extend the Banfield LRT to MHCC and extend LRT to downtown McMinnville.

14. Trees are important.

15. Sidewalks off set from street with planting strip.
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LaSalle High School Open House 
Regional Street Design Comments 

April 3,1996

1. Encourage skinny neighborhoods, planting strips and street trees, sidewalks. Make 
better provisions on all roadways for pedestrian and bikes.

2. Personal safety in the evening should be a priority.

3. Require planting strips along with street trees that are required. Comprehensive traffic 
calming programs, speed bumps, curb extensions. You should design streets
for neighborhoods that encourage 25 MPH speeds to keep streets safe and livable.

4. Smaller is better for all government, development, community and environment.
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Aloha High School Open House 
Regional Street Design Comments 

April 4,1996

1. # 9 shows no handicapped curb-cut. This is a poor example of a sidewalk area.

2. TV Highway needs attention now!

3. Rural roads with increased density need a drastic reduction in speed limits or changes 
more reflective of # 18 (the north side of Cooper Mountain, Gassner Rd).

4. Washington county needs more frequent bus service and more connectivity of 
bus lines.

5. Let’s stop cul-de-sacs and do thru streets.

6. There is too much emphasis on bike lanes which are not utilized. They take up 
too much space and are costly. Utilize sidewalks for bikes and walkers.

7. Decrease drastically planned cul-de-sacs. We need parallel roads north of T.V. 
Highway. Reduce traffic on residential streets

8. Bike lanes are important. If you seriously want to commute on a bicycle, the sidewalk 
is not an alternative.

9. More extensive bus service to downtown (or in combo with Max) would be great.

10. Concerns about adding capacity vs. changing pedestrian options. Need to watch 
the land and road widths - we need less, not more.

11. Bike lanes are not used because they aren’t continuous. Complete the system!

12. Concentrate on upgrading existing streets.

13. Complete bikeway system.

14. Develop grid network of neighborhood streets in suburban areas.

15. Another vote for a completely usable system of bike paths. Also, zoning needs to be 
drastically modified to enable more pedestrians and bicycle trips.

16. I like the increased emphasis on pedestrian and bicycle use.
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Maryihurst College Open House 
Regional Street Design Comments 

April 8,1996

1. Metro’s plan for lightrail is great and Max is great. However, there are not enough sidewalks 
for people to get to the waiting areas to take advantage of these services. We put our
lives at great risk to get to these services, (i.e. Hart Rd, 231st, Baseline)

2. We need more traffic calming devices and discentivies to single occupancy vehicles.

3. I suggest car pool lanes similar to Seattle’s.

4. A better system to efficiently allocate the limited amount of street space i.e. electronic 
toll collection during peak commuting hours is needed.

5. Keep the roads narrow enough for bike and pedestrian use.

6. The first priority should be to maintain existing infrastruture. New “growth” finances 
itself with toll roads, LID’s, unearned increment and SDC’s.

7. Explore the idea of speed cusions which allow for emergency vehicles to drive at 
speeds appropriate to “fast” response (putting aside the congestion factor) and keeps 
cars at T.C. speeds.

8. Need to use speed bumps in neighborhoods more.

51



METRO OPEN HOUSE - Metro Council Chambers - 3/30/96

Q: What do you think of limiting parking?

1. Up the gas tax 1 cent and use the money for ped/bike/transit facilities. Educate people on 
hidden subsidies to automobiles.

2. Strongly in favor. Invest in transit and pedestrian ways instead.

3. Strongly favor. Charge parking fees, or provide financial incentives to land owners who 
do.

4. Strongly disagree- parking limitations force people to use mass transit! I choose the 
freedom of personal transportation provided by the automobile!

5. Americans don’t like to give up “freedom” = convenience(?) For the sake of a better 
community!

6. Strongly agree. It’s part of developing a responsible community- responsible development.

7. Strongly agree: It’s time to invest more in transit instead of continuing to subsidize the 
automobile.

8. It seems the huge mall parking lots -- while they remain empty much of the time— provide 
consumers with the belief that there’s “plenty of parking” -- since many Americans place 
a great deal of value on convenience. It would by key, therefore, to take this psychology 
into consideration when (re)designing parking. How do you make consumers feel as if 
they will have easy access to the stores? Simplicity, clarity and variety seem important. I 
do, however, hate parking lots with a vengeance. But it’s not me you need to convince — 
it’s people like my mom who spend a good deal of $ at these malls that the new parking 
will be safe and easy for people like herself

9. I agree with a limit on parking and charging for parking regionwide, either directly to 
consumers or via a per space fee on owners of parking lots. If parking is uniformly less 
convenient, people will drive less and use alts.

10. Agree with directly above comment, but note that transit to other than downtown needs to 
improve concurrently. The hub pattern is basic (so is used universally) but is only step one.

11. Sorry -1 disagree. We are nowhere near an accessible alternative. We still don’t even have 
sidewalks much less transit in Southwest. Lloyd mall use of land seems very smart.

12. Limited parking is only part of the larger regional transportation issue. We need less 
congestion on roads. We want high level of air quality. Congestion pricing should be 
applied. Planning supports this approach. And yes, limited parking should be part of the
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mix.

13. Perhaps developers can be assessed “congestion pricing” fees. They have the money.

14. We need mandates for affordable housing. Where are the people earning $5/hr at 
Starbucks supposed to live? Yes very important, agree! Metro needs to focus on this 
issue.

15. Not only does limiting parking free up more land for other uses, but it also reduces 
pollution from parking lot run off (oil, anti-freeze, etc.)

16. Parking for commercial uses throughout the region should be limited, perhaps using a 
ration similar to that proposed for the Lloyd District under the CCTMP. There should be a 
fee charged to the driver for all off-street commercial parking throughout the region.

17. Where are you thinking of limiting parking? What do you mean by limiting? Only the well- 
to- do get to “drive to the malls”?

18. We should create incentives for businesses to combine parking, rather than having a 
“Home Depot” style business needing 5 acres of parking down the street from a Wal-Mart 
lot. Let’s save some land!

19. I strongly support limits in parking but only when done in a way to discourage the 
wealthier among us to leave their cars at home too. Currently, they just pay the garage 
fees, parking tickets etc. Also, bus service needs to improve. If it takes me an hour to go 
across town or I can only catch my bus every 1/2 hr, I don’t feel like I can afford to take 
the bus. And finally, there needs to be affordable housing close in.

20. I think limiting parking is a good idea. On street parking is very important for protection 
of the pedestrian and helps slow down cars. It will also allow people to explore other 
modes.

21. If you have lots of packages to carry after shopping at a small or large mall, it’s difficult to 
cany sacks to the bus. Why not have special carts available to take packages to the bus or 
transit stops?

22. Place more emphasis on parking limits in suburban business/industrial areas. Need better 
local bus service in Sunset corridor area.

23. Stop City Center Parking’s 14 story park block fiasco!

24. Why limit parking? That is what we want- parked cars! Make it continually easier for 
people to leave them parked. More and better pedestrian facilities.

25. It seems most important to focus on using limited space overall for parking.

26. Limit parking to minimize traffic!
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27. Parking lots could be designed in such a way so that pedestrians getting to business are 
easily accommodated. It doesn’t hurt to walk from your parked car.

28. Decentralize government services so that those of us who must drive don’t congest 
the central city.

29. You need to get support and buy-in from commercial/retail folks who still want lots of 
parking for their customers, and lenders (banks, etc) who lend $ based on a pre
conceived notion of # of parking spaces to be built.

30. Bike lockers for safe, secure parking with a space for cycling clothes, helmet, please.

31. The need for parking will diminish as other forms of transportation improve and 
increase. Expand bus service watch car volume decrease

METRO OPEN HOUSE - Gresham - 4/1/96

Q: Parking comments.

1. Be careful not to shortchange parking around schools. They must serve school staff and 
visitors during the day and community use during evenings and weekends. Side streets 
can’t handle the volume.

2. Vertical structures for parking and retail will save much more precious land than has 
occurred in the past 30-40 years. Do give ample consideration to this approach in city 
design. Also parking structures should be beautiful to behold.

3. I concur!

4. Structures should be designed with security in mind.

5. See 2-19-96 Engineering News Record

6. Ban all cars from downtown PDX!

7. Put stores around building on street level and add plenty of covered, secured bicycle 
parking.

METRO OPEN HOUSE - Tualatin - 4/2/96 

Q: What do you think about limiting parking?

1. Was this trip necessary?
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2. Employer subsidized parking for downtown or other crowded areas makes possible mass 
transit, but only if it is available to more rural areas.

3. In areas where transit is limited, parking restrictions make no sense.

4. Parking should be limited to encourage use of transit or carpooling.

5. Transit service must precede parking limitations, other than that, the market will ultimately 
decide.

6. Limiting parking is OK if we can change the way Mega-retail stores (Costco, Safeway...) 
rely on huge parking lots.

7. Make sure that destinations are accessible to bicycles and pedestrians not just cars.

8. Shoppers won’t stay home or walk because a lot is full - they’ll drive further increasing 
pollution and traffic. Don’t limit parking.

9. Agree - how many people go to Clackamas rather than Washington Square?

10. No - do not limit. Be realistic in any proposed changes- look at the park and ride lots- the 
cars park all over the place - when the lots are full!

11. Limit commercial parking. More shared parking.

12. Yes. Limit employer provided parking to encourage employers to offer “cash out” options 
that increase carpooling and mass transit use.

OPEN HOUSE - Milwaukie - 4/3/96 

Q: Surface parking limitation.

1. Please limit surface parking all this paving of our area increase run off, adds to urban and 
suburban blight, puts valuable and limited land to a poor use. Forbid big box development 
with huge parking lots i.e. 82nd Ave.

2. I agree.

3. Less parking spaces on 82nd (i.e Home Base and Home Depot)

4. Hey you guys, do multi-level parking ! You know, build parking structure, duh!

Q: Density comments.
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1. Excellent to have a slide show of density. Any other educational work with n’hood 
associations would be appreciated. I.e. how about a cooperative effort to ID “good 
design” projects in specific n’hood areas with n’hood activists?

2. I moved here, a single home on a large parcel, quiet neighborhood, yet convenient to 
everything. I don’t want to share my lot with more homes.

3. We do not want high density housing in Milwaukie. I live here for large lots, single family 
dwellings and quiet and livable neighborhoods -11 wanted high density I’d live in Los 
Angeles. We do not -(read out lips) want high density! I High density works for people 
who choose to live or invest in real estate that provides that- but don’t forget the tax 
payer’s who haven’t had a choice - whose homes are being demolished for others livability 
standards - these may be my children’s choices some day - good - but my investment- time 
and hopes are all being taken away for a body of government that thinks it knows what is 
best for my future.

4. High density means big back yards, vacant lots or small farms for kids to learn and enjoy. 
Only a public park with questionable safety for the children of the future.

METRO OPEN HOUSE - Aloha - 4/4/96 

Q: What do you think about limiting parking?

1. Have malls - pay full property taxes for parking area, as if fiilly developed.

2. If less parking is available - people may be more inclined to use mass transit, to car pool, 
or to limit the number of trips- therefore reducing congestion and pollution.

3. More underground parking at malls or parking structures. More effective mass transit 
should help too.

4. Read the letter to the editor in the Oregonian today (4-4-96) on the subject of taxing 
parking vs. raising busfare 5 cents! Limiting parking is at least as important to transit 
success as densifying development, i.e. you .need both. Expensive parking in downtown 
Portland makes people think twice about driving. Parking needs to become less easy and 
transit more available in the ‘burbs as well.

5. Well said. If we’re looking for more developable land let’s use parking lots! But we do 
need to pervade enough transit - and good and safe pedestrian and bike access so other 
people have some real choices.
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METRO OPEN HOUSE - Lake Oswego - 4/8/96 

Comments on parking??

1. Cut parking spaces- have region-wide parking fees - otherwise people drive to the 
parking, clogging roads.

2. I don’t agree about your concept on parking to cut back on spaces. Try going out to an 
eating place. Most don’t have enough parking!

3. Use parking structures!

4. What about church parking?

5. Need more affordable downtown parking.

6. Transit service so I can go to downtown events and get home... right now service ends so 
I have to drive and have to park.

7. Limiting parking is not realistic for many people. Public transportation does not work for 
everyone.

8. Charge for all parking!!! Establish regional parking lid!!

9. Parking structures could provide parking needs in condensed space.

10. Lack of parking can cause dangerous situations for our neighborhoods and communities.

11. I feel we need more park and ride stations to limit the need to drive into regional centers.

12.

13.

Encourage “mixed use” development... residential parkers could use same spaces as short 
term customers or day time workers.

Parking space is a waste - bus, walk, bike, car pool!! Encourage other enjoyable ways to 
get around - versus adding to the addiction! Cars!!
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Letters and E-mail



SUMMARY OF WRITTEN COMMENTS (3/22/96 - 4/9/96)

The following are brief summaries of written comments received via letters or e-mails. Complete 
copies of all written comments are included at the end of this section. The specific page a letter 
or e-mail appears on is listed in the index.

NAME AND ADDRESS COMMENTS

Claude Moss
MOSSCL@kpnwoa.mts.kpnw.org

Mixing motorized and non-motorized (bikes) vehicles 
will not work. Many a third world country has tried 
and some are trying to undo. Bicyclists do not obey 
traffic regulations, cannot keep up with motorized 
vehicles and in a collision the bicyclist will lose. I 
propose: bike zones - in areas where this mode would 
work and seems to be prevalent, dedicated bike streets, 
dedicated bike hours, enforcement of traffic rules.

Duane H Funk 
4405 Kenthorpe Way 
West Linn, OR 97068 
LCDRFUNK@ aol.com

Your spring 1996 2040 Framework addresses the issue 
of downsizing parking lots for business. What policy 
is Metro developing towards church parking? Where 
do churches fit in with respect to commercial parking? 
Studies have shown that churches without parking are 
the first to fail.

Timothy Lirin 
2644 SE 141st Ave. 
Portland, OR 97236 
T39L@aol.com

I support establishing guidelines for regional growth 
and the concept of urban villages and higher density 
development within the area. However, a couple of 
items mentioned in the last newsletter did not pass the 
common sense test. First is the idea to reduce the 
amount of parking required for area businesses. The 
standard should be designed to provide parking for 
80% of the shoppers, not 80% of the time. The 
obvious answer is parking garages, which are more 
expensive in the short run, but it is an investment that 
will pay off in the long run. The second area of 
concern is the establishment of skinny streets. Having 
driven on the narrow streets of Vancouver, B.C., I can 
say that is an uncomfortable if not dangerous 
experience on any but the quietest of streets. Finally, 
don’t restrict superstores just put them in the most 
efficient location. These stores are only successful 
because the majority of shoppers want them.
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COMMUNITY BRIDGE AND ROAD PROGRAM 
SUMMARY OF WRITTEN COMMENTS (11/28/95 -1/3/96)

E.R. Frimoth
3344 SE Raymond
Portland, OR 97202
WDprod@aol.com

If. we are trying to make Portland more livable and 
inviting to “densify” rather than extend our boundaries, 
unimproved side streets in SE Portland need attention. 
Some are so bad that 4x4s use them as challenges, 
especially after it rains. Another concern is the street I 
live on (SE Raymond), there are a number of blind 
comers and many near-accidents as well as a recent real 
one. Signs should be placed on the street to slow 
traffic. I’m also concerned about the excess speed with 
which drivers within the city travel. I suspect its the 
attitude of the times that we’re all in a hurry, but with 

• denser populations in future years this is bound to 
become an increasingly dangerous problem.

Steve and Decide Hocker
13980 SW 158th teirace
Tigard, OR 97224-1265

Land should be set aside now for additional schools 
that will be needed to accommodate the influx of new 
students coming to the region. The location of a school 
is a critical element of a successful transportation plan.
It makes sense to locate schools near a greenspace area 
so they can share parking facilities as they tend to have 
peak uses at different times of the week. Secondly we 
need to coordinate with the Greenspaces Program so 
that sites identified as natural areas are protected form 
other land uses. This needs to addressed quickly as 
potential sites for greenspaces, parks and playgrounds 
are being developed rapidly. This should be included as 
part of the Regional Transportation Plan as access to 
these parks should be addressed.

Fran Edwards
4032 NE Cleveland
Portland. OR 97212

Parking is problem, but if Tri-Met serves an area, less 
parking is needed. Skinny streets may pose a problem 
for wide trucks. Beeping signals are needed at 
intersections to allow the blind to cross the street 
safely. Curbs also need to be fixed so people in 
wheelchairs can get around.

Theresa Enroth
8222 SW Capitol Highway
Portland, OR 97219

Pedestrian improvements are needed, particularly 
crosswalks! Crosswalks are needed on Capitol to allow 
people to access bus stops safely. The bus route on 
Capitol serves destinations like the Community
College, Wilson High School, and two branches of the 
library. Parents would feel more comfortable with their 
kids riding the bus if crosswalks were there to help 
people get safely to the bus and to remind drivers that 
pedestrians deserve a bit of attention if not courtesy.
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SUMMARY OF WRITTEN COMMENTS (3/22/96 - 4/9/96)

Gary Duell 
531 NE 123rd 
Portland, OR 97230

Mrs. Mils Tamura 
2309 SW First Ave #1843 
PorUand, OR 97201

I am encouraged by the direction Metro is taking in the 
area of transportation. We have two challenges: 
Diffusion of responsibility - the more individuals are 
involved in a problem the less likely any of them are to 
do anything about it Tyranny of the newcomer - 
These folks have fouled their nests and then come up 
here with jaded sensibilities to foul ours. Your 
council’s &st loyalty should be to existing residents be 
restoring and protecting quality of life.
Your plan includes nothing about economicss. Who 
should pay for these changes? I submit that the people 
who make the impact should shoulder the cost.
Systems development and permit charges for buildings 
should cover the entire net costs of their construction 
and future use, including traffic and pollution 
generated, and the need for more schools. Toll roads 
and other user fees should go toward all impact costs - 
current and future - of operating a motor vehicle. The 
way things work now, we all pay when a new road or 
school is needed, even when our behavior or lifestyle 
have not changed. The longer one is here the more one 
pays, it should be the opposite. Current residents 
should not have to keep paying and paying for the 
impact of newcomers.

I strongly disagree with your proposed goals for
increased bike trips for the following reasons:
• there is no incentive for bicyclists to obey the law
• bicyclists do not have fiscal liability when they 

cause accidents
• bicyclists do not pay for their use and upkeep of the 

bikeways, roads or streets
• bicycles are not useful when shopping
• many disabilities and infirmities cannot be 

accommodated on a bicycle
• bicycles are too dangerous in rainy weather or at 

night
• bicycles do not accommodate taking friends out, or 

even wearing certain apparel
• bicycles cause congestion because they can’t keep 

up with the speed of traffic - remember a car going 
as slow as a bike can get a ticket
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MetCen.Met4(peckp)
Claude Moss 813-4690|749 X4690 <MOSSCL@kpnwoa.mts.kpnw.org>

To:
From:
CC:
Subject: 2040 Framework Update
Date Sent: Thursday, March 21, 1996 4:40 PM

Mike Burton/Susan McLain

YOU ARE NOT PAYING ATTENTION!

Your current update states under "Proposed New Regional Transportation Plan Goals":

Develop street designs that provide for a mixture of 
transportation modes.

Increase bicycle trips in the region and encourage bicyclists and 
motorist to share the road safely.

I have previously provided comments that mixing motorized and non-motorized (bikes) 
vehicles will not work. Many a third world country has tried that and some are trying to 
undo.

Specifically, bicyclists do not obey traffic regulations, bicyclist cannot keep up with 
motorized vehicles, and in a collision the bicyclist will lose.

I would propose:

Bike zones; areas where this mode would work and seems to 
be prevalent.

Dedicated bike streets

Dedicated bike hours

Enforcement of traffic rules

Sincerely

Claude Moss
3564 SW Council Crest Dr.
Portland, OR 97201
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To:
From:
CC:
Subject: 
Date Sent:

MetCen.Met4(peckp)
<LCDRFUNK@aoI.com>

Chruch Parking
Friday, March 22, 1996 4:24 PM

Your spring 1996 2040 Framework addresses the issure of downsizing Parking lots for 
business. What policy is Metro developing toward Chruch Parking?
Where to Chruches fit in with respect to commercial parking? Studies have shown that 

Churches without parking are the first to fail.

Duane H Funk 
4405 Kenthorpe Way 
West Linn Or 97068
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MetCen.Met4(peckp)
<T39L(5)aol.com>

To:
From:
CC:
Subject: Framework 2040
Date Sent: Sunday, March 31, 1996 2:02 PM

Timothy Linn 
2644 SE 141st Ave 
Portland, OR 97236

March 30, 1996

Metro Transportation Dept 
Portland, OR 97232

Dear Metro:

I have taken every opportunity to participate in the process of establishing guidelines for 
regional growth here in the Portland area. Like many, I believe it is critical to undertake 
this process now and I applaud your efforts to involve the community in this process. 
You're doing some good work.

I do have some feedback based on the latest Information I have received. I fully support 
the concept of urban villages and higher density development within the area. It only 
makes sense to take maximum advantage of the areas that have yet to be developed. 
Almost any idea that would reduce traffic seems worthy of consideration to me. In fact, it 
would be a dream to be able to walk to shopping and work.

Having said this, there were a couple ideas mentioned that did *not* pass the common 
sense test. The first and most important is the Idea to reduce the amount of parking 
required for area businesses. With the exception of businesses that cater to businesses 
(as opposed to consumers), you can bet that 80% of the time a parking lot isn't going to 
be filled to capacity because most people are at work. The standard should be designed 
to provide adequate parking for 80% of ‘shoppers*, .not 80% of the *tlme*. If the end 
result of our efforts is that when I want to do some weekend shopping (the-only time I can 
go shopping) I have a convenient, traffic-free drive to my local shopping area and then 
can't find a place to park the whole process will have been a failure in this regard.

In my mind, the obvious answer to parking problems is parking garages. This is certain 
to be more expensive in the short run than just paving over more ground but it is an 
investment that will pay off in the long run, providing convenient parking while preserving 
valuable real estate. If it costs 50c for shoppers who don't make a purchase, that seems 
like a fair tradeoff.
Those who choose not to pay the 50c are not worse off than if there was no parking 
available at all.

The second area of concern would be the establishment of skinny streets - at least based
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on my experience and understanding of them. You did not elaborate on which streets 
might be skinny, but having driven on the narrow streets of Vancouver, B.C., I can say 
that it is an uncomfortable if not dangerous experience on any but the quietest of streets.
I hope that the folks involved in making this decision have actually driven on them at 
peak traffic times.

Finally, a comment about the idea of restricting the establishment of superstores in 
industrial areas. Put these stores where you think they would be most efficient but * 
don't* restrict their establishment. These stores are only successful because the majority 
of shoppers want them. The margins at which these stores operate are so small that if 
public sentiment changes and their market share drops off they will disappear on their 
own. They cant survive without huge volume.

Again, thanks for your work and your efforts to involve the community in the process. I 
think that this will be the key to finding an innovative solution that will help our community 
best acheive its goals.

Regards, Timothy Linn
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To:
From:
CC:
Subject: 
Date Sent:

MetCen.Met4(peckp)
<WDprod@aol.com>

Response to your request for input 
Saturday, April 6, 1996 10:11 PM

Regional Transportation Policies...
To the person(s) who read emails I offer a few comments and ask some questions.
First, I appreciate the good publications. While I have some difficulties with some of the 

information, what I understand is helpful.
Several concerns which may or may not be your concerns.

I live in SE Portland and there are a number of unimproved side streets between 
Holgate and Steele, 28th to 39th. There are others I've seen in areas of the city. If we 
are trying to make Portland more liveable and inviting to "densify" rather than extend our 
boundaries, these side streets need attention. Some are so bad that 4x4s use them as 
challenges, especially after it rains... and It has rained a lot this winter I 

Another concern has to do with the street on which I live. It is a fairly plain street for the 
first few blocks off 39th going west. Then Raymond street becomes almost like a 
boulevard and is going downhill. The speed of many drivers also accelerates and there 
are a number of blind corners - especially 34th and Raymond where we live. We have 
seen any number of near-accidents and one real one which involved a motorcycle and a 
car. That one was on a clear day with very little traffic, yet the collision took place. 
Fortunately no major injuries were sustained but they could have.

My question has to do with either placing slow signs on the street near the intersections, 
or painting them on the street. How are these paid for. I'm sure other parts of the city 
would like such things as well. Speed bumps aren't needed but some kind of reminders 
should be made for drivers.

Finally many of us are concerned about the excess speed with which drivers within the 
city travel. I often use McLoughlin which has a reasonable 45mph speed. But if I stay to 
the posted limit I'm aiways being passed or feel pushed by those behind me. I suspect 
that it's the attitude of the times that we're all in a hurry, including me I I prove it by using 
this e-mail as a means of getting this message to you quicker. The point being that if we 
have denser populations in the years ahead then speed will be an increasingly 
dangerous problem. We need to think of public transportation but with our love affair with 
the car and reasonable gasoline prices it's a tough problem to overcome. But that's what 
you people are asked to consider.

This epistle was written by E.R. Frimoth, 3344 S.E. Raymond, PDX 97202.
E-mail WDProd@AOLcom which you learned at the top of the page. Thanks for having 

the email - it saves me typing an envelope, putting on a stamp and then getting it to the 
closes mailbox about 5 blocks away.
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From: STEVE HOCKER Moore Business Formi Fes: 503-221-1684 Volce:S03-220-1711 To: METRO TRANSPORTATION DEPT at: METRO Page 2 of2 Tltursday. April 04,1996 12:32:18 PM

To: METRO Transportation Department 
From: Steve & Beckie Mocker, Tigard,OR 
Date:'April 4, 1996
Re: Comments on the Regional Transportation Plan

Two issues that we feel are important to consider for tlie 2040 plan are:

First setting aside land now that will be needed for additional schools to accommodate tiie 
influx of new students coming to the Portland Metro area. Our area in particular is 
forecasted to need to build at least 3 more schools on Bull Mountain over tlie next 3 to 5 
years. The location of a school is a critical element of a successful transportation system.
It would make sense that the City of Tigard and Washington County identify those larger 
parcels of land that would meet the criteria needed for a new school site now, and then 
take steps to protect this land from other uses until such time as the funds become 
available to start construction. Private landowners could have some sort of incentive 
granted to them that would prevent them from selling out to profit-motivated developers. 
This incentive would allow them to continue die short term use of their land knowing that 
ultimately, the funds would be available to build die school. This type of program if done 
properly, could encourage land owners to come forward witii potential sites for schools 
that may have never been considered or known about. Additionally, I tiiink it makes sense 
to locate a school near a greenspace area so that they can both share the same parking 
facilities as they tend to have peak uses at different times of die week. These types of 
issues need to be discussed in die Regional Transportation Plan, especially in the liigh 
growth areas.

Secondly, we need to coordinate the efforts of the Greenspaces program so that sites diat 
have been identified as natural areas are protected from odier land uses. Again, this is 
particularly true in die Bull Mountain area as the developers are gobbling up all of the 
remaining buildable land for subdivisions widiout parks, playgrounds and open spaces.
The City of Tigard has identified this area as in need of a larger regional park to 
accommodate die tremendous growth happening. Yet, because there is no concrete source 
of funds available right now, most of die sites diat would make good parks and natural 
areas are going unprotected. Tliis needs to be addressed very quickly as diere are very few 
sites left. Again, diere could be some type of incentive adopted to give private landowners 
a reason to hold onto these sites until the funding becomes available. This should also be 
included as part of the Regional Transportation Plan as access to these parks should be 
addressed.

Thank You!
Steve & Beckie Mocker 
13980 SW158di Terrace 
Tigard, OR 97224-1265
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MEMO

To: METRO. Transportation Dept.
600 N. E. Grand Ave.
Portland, OR 97232-2736

From: Theresa Enroth
8222 S.W. Capitol Highway 
Portland, OR 97219 phone 977-2539

Date: March 25, 1996

Sxibject: "access to the transit systems through pedestrian
improvement s"

We pedestrians may need improvement, and I, myself, v;ould 
certainly welcome greater agility and'fleetness—especially since 
I broke my ankle trying to walk home from Multnomah Village in 
the rain. But let's talk about improving the streets.

I have mentioned one simple thing in letters and in meetings, but 
I have no reason to believe I have been heard! CROSSWALKS!

As you see, I live on Capitol Highway--about three blocks south 
of Multnomah, and in the course of using the bus have walked into 
the traffic that roars up and down this residential corridor. 
Please consider two situations:

1. When I get off the bus at the top of the hill where 40th 
joins Capitol, I must slip between the cars that are trying to 
get through the stop sign (so eagerly that rear-end collisions 
are not uncommon), then dodge the cars headed northwest off 
Capitol onto 40th, then run across both lanes of Capitol Highway. 
A crosswalk would be helpful.

2. I also wait in front of my neighbor's house when I bus 
downtown, pacing warily because on the northbound lane I have 
seen several collisions, caused by drivers who can't bear to stop 
to allow the car in front of them to turn left onto 40th. (One 
driver took out the bus sign and skinned a tree, another sent two 
women leaping into my front yard to avoid his car's sweeping 
offside around the turning car.) I have seen kids and others 
sitting on the ground by the bus-stop sign post, vulnerable in 
their innocence.

I use personal experiences not to plead for myself in particular, 
for I can easily drive downtown and pay the price at meters.
(I'm not eager lately to use the parking garages and risk being 
beaten up for loose change.) But the bus on Capitol serves the 
Community College, Wilson High, and two branches of Multnomah 
County Library. I am sure parents of the kids who make much use 
of this bus line would feel more comfortable if there were some 
cross walks on Capitol, not only to help bus riders to get safely 
across, but to remind drivers that pedestrians (who may 
legitimately be in the middle of the street) deserve a bit of 
attention if not courtesy.
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From: Gary Ouell -To: Metro Date: 3/21/96 Time: 16:19:51 Page 1 ol 2

<3airy IXidl 

531 NE M3i dl 
Poi tlaird OR 9/j2J€ 

i?56-4«37

March 21, 1996

TO:
RE:

Metro
Regional Transportation Plan policies

I am encouraged by tlie direction Metro is taking, especially in die area of transportation. 
We have two huge challenges:

1. DifRision of responsibility- Tlie Kittie Geddes murder [during which a host of 
bystanders watched tlie repeated assault and eventual murder] precipitated studies that 
indicated that die more individuals that are involved in a problem, die less likely any of 
them are to do anydiing about it.

2. Tyranny of the newcomer- During lunch with an associate last week he 
expressed his love of Portland due to lack of crime, pollution, and traffic! He's from L.A. 
These folks foul dieir nests and then come up here with jaded sensibilities to foul ours. I, 
on the odier hand have lived here 39 years and know what the quality of life used to be. 
Your council's first loyalty should be to existing residents by restoring and protecting that 
quality.

Which brings me to my point: Your Plan goals include nothing about economics. Who 
should pay for these changes? I submit that the people that make the impact should 
shoulder die cost to the extent they can be identified and charges. That would imply die 
following:

1. Systems development and permit charges for buildings that cover die entire net 
present costs of their construction and future use. "Costs" include traffic and pollution 
generated, need for more schools, protecting die quality of life, etc.

2. Toll roads and other means of user targeting, the proceeds of which go toward 
pollution control and abatement, road repairs, greenway preservation, noise abatement, 
safety measures and all odier impact costs- current and fUture -of operating an motor 
vehicle.

The way things work now, if new roads are "needed", new schools, abatement measures, 
etc. we all pay even diougli my behavior and lifestyle have not changed. And we pay and 
we pay and we pay. The longer one is here die more one pays, in total. It should be the 
exact opposite ! By targeting the "users" and making diem pay the full net present cost 
(diat's and important concept, net present cost) of their use, you accomplish two things:

1. You stop die gross injustice of current residents having to keep paying and
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From: Gary Duel! To: Mefro Data: 3/21/96 Time: 16:21:08 Page 2 ol 2

paying for the impact of newcomers.
2. You stand a chance of diminishing and redirecting the offensive behavior.

If you leave it up the the altruism of the public at large, a transportation system that works 
will not happen. If so, it would have happened already in L.A. But economics talks.

Sincerely,

Gary Duell
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From: Mrs. Hits Tamura
2309 SW First Ave. #1843 
Portland. Oregon 97201 
.503-274-7016 
March 21, 1996

To: Metro, Transportation Department
600 NE Grand Avenue 
Portland, Oregon ^97232-2736

Re: Proposed goals for increased bicycle trips

I strongly disagree with your proposed goals for increased 
bicycle trips for the following reasons:

o there is no incentive for bicyclists to obey the laws; 
o bicyclists do not have fiscal liability when they cause 

accidents;

o bicyclists do not pay for their use and upkeep of the 
bikeways/roads/streets/etc;

o bicycles are not useful when shopping because they do not have 
the capability to hold many packages; 

o many disabilitiies and infirmaties (including the old "bad 
back" problem) cannot be accommodated on a bicycle; 

o bicycles aire too dangerous in rainy weather or at night; 
o bicycles do not accommodate taking out friends or, even, 

certain wearing apparel;
0 bicycles cause congestion because they cannot keep up with the 

speed of traffic - remember, a car going as slow as a bicycle 
can get a ticket.

1 walk every day either in the NW 23rd area or on Waterfront 
Park. Not one day goes by that at least one bicyclist disobeys 
the law. (I have been walking these areas for about five years).
I saw a bicycler stop for a stop sign today (normally unheard 
of), but it was probably because a police car was crossing the 
intersection. I have been bowled over coming out of shops on NW 
23rd and then cursed at for being "in the way". I am regularly 
yelled at to move off of the walkway into the grass area so that 
bikers can get by. Bikers regularly swerve from street to walkway 
to street and then blame car drivers and walkers for not 
accommodating them. Bikers drive on both left and right sides of 
each road lane as well as between cars according to whereever 
there is room. And why not? As one biker screamed at me, "So what 
are you going to do about it, lady?". If you really think the 
police are going to consider bicycle violations high priority, I 
have a bridge T want to sell you.
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Unlike cars which need to have insurance, bicyclists do not need 
such. When I got knocked over coining out a store, the biker had 
no fiscal responsibility for my wounds. Nor could I even get his 
bicycle license.

Automobiles pay for road maintenance through gas taxes, so "he 
who drives, pays". How do bikers pay for their bikeways? They 
don’t. I think it is only fair that they should carry the largest 
financial burden for bikeway deveopment and repair.

Thank you for your attention.

Respectfully,
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Ulllsb oro Argus
Public input 

sought 

on growth
By DOUG BROWNING 

Of the Argus

Western Washington County 
residents can get information 
about how the region’s pro
posed growth-management 
plan will affect them—and 
what has upset some of their 
elected officials—during an 
open house next Thursday 
evening in Aloha.

It will run from 5 p.m. to 8 
pan. at Aloha High School, 
18550 SW Kinnaman Road. 
There is no set program; people 
can come and go as they wish 
and examine maps, charts and 
other exhibits.

The goal of the growth- 
management plan, known as 
Region2040, is to accommodate 
another 450,000 people in the 
tri-county ti^an area over the 
next 20 years while minimizing 
expansion of the urban growth 
boundary.

Among ways to maximize use 
of land inside the UGB, Metro 
says, is to have more intense 
development along major 
transportation corridors, like 
Westside MAX, and to reduce

the size of streets and parking 
lots.

The Aloha open house is one 
of six around the metropolitan 
area over the next two weeks 
where Metro and local govern
ments hope to get public feed
back about the suggested 
measures.

Workshop partidpants also 
can get information about pro
posed revisions to the regional 
transportation plan (RTF) and 
an update on how Metro is . 
spending the ‘greenspaces* 
money voters approved li^ 
year.

Participants says Metro, 
•will be able to talk directly 
with local and regional oSdals, 
get questions answered and 
find out how to become more 
involved in dedsion making in 
your community.*

And the/ll be able to take 
part in *an innovative elec
tronic survey (that) will gather 
opinions about regional growth 
management, transportation 
and greenspaces polides under 
consideration.'

Meanwhile, some elected of-
(Continued on page 2A)

Growth control said flexible
(Continued from page lA) 
fidals say they aren't being 
given enough time to imple
ment portions of the groira- 
management plan. They also 
object to Metro's first draft of a 
“regional framework plan,’ 
saying that it’s far too specific.

As Hillsboro’s assistant dty 
manager, Dave Lawrence, put 
it; There are a lot of ways to do 
it (manage growth), and each 
jurisdiction will do it differ
ently. That’s the key. Having 
blanket regional standards 
won’t work.*

Metro Executive Officer 
Mike Burton said Monday that

Metro has heard the com-- 
plaints and is responding to.- 
them. “We’re already changing 
it; this is very much a work in 
progress.

*If a local jurisdiction says it. 
can’t achieve the (population) 
densities (caUed for in the plan) 
and that they have a different 
way, then toe, that’s okay. 
Show us how you plan to do it

It’s going to require changes 
that might be hard for people to 
accept We realize that

•It’s a fair criticism to say 
that we’re moving fast but we 
need to hurry. Population is
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growing every day, traffic con
gestion is getting worse, check- 
out lines at the supermarket 
are getting longer...”

'If Hillsboro’s experience with 
plans for managing growth 
around Westside MAX stations 
is an indication, citizens don’t 
respond to plaiining theories. 
Mayor Gordon Faber said last 
week, but they do respond when 
they learn that a theory could 
change how they live.

When you begin to imple
ment the growth management 
plan, he said, “You’re going to 
find that you have to start the 
educational process all over



Lake OswSgoReview
Thursday, March 28,1996 
Lake Oswego, Oregon

Government: Several events on schedule
Lake Oswego area residents are 

invited to attend an open house set 
Tor S to 8 p.m. Monday, April 8, at 
Marylhurst College. The event, 
sponsored by Metro, is pan of a 
series of meetings scheduled to ob
tain people's ideas about regional 
standards for managing growth.

The college is between Lake Os
wego and West Linn on Highway 
43.

Called the Regional Framework 
Plan, the proposed guidelines will 
make changes in local zoning or
dinances that may affect people in 
their neighborhoods as well as 
where they work and shop.

Residents may come at any time 
during the open house and stay for 
an^ length of time. Elected lexers 
and staff members from the cities of 
Rivergrovc, Lake Oswego, West 
Linn and Oregon City will be at the 
session, as will representatives of 
Clackamas County,

The session will feauire someth
ing Metro is calling “an innovative 
electronic survey" intended to 
gather opinions about growth 
management, transportation and 
open space.

Sessions also are set for 9 a.m. to 
noon Saturday at Metro head
quarters, 600 N.E, Grand, Portland; 
5 to .8 p.m. Monday at Gresham 
High School; S to 8 p.m. Tuesday at 
Tbalatin High School; S to 8 p.m. 
Wednesday at LaSalle High School 
in Milwaukic; and S to 8 p.m. 
Thursday at Aloha High School.

Assisting schools 

topic of session
The Lake Oswego City Council 

is scheduled to talk Tuesday about 
the timing of a proposed bond 
measure to help local schools, as 
well as a process for public com
ment on the idea.

The topic is set for a study ses
sion discussion at S:30 pan. in City 
Hall, 380 A Ave.

At 7 p.m., the council is expected 
to award a bid for repairs to die Iron 
Mountain Overlook and hear a 
presentation on a state road project 
at State Street and Terwilliger. A 
discussion of Playboy magazine at 
the Lake Oswego I^blic Library 
also is on the 7 pan. agenda.

74



01je ©regcmian
73i , Wle

GROWTH

Metro wants to hear from public on growth’s effects
i •‘o 'I-;-;• >?.;•< • , • • .

' Me^o will hold six open discussions about its land-use and transportation 
planniiig, inviting the public to talk about how Metro's planning could affect in- 
dividu^ communities. For more information; call Metro's grov^ management 
hot line at 797-1888 or transportation hot line at 797-1900.

The'schedule;
■ PORTIaND: 9 a.m. Saturday, March 30, M«tro headquarters, 600 N.E. Grand Ave.
■ GRESHAM: 5 p.m. Monday) April 1, Gresham High School, 1200 North Main SL 
■TUALATIN: 5 p.ni. Tuesday, April 2, Tualatin High School, 22300 S.W. Boones Ferry Road. 
■MILWAUKIE: 5 p.m. Wednesday, April 3, U Salle High School, 11999 S.E. Fuller.Road. 
■ALOHA: 5 p.m. Thursday. April 4, Aloha High ^ool. 18550 S.W. lOniianian Road.
■LAKE OSWEQOr'S p.rh. Monday, ApiilS, Maryihurst College, Oregon 43.
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Snllsboro Argus
Mar(.h

Growing rup’ gist of 2040 proposal
By DOUG BROWNING 

Ofthe Argui

Twenty yean from now, 
another 450,000 or more people 
could be living in the Portland 
metropolitan area, and they 
wont all be ez-Califoiniana— 
many will be your children and 
grandchildren.

If we continue developing 
raw land as we have for the pact 
decade or ao, acme planner! 
estimate that we'd need to ex
pand the urban growth bound
ary by as much as 20,000 acres 
to m^a room for the new folks.

Los Angeles and other major 
metropolitan areas which have 
faded to accommodate growth

by growing “out" bavent had 
mu^ success.

The Portland area is commit* 
ted to trying adiflerent method, 
growing "up.*

For the past several years, 
Metro has worked with local 
governments to design a 
growth*management plan 
called Region 2040.

Its main emphasis is to limit 
expansion of the metropolitan 
‘footprint* while maintaining 
livability. It would preserve 
‘greeiupaces* in and out of the 
urban area and limit air pollu* 
tion by providing other bans* 

' portation alternatives.
Obviously, if we are to Gt 

another450,000 people into vir

tually the same amount of land, 
many of us will have to live 
closer to each other.

Region 2040 assumes that a 
higher proportion of tomor* 
row’s hous^olds will live in 
apartments, townhouses, con* 
dominiums, row bouses and 
similar developments that 
gobble less land than a tradi
tional single-family house.

Today, siogle-funily homes

account for 68 percent of new 
construction; multi-family 
dwellings 27 percent, and town* 
h0UB£S 5 MTttnte Under Re^» 2040, accord
ing to a non-Metro analysis, the 
share of the market met by 
townhouses would be 15 per
cent and the single-family 
share would decline slightly to 
50 percent Multi-family would 
provide , the remaining 35

percent.
Under 2040, those new de

velopments would be concen
trated along major transporta
tion corridors, such as the 
Westside MAX line and major 
streets, and in “nodes" called 
regionti centers, town centers 
and main a treats.

In addition to four and five- 
story buildings that are mostly

(Continued on page 8A)

Regionwide cooperation key
" (Continued from page lA) 

living units,* such areas also 
j would have offices, shops and 

stores, restaurants; churches, 
schools, and other amenities.

The idea is that If the places 
they need to'go'are nearby,' 
people could walk, ride bikes or. 
use transit instead of having to 
hop into their cars.

The areas would be designed 
to make them attractive for 
non-auto use. They'd have good 
illumination, sigiialised cross
walks, lower speed limits, eon- . 
venient transit stops, landscap
ing, etc.

With a significant portion of 
growth accommodated in these 
areas, planners say, aingle- 
family neighborhoods in 
‘outer* areas such as Hillsboro 
will need to make fewer

T Unleu, of course, there's 
hare land there now, because a 
significant portion of growth is 
to be accommodated via ‘infill," 
putting buildings where there 
are none today.

Still another substantial por

tion' of the growth will be ao- 
commodated via ‘redevelop
ment;* that Is, old buildings 
tom'down and-new ones 
erected. -

In some residential areas, 
owners of large lots may find 
that they can make coimdar- 
able money by subdividing the 
property to mu room for addi
tional houses.

Region2040 can succeed only 
if all 24 dties and three coun
ties in the area work to make it 
happen, notes Metro Executive 
Mika Burton. .

’That, will require them to 
change some development reg
ulations and re-xone- certain 
areas, a proeeu that will be 
controvermaL

Tbs plan is enormously com
plex, and there are far too many 
details to redte here. Nothing 
on this seals has been tried 
anywhere else in the United 
States.

That makes some people 
nervous, especially elected offi- 
dala. They Mnt want to get too 
tar out in front of what they

perceive the public will accept
If you want to know how your 

neighborhood might chuge, 
try to get to an open house at 
Aloha High School next Thurs
day night April' 4. It’s not a 
formal presentation. People 
can come and go as they like 
between S.psn. and 8 p-m.

Officials from Metro and 
some local governments will be 
there to'explain the plan or 
answer questions. You'll be 
able to look at photographs, 
maps, charts, etc
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Metro plans local 
communHy meetings

PORTLAND — Metro will hold 
several local meetings, over the next 
few weeks on issues ranging from 
open spaces to transportation

Phase- 1 of. the Regional 
Framework and’ Transportation 
Plans will be the subject of a meet
ing April 4 from 5 to 8 pjn. at 
Aloha High School. 18550 S.W. 
Ktnnaman Road. There will also be 
a meeting Tbesday at Tlialatin High 
School, 22300 S.W. Boones 
Road, from' 5 to’ 8 pan. For more in
formation, call Metro arJ97-1790.

The Open Spaccs JProgram, in
cluding possible purchase of land 
along the Fanno Creek Greenway, 
will be the subject of a meeting 
planned at Beaverton Qty Hall. 
475|.;SiW. GhT^t^g^^pril 

.'j^irw7«4b!t8:30
will be followed by discussion of 
the Fanno Creek Green way at Metro 
on April 25. For more information, 
call Metro at 797-1919.
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Metro plans open house at Maryihurst
West Linn area residents are invited to attend 

an open house set froin 5 to 8 p.ni. Monday, April 
8, at Maryihurst College. The event, sponsored by 
Metro, is part of a series of meetings scheduled to 
obtain people’s ideas about regional standards for 
managing growth.

The college is between West Linn and Lake 
Oswego on Highway 43.

Called the Regional Framework Plan, the 
proposed guidelines will make changes in locd 
zoning ordinances that may affect people in their 
neighborhoods as well as where they work and 
shop.

Residents may come at any time during the 
open house and stay for any length of tirne. 
Elected leaders and staff members from the cities 
of West Linn, Rivergrove, Lake Oswego, and 
Oregon City will be at the session, as will 
representatives of Clackamas County.

The session will feature something Metro is 
calling “an innovative electronic survey” intended 
to gather opinions about growth management, 
transportation and open space.

A session also is set for 9 a.m. to noon Satur
day at Metro headquarters, 600 N.E. Grand, 
Portland.
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Some rijedovei' Metro plans
■ By MIKE LUCAS 

and STEVE CURK 
Of tha Times

TIGARD — Mayor-Jim Nicoli 
finds Metro's efforts to forge a 

.regional growth plan to be too much 
too soon.

He’s all in favor for Metro's 
2040 concert, a long-term plan to ' 
control gro^ in Partlahd and'the 
surrounding dties in the-tri-coonty. 
area. It’s the proposed regional 
firamewotic guldline — one com
ponent of the 2040 plan—that's got 
him and other Washington County 
city officials concerned. *

But there ate other officials who 
are not as conned as ,ng^!s,. 
mayor, officials who say Metro* is 
simply forcing a debate which must - 
take place for the 2040 concwit’ to

Tell Metro your thoughts
TIGARD — Gty officials are encouragihg local residents to at

tend either of two'open-house gatherings sponsored by Metro, the 
regional government in the tri-county area. <

‘Die first open house will be held Tliesday from S to 8 pjn. in the 
commons area of TUalatin High School, 22300 S.W. Boones Feny 
Road. A second one will be .held April 4 from S to 8 pjn. in the 
cafeteria of Aloha High School, 18SS0 S.W. Kinnaman Road.'
’’ The.'putpose behind theinfocmal gatherings is for citizens to air 
their thoughts on the first phase of Metro's Regional Framework 
Plan, which will set standards for cities in Metro's urban growth 

' boundary, including Tigard. Moreover, Metro officials arc seeking 
' comments on proposed changes to the policy component of the 
Regional Transportation Plan.
.. Par more, information, call Metro's growth management hotline 
at 797-1888.

. T don t have a problem with
there is an un-

plan, he said. Par another, ihe'plan, 
although in its draft 'Stage, contains 
specific language on planning issues 
such as street width, lot size, park
ing ratios, a Metro-wide speed limit 
and land-use zoning. But t^coli said 
such requirements would mate half 
of the businesses in downtown 
Tigard nonconforming land uses. 
And Metro is forcing ciu'es to comp
ly with Metro's planning template, 
he explained.

•We don't want to see this level 
of planning going on at Metro,** 
Nicoli said. **We just take great of
fense to Metro coming to downtown 
Tigard and telling us which busi
nesses are conforming and which 

•are not”
Nicoli said he and other thayors 

in Washington County felt that 
Metro's .2040 plan should provide 
broad goals that the cities should 
fulfill through citizen jnvolvement 
and pianning. Work on the regional
■ See METRO, Page A3
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Metro: 'It's the beginning of a discussion'
■ Continued from Page A1
framework plan a not citizen-tliiven 
nor city-tlriven, he said, likening it 
to "having the can before the horse" 
because the details are bung carved 
out first.

To us, it’s out of control," Nicoli 
said. "If they want to move forward, 
we want them to back off on fine 
tuning and deal with the major is
sues."

The amount of paperwork and 
meetings on the subject is tremen
dous. said Nicoli. Even though three 
key staff members — City Ad
ministrator Bill Monihan, Com
munity Development Director Jim 
Hendryx and Nadine Smith, a city 
planner — have been assigned to 
follow the Metro process and attend 
the meetings, Nicoli said, the city is 
being buried.

The pace at which we get 
material from Metro is mind-bog
gling," Nicoli said. "We get drafts in 
almost every week. It’s hard to Reep 
up with reading of the (paperwork), 
let alone to get ddzen involve
ment"

And citizen involvement In 
designing the framework plan — or 
lack thereof — is another bone of 
contention with Nicoli. Aside from 
two open house forums.that Metro is 
sponsoring next >veek, for the most 
part the public has been left out of 
the equation, he said.

"For what they’re trying to do, 
they're not getting the proper public 
input into the-process," Nicoli said.
"During Tuesday's meeting",' 

Metro, Vi^hington County and city 
officials d'lscussed the, firamework 
plan, Metro’s push for early Im
plementation and the level of detail 
presented in drafts of the plan.

The key thing to remember, Bur- 
*on emphasized, is that the plan right 
now is just a draft

..... J . .

yet," Burton told the group.
It's up for discussion, too, he 

said. "That's the intent."
Beaverton Mayor Rob Drake 

agrees with Burton and sees the cur
rent discussion as necessary.'The 
idea is to get it out there, then let the 
cities come back with alicmatives," 
Drake said. "Metro is more than 
witling to talk about them, but you 
have to have a starting point"

Nevertheless, Sherwood Mayor 
Walt Hitchcock said he was under 
the impression that Metro would es
tablish a general framework, and 
how the cities met the goals in the 
plan is to be up to them. It's territory 
Metro doesn't belong in. he said.

The specifics of the . plan, 
Hitchcock said, "quite- frankly, 
raises the question of why we do 
even bother to exist" as elected city 
officials.

Cornelius Gty Councilor Jean-

nine Murrel questioned the need for 
parking ratios to prornote public 
transportation in suburban com
munities such as Cornelius and 
Fbrest Grove.

“We don't have Tri-Met," said 
Murrel, a member of the Metro 
Policy Advisory Committee, which 
has crafted the drafts. “We don't 
have light rail." Metro is going too 
fast with the process, she said.

Metro is working under a state 
mandate to provide the regional 
framework by December 1997, said 
Burton. "I have been pushing this 
schedule up." he said. "1 think we're 
all in this together, and I think you 
know that, too."

As for the framework plan affect
ing downtown businesses or other 
land uses. Burton noted that "none 
of the changes will be applied to ex
isting development. I'm not inter
ested in deciding what the speed

limits of your city should be, or the 
lot size, quite fraiikly."

Metro has some interest in pac
ing as a regional issue, McLain said. 
Local officials have talked about it, 
she added. “These are 20-planning 
processes we're talking about here."

There are-areas of govemmwt 
that have been traditioi^ly a dty 
function, stud Bob Rohlf, Tigard 
city councilor. "The whole process 
makes me feel disfranchised as a 
councilor," he said.

“I know it's an early draft, but 
it's the beginning of a discussion," 
said Peggy Lynch of Beaverton, a 
citizen activist and an MPAC mem
ber.-"It's-a workable, changing 
document,"

After the meeting. Lynch ex
plained that fellow MPAC members 

.Murrel and TUalatin Mayor Lou 
‘ Ogden had been trying to get local 

elected offidals involved in the. 
framework discussion.
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Growth on the ground
Get information and give opinions 

as offiddls start to practice what they preach
Growth is coming to your 

street. Soon.

And yoiu* city, county and 
regional officials are going 

to begin handling it by making zoning 
and other changes that will affect 
your life. Your neighborhood could 
end up looking different. You could 
end up traveling to work a new way 
and shopping in another place.

_If you want to find out just what 
your officials are planning and how it 
might affect you — and tell them what. 
you think — now’s your chance.

Starting today, Metro is having six 
o^n houses where people can ask 

• questions and give their opinions' 
about growth management, transpor
tation and open spaces. Local officials, 
who must turn the rhetoric into reali
ty, will be there. 1

Go to the gathering in your area

and get in on the ground floor.
Growth is coming to your street.
Soon. □

Here’s the hearing schedule:
Today: 9 a.m. to noon at Metro, 600 

N.E. Grand Ave., Portland.
Monday: 5 p.m. to 8 p.m. at Gresham 

High School, 1200 N. Main St, Gresh
am.

Tuesday: 5.p.m. to 8 p.m. at ’Tualatin 
High School, 22300 S.W. Boones Ferry 
Road, ’Tualatin.

Wednesday: 5 p.m. to 8 p.m. at La 
Salle High School, 11999 S.E. Fuller 
Road, Milwaukie.

’Thursday: 5 p.m. to 8 p.m. at Aloha 
High School, 18550 S.W. Kinnaman 
Road, Aloha.

April 8:5 p.m. to 8 p.m. at Maryl- 
hurst College, off Oregon Highway 43, 
Lake Oswego.
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For Your Interest 
County Residents

Metro Open House - An informal 
gathering of Milwaukie, Johnson City, 
Happy Valley and Gladstone area resi
dents is planned for 5 to 8 p.m. on 
Wednesday, April 3 at LaSalle High 
School, 11999 SE Fuller Road in 
Milwaukie to get citizen input as Metro 
develops the first phase of the Regional 
Framework Plan, setting regional stan
dards with which cities must comply. A 
similar gathering is planned for 5 to 8 
p.m. on Monday, April 8 at Marylhurst 
College on Highway 43 for Rivergrove, 
West Linn, Lake Oswego and Oregon 
City residents.
Metro is also seeking comment on pro 
posed changes to the policy component 
of the Regional transportation plan 
(RTP). Citizens are encouraged to 
come at any time during the open 
house to discuss with neighbors how 
proposed regional policies will affect 
them. For questions or additional infor
mation, call Metro's growth manage
ment hotline, 797-1888.
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Metro’s Open House to 
Cover Local Issues

Hillsboro residents are invited to 
an open house sponsored by Metro 
from 5 to 8 p.m., Thursday, April 4 
at Aloha High School, cafeteria, 
18550 SW Kinnaman Rd., Aloha.

The informal gathering is designed 
to get input as Metro develops the 
first phase of the Regional 
Framework Plan which will set 
regional standards on such issues as 
housing and employment growth, 
parking, wetlands, and rural areas. 
The city will have to comply with 
these standards.

Also to be discussed are proposed 
changes to the policy components of 
the Regional Transportation Plan. 
This plan addresses strategies for 
highways, streets, freight, bikes, and 
pedestrians.

For more information, call Metro 
at 797-1888.
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It1^ Your Community!
We need your voice. The Coalition for a Livable Future (CLF), and Its member organizations, Is currently developing **1110 

People's Hranqxirtatlon nan” in response to Metro's recommended ^glonal Hransportation Flan (RIF). Ibe RTF, the twenty year 
transportation plan for our cities and suburbs, is In "phase 1, die adoption of policies which win then shape die design of transpor
tation projects throughout our re^on.

Beginning March 30th (through April 8th, 1996), Metro will be conducdng "Open Houses” regarding regional growth issues. 
These meetings are designed to discuss implementation of devdopment throu^ut the region during the next 20 years. This is the 
2040 "Framework Plan." There will also Iw information regarding the RTF di^ policies.

Please attend these open houses. Ask these questions, which are designed to raise critical issues we hope wlU be induded in the 
final RTF policy language. ThanksI

People's Transportation Plan
Our Vision:
A people-oriented transportation system 
connects aU of the communities in our region 
with safe, convenient, affordable and acces
sible transportation choices and adds to the 
vitality, character, and health of our commu
nities and our economy.
General questions to ask. WlH the RTF 
policies:
• support the already adopted Region 2040 

Growth Concept?
__Jfso.how? .. ____

If not, why not, and how does it vary 
from the intention of the 2040 growth 
concept?

• support and coimect immunities rather 
than disrupt them?

• promote a transportation system that is 
safe, affordable and convenient for aU 
users?

• enhance the sodal, cnviromnental and 
economic well-beln* of our commonities?

• mate better? And bow? (Kdc
your favorite: the environment transporta
tion-affordability, transportation aoassi- 
binty, etc)

• be evaluated to determine their perfor
mance toward achieving regional goals?

GOAL 1: ■ PROMOTE COMPACT, 
TRANSIT-ORIENTED, 

—; - : MECEIXDSE------ ^-------

-. .

DEVELOPMENT 
THROUGHOUTTHE 

.REGION.
Ensure the.transportation system results in 
wellid^hed, compact urban development 
throughout the' regum. -.It should budd on 
ezisiing. infrastructure: minimhe the need 
for aitto travel; protect public open spaces 
and,-dhe .natural environment, encourage. 
walJd^,.bicyding and transit use,' and add 
to theyvitabiyl character, and heedtk of our 
cornmuiiti^:'
Qu^ons to ask. Win the RTF poUdes:
• le^ to'ptojects:wiilcb'reduce the tjeed to 

travel? Lead to a reducdon of vehicle 
miles traveUed?

• result in transportation projects designed 
on a buman/pedestrlan sole to create a 
'sense of community and ndghbochood?

GOAL 2: OFFER PEOPLE REAL 
TRANSPORTATION 
CHOICES.

Make public transit, bicycling and walking 
safe, convenient, arid accessible throughout 
vie urban region. Ensure public transit com
petes effectively with the auto and provides 
all people wishful! and affordable access to 
jobs and other destinations without reliance 
on the auto.
Questions to ask. Will the RIP poUdes:

"• ensure safe,' convenient, and equitable 
I for an people?

’ provide public transit that allows easy, 
aflbrdable access to all potential users 
throughout the region at all times?

1 provide a wide range of choices to mini
mize dependence on the anto?

> lead to designs which indude and encour
age bicycllnjg and vraUdng?

GOAL 3: MAKE THE
TRANSPORTATION 
SYSTEM EFFICIENT, ■ 
COST-EFFECTIVE, AND 
SOCIALLY 
EQUITABLE.

Mpix transportation systems safe, cost-effec
tive, geographically emitable, resource effi
cient, and free from biases toward specific 
transportation tnodes.
Questions to ask. Will the RTF poUdes:
• fcqolie COitf that thC life*

thne cost of toad maintenance, repairs, 
rrperatiotrs, and social and environmental 
factors?

• discourage Subsidies for that favor can 
(eg.,pBtung)?

• ensure access to affordable transportation 
for an communities, particularly low 
income?

GOAL 4: PROMOTE A HEALTHY, 
DIVERSE
ENVIRONMENT TO 
ENSURE COMMUNITY 
LIVABILITY.
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Design transportation system with the 
landscape, and with the least negative 
Impact possible on the environmental sys
tem. Consider runoff, water quality, air 
quality, habitat, and natural and open 
spaces.
Questions to ask. Will the RTF poUdes:
• reduce adverse enrvironmental impacts? -
• conserve_______ (water quality, air

quality, open spaces) within and around 
our communities?

en^onmental impacts? Require 
projects with the least environmental 
impact be given a higher priority than 
those with greater harmful impact? For 
example, a decrease far VMT « a 
decrease in air pollution ■ higher rruing
tbrm a project which increases VMI).

GOALS: EDUCATE AND 
INVOLVE THE 
COMMUNITY IN 
TRANSPORTATION 
PLANNING AND 
DECISIONMAKING. 

Effectively educate and involve all mem
bers of the community in all aspects of 
planning and construction of the transpor
tation system. Ensure transportation 
projects advance the well-being of all seg
ments of the community.
Questions to ask.
• Can all dtizens effectively participate 

in die definltioa of iranspattatlon issues 
in tbdr community and shape soludons?

. Does the public InTolvement process 
ensure equal representaflon for non- 
ddvea?

• Is’cm-going, easily accessible, pnbUc 
education provided regarding the inter
relatedness of land use, transportation 

- and environmental quall^?
* the plan alternatives, to be studied, 

be broad enough to ^ve us. teal 
choices?

♦ How will these forums and our input, be 
used in modifying the RTF? How do I 
know you ate listening and incorporat
ing ourideas?
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Survey: Build mixed-use projects
______      _«   _» 1X i««*>y%TM>lnr

By BRUCE SOLBERG 
Dally Journal of Commerct

mem planner at Metro. Other unpopular ideas 
included creating toll lanes for commuting, adding 
capacity to current highways or constructing new 
highways.
• ’ The survey asked questions about transportation 
habits, public transportation use or barriers to use.

T'UThat we hope to provide through our planning are 
n

Residents sought answers to growth questions 
and provided their opinions at Metro’s first 
Regional Liveability Open House Saturday.

Through an electronic survey,
85 . residents gave their opinions 
on development-related issues.

“S W7 .,re wan•
not yet been tallied Monday to provide opportunities for a variety of living situations with-
moming. in the urban growth boundary.”

Those who parucipated in the —Metro Councilor Rod Monroe
electronic survey strongly
endorsed mixed-use buildings,_______________________ ;__________ [__________ ' ______
combining sueet level offices with „ .. . , ,__r|.
housing above them; Other popular strategies ammdes toward smaller residenual lots and fiU- 
included allowing more housing on smaller lots ing in vacant lots, preserving natural resources and 
and filling in vacant lots. development strategies. .

Expanding the urban growth boundary was nnt«.».Wfcck noted the survey will npt,bel4^i/c;^tui}>t 
a popular option among people taking, the survey, 
according to Pamela Peck, associate public involve-

cally representative sample of the 
Portland inctropolitah communi
ty. Instead, it is an opportunity 
for people who want to partici
pate in the process to express 
their opinions. The, computerized 
survey will be available at a series 
of open houses this week and 
next.

At the conclusion of the open 
houses the information will be 
compiled to create a source of 
citizens input for Metro.

“We were very glad about how 
enthusiastic people were using 
this method of participation,”. 
Peck said. “People were obvi
ously very well informed and I 
was very impressed with the level 
of involvement and how 
informed people were in the

development processes and con
cepts.”-

Nearly 140 people attended 
Saturday’s three-hour open 
house. Besides the survey, infor
mation booths explaining aspects 
of the Metro 2040 growth plan, 
transportation and development 
strategies gave vital information 
on the future development in ffie 
Portland metropolitan area. 
Metro staff and council memben 
circulated through the area 
answering questions and solicit
ing comments.

In small-group meetings with 
metro councilors, people had the 
opportunity to raise questions 
and concerns about urban growth 
strategies.

Rod Monroe, Metro councilor 

35

from District 6, headed a qu«- 
tion and answer session mid- 
morning Saturday where citizens 
voiced concerns about increased 
density, public safety issues, 
regional public transportation 
and liveability.

“What we hope to provide 
through our planning are more 
choices for how people live, not 
less,” Monroe said. “We want to 
provide opportunities for a vari
ety of living situations within the 
urban growth boundary.”

Here is a list of Metro’s 
remaining open houses:

• Tuesday, 5 to 8 p.m., 
Tualatin High School cafeteria, 
22300 S.W. Boones Ferry Road.

• Wednesday, 5 to 8 p.m., 
LaSalle High School cafeteria.



News-Times
Serving Forest Grove, Cornelius, Banks and Gaston Wednesday, April 3,

How to manage growth is 

focus of Metro open house
Citizens of western 

Washington County have been 
Invited for Informal discussions 
during an Open House hosted by 
Mebro Thursday, April 4, 5 
p';m.-8 pan., at Aloha High 
School Cafeteria. 18550 S.W. 
Klimaman Road. Susan McLain. 
Metro Councilor for this district, 
will be In attendance.

:' The open house will provide 
rj^ldcnts an Informal oppor-

ment on the early Implementa
tion measures that comprise 
“Phase 1” of the Regional 
Framework Plan prior to comple
tion and adoption of the plan by 
the Metro Council.

The early Implementation 
measures have been developed 
by Metro with assistance from 
city stair, the Metro Policy Ad
visory Committee (MPAC). and 
the Joint Policy Advisory Com
mittee on Transportation. 

JJEAGIk.................

that the end product Incor
porates regional goals but also 
allows cities to obtain their goals 
and objectives."

An Innovative electronic 
opinion survey technique that 
allow results to be viewed Im
mediately will be at the open 
house to register your opinions.

Citizens of western 
Washington County are asked to 
attend and . comment on the 
.pe^onal jFrapigworj^JPlan. fof.

tr^sportatlon network will be 
rieededto rhake It all work.

“ At’ the open house, citizens 
can review Information and com-

*ThIs plkh. haa gonfc through, 
many changes," :sald Jeahhlne ' 
Murrell, MPAC representative 
for Washington County small 
cities. "We need to make sure

^J'^Fqfix^rc InfornaQ^Tcbntact' 
'•Kari‘Mawson br Rob^crt Tleman 
at the Forest Grove Community 
Development Department. 
359-3227.
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Citizens 

asked to 

eye plan
Meeting tonight 

offers 2040 ideas
■ By K.D. NORRIS . 

and MIKE LUCAS 
Of the Times

ALOHA — After getting verbal
ly roughed np by some local city of
ficials recently, Metro officials are 
taking their regional growth plan
ning ftamewort to the public - 
tonight.

Metro win hold a open house on 
the first phase of its regional 
framework and transportation plans 
at Aloha High School, I8SS0 S.W.
Kinnaman Road. The progiam starts
atS.

The open house wall cover a 
variety of Metrovdated issues.' It 

' follows a similar-public meeting 
held in Tlaladn on Tuesday. ^ 
open bouses also follow a meeting 
held March 26 in Tigard in which 
pw. local dty officials were cridcaT 

• of; Memo's.! .^owth management 
: plan^" ^ ^

Metro' is^U^adng' -to.' ■establish' 
te^oiial. pIctS^ /ttanrtjtnls for a 
widc-range of-erban planning issues 
such as street sues, parking and 
structural requirements for build
ings, even apod limits. The plan
ning standards are part of the Metro 
2040 long-range urban planning - 
process.

While some Washington County 
mayors have expressed concern over. 
Metro's plans. Beaverton Mayor 
Rob Drake said be is not opposed to 
the planning process moving for
ward.

The idea is to get it (the stan
dards) out there, then let the cities 
come back with alternatives," Drake 
said. Drake is a member of the 
Memo' Bslicy Advisory Committee, 
the group assisting Metro to develop 
the standards. "Metro is more than 
wiU'ing to talk about them, but you 
have to have a starting point"

Citizens: Drake process on track
■ Continued from Page AT

Drake does not sec Memo park
ing, and street standatrls as an "end- 
air-mandalc, but as a starting point 
for discussion.

“Collectively, you will sec (the 
standards) massaged a bit," he said. 
“Qearly. what is right for a parking 
standard in Portland is not tight for 
Sherwood."

Drake is not alone in his support

“We don't want to see this level 
of planning going on at Metro," 
Nicoli said. To us, it's out of con
trol. If they want to move forward, 
we want them to back off on fine 
tuning and deal with the major is
sues."

Nicoli said he and other mayors 
in Washington County feel that 
Metro's 7MO plan should provide 
broad goals that the dries should 
fulfill through citizen involvement

for kecfring an open mind about jna planning. But he feels work on 
Metro's plans. But there ate local jjjj regional framework plan is not
offidals who almost seem to have 
their mind made up against the 
plans. '

Tigard Mayor Jim Nicoli, for 
one, finds Metro's efforts to forge a 
regional growth plan to be loo 
much, too soon.

T don't have a problem with 
(Metro) 2040 in generk, but there is 
an undertone here," Nicoli said.

He said that Memo is proceeding

dtizen driven, nor dty driven. It is. 
instead, driven by the Metro 
bureaucracy.
. The pace at which we get 
material from Metro is mind bu
gling," Nicoli said. “We get drafts in 
almost every week. It's hard to keep 
up with reading of the (paperwork), 
let alone to get citizen involvement. 
For what they're trying to do,-

plan. Nicoli also sard he is ;con-. mpotmtothcpiooss. 
cemed that draft plan contains However, Memo .Executive MU®
specific language on planning issues Burton said that the current plan is 
such as street-size width, lot size, jnstadraft. 
parking ratios, a Memo-wide spqcd ,„ tTlobody'Sr-.yoccd .on. anything 
li^t aqd4i^lft£^zbmngK< v. i<:U$etjti.'Burtaniaid..Th»aianda^ are

,NidDll'.'i(aid''.' siich Requirements open to discussion and *Thal's the 
would‘■make half of die businesses intent.''
in doWntown Tigard nonconforming 
land uses. Memo is fotdng dries to 
comply with Metro's planning 
templie, he said.

Burton said that Metro is work
ing under a state mandate to provide 
the regional ftamewori: by Decem
ber 1997.

Tlobody’s done this before — 
nobody," Burton said of the regional 
framework plan. “I have been push
ing this schedule up ... (but) I think 
we’re all in this together.”

As for the framework plan affect
ing downtown businesses or other 
land uses. Burton noted that "none 
of the changes will be applied to ex
isting developmcnL I’m not inter
ested in deciding what the speed 
limits of (cities) should be, or the lot 
size, quite bankly."

Drake is not done in his support 
of Memo's planning process.

"I know it's an early draft, but 
it’s the beginning of a discussion," 
said Peggy Lynch, a Beaverton resi
dent. dtizen activist and Memo 
Planning Advisory Committee 
member. “It’s a workable, changing 
document"

Lynch said fellow planning ad
visory committee members Cor
nelius dty councilor Jeannine Mur
rell and Tlialatin Mayor Lou Ogden 
have been trying to get local elected 
officials involved in the framework 
discussion.
_Tbe frustration has been trying 

.toilfigure out a way.to engage 
• everyone," Lynch said. ’ ‘

•Ogden said he understands the 
concerns of both Metro and dty of
ficials. but the framework plan's 
guidelines "must be spedfic enough 
to force change."
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Neujs and Notes for the Citizens of Rivergrove

Metro Open House
Residents of the City of Rivergrove and Clackamas 
County are encouraged to attend an Open House 
sponsored by Metro, the regional government in 
the tri-county area. The Open House is an informal 
gathering designed to get your input as Metro 
develops the first phase of the Regional Framework 
Plan, setting regional standards by which the city 
must comply. In addition, Metro is seeking com
ment on proposed changes to the policy component 
of the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). Come 
any time during the Open House and stay as long 
as you like...

What: METRO OPEN HOUSE
When: Monday, April 8th, 5 to 8pm
Where: Marylhurst College, Highway 43, 

Commons Dining Hall

Issues include: • highways, streets, transit, 
freight, bikes and pedestrians

• protecting stream corridors, 
wetlands, floodplains

During the past three years, Metro, with participa
tion from the region's cities and counties, has 
worked to develop and adopt the Region 2040 
growth concept, encouraging more compact growth 
in cities throughout the region while maintaining 
our livability. The Regional Framework Plan, 
mandated by voter-approved Metro Charter, will 
implement the growth concept and will likely 
require the City to change its comprehensive plan 
and zoning. While this is a region^ effort, most of 
the changes will be made at the county, city and 
neighborfiood level. Your input and feedback is 
vital to both the City and to Metro. For more 
information, call Metro's growth management 
hotline at 797-1888.

Flood Facts...
Flood debris hauled out of Rivergrove; 

138 TONS, 27 dumpster loads!!

Number of Rivergrove homes affected: 
25 homes received "Substantial" 
damage while 6 to 8 homes received 
"Minor" damage; 18 homes were 
uninhabitable (and many still are)

Meridian Park Flood Relief Fund:
1st Allocation of $8,409.08 was divided 
among those sustaining "substantial" 
damage; 2nd Allocation of $1,236.25 
will be divided among those sustaining 
"minor" damage.

DfiVSTO
R6M6MB6R

All city meetings are held at the 
River Grove Elementary School Library 

5850 SW McEwan Road
(see April agendas on reverse side)

Planning Commission 
Monday, April 1,1996 at 7:30pm

City Council
Monday, April 8,1996 at 7:30pm

■Joint PC and CC Work Session
Monday, April 22,1996 at 7:30pm

City Recorder Office Hours
Tuesday & Thursday 

1:00pm - 3:00pm
or leave a message anytime... 639-6919
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Public hearings
Thursday, March 28.2 pm, city council hearing on amendments to historic resource 
code. City Council Chambers, 1220 SW 5th;.
Wednesday, March 27,7:30 pm. informational meeting on amendments to Chapter 
33.286, Signs, followed by Planning.Commissiqn hearing on April 9. in afternoon, on 
same subject Both meeting and hearing in Portland Building. 2nd Roor, Room C, 1120 
SW 5th. '
Saturday, March 30,9 am lo.noon, Metro open hou^ regarding phase 1 of the regional 
framework plan, at Metro, 600 ME Grand Avenue.. .
Metro Policy Advisory Committee: MPAC meets the second and fourth Wednesday, of 
each month, at the Metro Regional Center. 600 NE Grand. Call 797-1562 for agenda in
formation.
Multnomah County Board of Commissioners: MCBC meets at the Multnomah 
County Courthouse, Room 602,1021 SW 4th. Call 248-5222 for information.
Portland Planning Commission: PPC meets the s^nd Tuesday of each’month at ■ 
12:30 pm and the fourth Tuesday of each month at 7 pnt, and in special session as re
quired. Meeting agend^ are published in the Metro section of the Friday edition of The 
Oregonian the week prior to the meeting. Call 823-7700 for more information.
Public Utilities Review Board: Sewer Commiuee meets April 1,5:30 to 7:30 pm; Wa
ter Subcommittcc^meets April 3.7:30 to 9:30 am; PURB meets April 3.5:30 to 7:30 pm; 
Solid Waste Committee meets April 11,9:30 to 11:30 am. Call Arm Madsen at 823- 
6848 for locations and to confirm times.
Regional Rail Summit: Saturday, May 18, at Benson High School. The summit will 
begin with a plenary sessiori in the morning, and end with tours in the afternoon. 
Miscellaneous: Metro has submitted its Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives 
(RUGGOs) to the Department of Land Conservation and Development. The Land 
Conservation atrd Development Commission will review the submittal on May 30-31, at 
the State Capitol Comments and objections are due April 15. All liquor licenses south 
of Burnside and within the Portland city limits expire on June 30. Advise the Bureau of 
Licenses of opposition to revewal of any license by April 15.
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Regional Framework Plan Open House Sponsored by Metro
Metro is sponsoring an open house 

designed to get input about the Regional 
Framework and Transportation plans. The 
Framework will lead to regional growth- 
related standards with which Milwaukie 
must comply. The meeting will be 5 - 8 
pm on Wednesday, April 3rd in the LaSalle 
High School Cafeteria, 11999 SE Fuller Rd.

The Regional Framework Plan was 
mandated by the voter-approved Metro 
Charter. It impacts Milwaukie because our 
comprehensive plan and zoning 
ordinances must be consistent with the 
region's.

Specific issues featured in the
open house include:

✓ accommodating housing and 
employment growth

✓ establishing a regional 
parking policy

✓ updating regional 
transportation policies

✓ protecUng stream corridors,
. wetlands, and natural areas

to ensure water quality
✓ protecting rural areas outside 

the urban growth boundary

✓ reviewing proposed policy 
changes to the Regional 
Transportation Plan

Milwaukie residents are encouraged to 
drop by to learn more about the Regional 
Framework Plan. It will be an informal 
gathering, so people can drop in and stay 
as long as they like. Those who attend will

be able to participate in an electronic 
survey designed to collect opinions about, 
growth-related issues. Local and regional" 
officials will be available to answer 
questions.

For more information, please call 
Metro's growth management hotline at 
797-1888.

City Broadens Support to Neighborhood Program
In March, Milwaukie's neighborhood 

program achieved a milestone when the 
City Council officially recognized the 
Waverly/Downtown neighborhood; all 
residential areas are now represented by 
neighborhood associations.

South/North Light Rail:
Moving into Draft Environment Impact Study

It will take approximately a year to 
complete this detailed process. During this 
time, Metro and Tri-Met staff will be 
meeting individually with property owners 
along the alignments. If you would like to 
set up a meeting, please call Susan 
Shepherd at Metro, at 797-1872.
Alignment descriptions;

From Clackamas Town center, both 
alignments run westward along Railroad 
Avenue, behind the Milwaukie Marketplace to 
Monroe Street One alignment splits and goes 
north along the Tillamook Branch Line railroad 
to McLoughlin Boulevard toward Portland. The 
other alignment proceeds west on Monroe to 
21st Avenue, and then follows 21$t Avenue 
north to McLoughlin Boulevard toward 
Portland. A choice betw^ the alignments will 
be made following a public comment period on 
the DEIS. If you would like more information, 
or to be put on the Milwaukie South/North 
mailing Pst call 786-7657.

Currently, two possible light rail 
alignments through Milwaukie are being 
studied in a Draft Environmental Impact 
Study (DEIS). The DEIS performs four 
primary tasks;

• Studies population projections, transit 
and road conditions through 2015

• Provides technical information to 
decision-makers

• Identifies the impacts of the alternatives
• Provides a basis for the mitigation of 

impacts of the preferred alternative

,----1^-,/SdIs-...

^5- ^Neighborhood/ 
‘■Association Meetings

: ARDENWALD - 
;■ v’ ■ - :;2rid Tu^ay of the month •; 
& 7:30i pm, Ardenwald Elementaiy 
'; Contact Michelle Creeley Poberts, 

:/;1653:2823

. HECTOR CAMPBeLl:;
: -list Monday of the month' ■

■ 7 pm,;'Hector Campbell School 
Contact Valori Fletcher; 786-2962

LAKE ROAD
.3rd Thursday of the month 

7 pm, Milwaukie Lutheran Church 
Contact Chuck Kersey, 654-99.13

LEWELLING

just as the associations have been 
organizing, so has the city. Two new 
initiatives to integrate neighborhood 
services throughout the city are being 
pursued; a Neighborhood Services Team 
and Department Head Liaisons to 
neighborhoods.

The Neighborhood Services Team is 
made up of staff from every department, 
including code enforcement, recycling, 
traffic, transportation and crime 
prevention. These folks already interact 
with the neighborhoods quite a bit. As a 
new team, they will improve and increase 
their communication and coordination'to 
better serve your needs.

Upper level commitment will be 
strengthened with the addition of the 
department heads serving as liaisons to the 
neighborhoods. Their function will be to 
increase two-way communications, to 
serve as an information and referral source, 
and to help increase city awareness of 
neighborhood concerns.

Through both of these programs, we 
are striving to improve city responsiveness 
to the concerns of our cifizens. •

Liaisons to Neighborhoods
ARDENWALD Linda Mullen 

Neighborhood 
Services Coordinator

Lake Road Area Modal Plan
A new study to identify improvements 

to increase, safety, accessibility and 
connectivity of all travel modes will soon 
begin in the Lake Road area. Residents and 
othw interested people are encouraged to 
attend the kick-off meeting at Milwaukie ' 
Lutheran Church on May 23rd. The 
meeting will explain the project objectives 
and process, begin soliciting public 
comments on problems and needs, and 
establish a citizen participation plan.
' Some items to be included in the study 

are the development of a local street 
circulation plan for the study area and an 
access management plan along Lake Road. 
The study will look at areas north and 
south of Lake Road, between SE 21st 
Avenue and Kuehn Road.

If you would like more information, to 
be added to the mailing list, or are 
interested in serving on a citizen working 
group, please call 786-76S2.

Kickoff Community Meeting 
Thursday, May 23,1996 • 7;00 PM 

Milwaukie Lutheran Church
3810 SE Lake Road • Milwaukie, Oregon
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Mayor's Corner
Transportation issues continue to be 
among the most difficult problems 
facing Tigard, Washington County 
and the State of Oregon. The Legisla
ture has not allocated additional 
funding for our state highways for 
the last six years. In addition, the 
Federal Highway Administration 
continues to reduce funding assis
tance to states for maintenance and 
new highway construction costs.

The situation has grown to the point 
that many cities and counties, in
cluding Tigard, have financed pro
jects on state highways.

There are several state highways — 
Interstate 5, Highway 99, Highway 
217, and Hall Boulevard — which 
pass through or are adjacent to our 
dty. All of these roads need mainte
nance and upgrades to handle the in
creased traffic.

The State Legislature has primary 
authority and responsibility to deter
mine the funding for the State De
partment of Transportation. In 
November, we will be selecting new • 
senators and representatives for the 
1997 Legislature. If transportation is 
of concern to you, then you may 
want to ask the candidates what 
their positions are on resolving our 
state transportation needs.

We, the City Council and Tigard 
staff, will do what we can to fund

upgrades and repairs as needed 
with our available resources. In ad
dition, we will continue to attend 
county and regional trarrsportation 
plarming meetings to make Tigard's 
needs and interests known — to be 
ready to tap into any resources that ' 
become available.

James NicoH, Mayor

i

n

Tell Metro what you think!
Residents of Tigard are encouraged 
to attend an open house sponsored 
by Metro, the regional government 
in the tri county area at one of the 
following locations:

Tuesday. April 2.1996.5-8 PM

>■ Tualatin High School Commons

>■ 22300 SW Boones Ferry Road, 
Tualatin, Oregon

Thursday. April 4.1996.5-8 PM

>- Aloha High School Cafeteria

V 18550 SW Kinnaman Road, 
Aloha, Oregon

The open house is an informal gath
ering designed to get your input on 
Metro's first phase of the Regional 
Framework Plan. This plan will set 
regional standards which will apply 
to the City. In addition, Metro is

91

seeking comment on proposed 
changes to the policy component of 
the Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP). Come any time during the 
open house and stay as long as you 
like.

During the open house, you and 
your neighbors can discuss how pro
posed regional policies will affect 
you. An iimovative electronic sur
vey wilt gather your opinions about 
growth management, transportation 
and greenspaces policies under con
sideration. You can talk directly to 
local and regional officials about is
sues that concern you, get your ques
tions answered and view survey 
results instantaneously.

For more information, call Metro's 
growth management hotline at 797- 
1888.



How do open spaces, 

growth, traffic, housing, water 

and parking fit together in 

your community?
Find out at Metro's Regional 
Livability open houses.

Your input on policies 

designed to manage growth 

and transportation in our 

region is needed. We want to 

share new information and 

answer your questions.

The open houses will include 

"Public Pulse," an interactive 

electronic survey that displays 

results instantly. Participate 

and let us know what you 

think.

Come any time - and bring 

a friend!

Call Metro's growth manage

ment hotline, (503) 797-1888 

for more information.

For information on taking the 

bus or MAX to the open 

houses, call Tri-Met, 238-RIDE.

Metro
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I Saturday, March 30
I 9 a.m. - noon 
[ Metro
I' 600 NE Grand Ave.
I Portland
ii;;£ V;;;V::'-r V
I ’ Monday, April 1
I' 5-8 p.m.
I Gresham High School 
f 1200 N. Main 
I Gresham

|;i Tuesday, April 2
|j 5-8 p.m.
I i Tualatin High School 
Is 22300 SW Boones Ferry Rd.
I ■ ■■ ' . ■;

II Tualatin

I Wednesday, April 3
5-8 p.m.

: LaSalle High School 
i 11999 SE Fuller Rd.

Milwaukie

I Thursday, April 4
' 5-8p.m.
; Aloha High School 
: 18550’SW Kinnaman Rd. 

Aloha

Monday, April 8
' 5-8p.m.
‘ Maryihurst College 
; Highway 43 
i South Lake Oswego
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Metro

Phase 1 - Regional 
Framework Plan

series of open houses is plimned 
to get your input -as Metro 

develops Phase I of the Regional 
Framework Plan, which sets regional 
standards for managing growth hy 
which all cities and counties in the 
region must comply.

The Regional Framework Plan will 
entail changes in local zoning ordi
nances that may affect people in their 
neighborhood and where they work and 
shop. In addition, Metro’s open houses 
will ask for comments on proposed 
changes to policy aspects of the 
Regional Transportation Plan.

During the open house, you and your 
neighbors can discuss how proposed 
regional growth policies will affect you. 
Come any time during the open house 
and stay as long as you like.

Metro has invited elected leaders and 
staff members from the local jurisdic
tions to participate in the open house 
and help answer questions. In addition, 
the open houses will feature an innova
tive electronic survey to gather your 
opinions about growth management, 
transportation and open spaces.

Please attend one or more of the open 
houses and participate, as Metro and 
our local paitners develop specific 
measures for managing growth in each 
local community.

For more information, send e-mail to 
2040@metro.or.gov or call Metro's growth 
management hotline, 797-1888.

Open, Houses'! jurisdictions
Invited

-Transit Info
(Call 238-RIDE for more 
transit information.)

..City of Portland . MAX
9 a.m. - noon ■ City of Maywood Park Bus 6
Metro ■ i-.- ■?/ Multnomah County
600 NE Grand Ave.
Council Chamber;.:'; - ■ ■ . . . • ■

Portland';-; - --.V. »-r.‘ ' : • • , ."A.-

'.i*. . -t -v- ' City of Gresham ./ ■ ;
5 p.m.-8 p.m. 'y? ' V '• Civbr^oodIVfllage>>,:'%:Biis-4,23;.9:Hi'--'^' 

.Gresham High School 4- ■-■/tCi^f;.Faitview;C-. - - '26,80.-81 
Cafeteria 'CitybfTrbutdale . ■-
1200 N.Main"^''.i,7'Multnomah Gotinty !2\

. V; •', 5 P-m. > fl-p;m:• ?•* u . 1 •,V'<J- —•' -' HTn;* V-
f A-^WalatirrHighiS^6qJ^

V22300 SW^BoofjesI^
vvPerryRdi

rtsbn

restGroye
^GiMpil|sbqra%jS
^^^tyidpebrnejiu^^;

Ji^D^averjon^.^3
iinrrTr\mryv>iir>Ht:

8 2040 Framework Plan - Spring 1996
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How do open spaces, 

growth, trafific, housing, water 

and parking fit together in 

your community?

aaagssas

Find out at Metro's Regional Livability 
ijp open houses.

Your input on policies designed to 
manage growth and transportation 
in our region is needed. We want to 
share new information and answer 
your questions.

The open houses will include "Public Pulse," an interactive electronic 
survey that displays results instantly. Participate and let us know what 
you think.

Come any time - and bring a friend!

Call Metro's growth management 
hotline, (503) 797-1888, for more 
information.

For information on taking the bus 
or MAX to the open houses, call 
Tri-Met, 238-RIDE.

S at u r d ay^IVI arch 30 ‘
9’airn.— npbh>:''?"r'
Metro /

'^600 NE Qrand Aye! f-' b 

'■Portland ^ '»

Metro

Scanner 
6.75" X 9“ 94
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How do open spaces, 

growth, traffic, housing, water 

and parking fit together 

your community?
Find out at Metro's Regional Livability 
open houses.

Your input on policies designed to 
manage growth and transportation 
in our region is needed. We want to 
share new information and answer 

------- your questions.

The open houses will include "Public Pulse," an interactive electronic 
survey that displays results instantly. Participate and let us know what 
you think.

nnnn;

Come any time - and bring a friend!

Call Metro's growth management 
hotline, (503) 797-1888, for more 
information.

For information on taking the bus 
or MAX to the open houses, call 
Tri-Met, 238-RIDE.

j Tuesday, April 2 
5-8 p.m.

Tualatin High School 
. 22300 SW Bophes Ferry Rdl 
Tualatin - • i

Metro

Wilsonville Spokesman 
Tigard Times 
Tualatin Times 
6 7/16' X 9”

95



How do open spaces, 

growth, traffic, housing, water 

and parking fit together in 

your community?

mm

Find out at Metro's Regional Livability 
open houses.

Your input on policies designed to 
manage growth and transportation 
in our region is needed. We want to 
share new information and answer 
your questions.

The open houses will include "Public 
Pulse," an interactive electronic survey 
that displays results instantly. Partici
pate and let us know what you think. 
Come any time - and bring a friend!

Call Metro's growth management 
hotline, (503) 797-1888, for more 
iriformation.

For information on taking the bus 
or MAX to the open houses, call 
Tri-Met, 238-RIDE.

Wednesday,^April 3
If^5>rr8jpjn; --i'j x; 

HLaSalle HighSchobl;':; ,

7?^Mflviraukie.C' "’y. C--
'' ^ i y '' v'v ' ^ ' V-

" j > ■'>'v' > •’

lyibhday, Apnl^B; ;/
5 -Bp.m.
'Maryihurst College, ' - ' <'1 

.'Highway.43 
South LakeOswego;

Metro

Clackamas Review 
6 7/16" X 9” 96



How do open spaces, 

growth, traffic, housing, water 

and parking fit together in 

your community?

\vv
Find out at Metro's Regional Livability 

p open houses.

Your input on policies designed to 
manage growth and transportation 
in our region is needed. We want to 
share new information and answer 

- your questions.

The open houses will include "Public Pulse," an interactive electronic 
survey that displays results Instantly. Participate and let us know what 
you think.

Come any time - and bring a friend!

Call Metro's growth management 
hotline, (503) 797-1888, for more 
information.

For information on taking the bus 
or MAX to the open houses, call 
Tri-Met, 238-RIDE.

Thursday, April 4 
5-8p.rr.
Aloha High School 
18550 SW Kinnaman Rd. 
Aloha

Metro

Argus 
New Times 
Valley Times

6 7/16" X 9"

97



How do open spaces, 

growth, traflSc, housing, water 

and parking fit together " 

your community?
;r in

mim.
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T|;j Find out at Metro's Regional Livability 
open houses.

Your Input on policies designed to 
manage growth and transportation 
in our region is needed. We want to 
share new information and answer 

, your questions.ismmB J ^

The open houses will include "Public Pulse," an Interactive electronic 
survey that displays results instantly. Participate and let us know what 
you think.

Come any time-and bring a friend!

Call Metro's growth management 
hotline, (503) 797-1888, for more 
Information.

For information on taking the bus 
or MAX to the open houses, call 
Tri-Met, 238-RIDE.

Monday, April 8
5-8 p.m.
fylarylhurst College' - 

; High way 43 
SouthLake Oswego

Metro

West Unn Tidings 
Lake Oswego Review
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Marshall High students to test electronic survey for Metro

Students at Marshall High School will help Metro test "Public 
Pulse," an electronic survey in which participants select their choices 
about regional livability issues with results available instantaneously.

Students in the first segment of a four-year technology program 
wiU participate in the demonstration at the high school (3905 SE 91st 
Ave.) at 10 a.m. Thursday, March 28, in room PERU B-30. Reporters 
who wish to observe the demonstration are required to check in at 
Marshall's front office upon arrival.

Metro will use the electronic survey at a series of upcoming open 
houses to gather opinions from residents in the region about growth 
management, transportation and greenspaces policies.

On hand at the Marshall High School demonstration will be Metro 
Coimcilor Rod Monroe, who has worked on other projects with the 
class, and Metro staff. Also available will be visual displays 
(including the Region 2040 growth concept map) and information 
about the survey device.

Metro's open houses begin Saturday, March 30, at Metro Regional 
Center and continue through April 8 at five locations throughout the 
region. Participants can review standards that will help the region 
accommodate growth and comment on the direction of long-range 
regional transportation policies. Local and regional officials will be 
available at the informal sessions to answer questions and to provide 
information on local implementation plans.

###
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Tell us and Metro what you think

Residents of Clackamas Coimty are encouraged to attend an open 
house sponsored by Metro, the regional government in the tri-county 
area. The scheduled open house for residents of Milwaukie, Johnson 
City, Happy Valley and Gladstone is from 5 to 8 p.m., Wednesday, 
April 3, at LaSalle High School Cafeteria, 11999 SE Fuller Rd., 
Milwaukie. The scheduled open house for residents of Rivergrove, 
West Linn, Lake Oswego and Oregon Qty is from 5 to 8 p.m. 
Monday, April 8, at Marylhurst College, Highway 43, in the 
Commons Dining Hall.

The open house is an informal gathering designed to get yoiu: 
input as Metro develops the first phase of the Regional Framework 
Plan, setting regional standards by which the dty must comply. In 
addition, Metro is seeking comment on proposed changes to the 
policy component of the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). Come 
any time during the open house and stay as long as you like.

During the open house, you and your neighbors can discuss how 
proposed regional policies will affect you. An irmovative electronic 
survey will gather your opinions about growth management, 
transportation and greenspaces policies under consideration. You can 
talk directly to local and regional officials about issues that concern 
you, get your questions answered and view survey results 
instantaneously.

Specific implementation issues featured at the open house include 

the following:

- more - 
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• accommodating housing and employment growth within the 
city

• establishing a regional parking policy with parking space 
minimums and maximums

• accommodating housing and employment growth within the 
dty updating the regional transportation policies in the 
Regional Transportation Plan. The RTF, the transportation 
element of the Framework Plan, addresses strategies for 
highways, streets, transit, freight, bikes and pedestrians. The 
RTP is being updated and the policy component will be 
adopted by the Metro Coimdl m May of 1996.

• protecting stream corridors, wetlands, floodplains and natural 
areas, and ensuring water quality

• protecting rural areas outside of the urban growth boundary.

During the past three years, Metro, with participation from the 
region's cities and counties, has worked to develop and adopt the 
Region 2040 growth concept, encouraging more compact growth in 
cities throughout the region while maintaining om* livability. The 
Regional Framework Plan, mandated by the voter-approved Metro 
Charter, will implement the growth concept and will likely require 
the dty to change its comprehensive plan and zoning. While this is a 
regional effort, most of the changes will be made at the county, dty 
and neighborhood level. Your input and feedback is vital to both the 

dty and to Metro.

For more information, call Metro's growth management hotline at 

797-1888.
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Tell us and Metro what you think

Residents of Washington County are encouraged to attend an 
open house sponsored by Metro, the regional government in the tri
county area. The open house scheduled for residents of Tigard, 
Durham, Sherwood, King City, Wilsonville and Tualatin is from 5 to 
8 p.m., Tuesday, April 2 at Tualatin High School Commons, 22300 
SW Boones Feny Rd., Tualatin. The open house scheduled for 
residents of Forest Grove, Cornelius, Hillsboro and Beaverton is from 
5 to 8 p.m., Thursday, April 4 at Aloha High School Cafeteria, 18550 
SW Kinnaman Rd., Aloha.

The open house is an informal gathering designed to get your 
input as Metro develops the first phase of 3ie Regional Framework 

Plan, setting regional standards by which all cities in the region must 
comply. In addition, Metro is seeking comment on proposed changes 
to the policy component of the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). 
Come any time during the open house and stay as long as you like.

During the open house, you and your neighbors can discuss how 
proposed regional policies will affect you. An mnovative electronic 
survey will gather your opinions about growth management, 
transportation and greenspaces policies under consideration. You can 
talk directly to local and regional officials about issues that concern 
you, get your questions answered and view survey results 

instantaneously.

Specific implementation issues featured at the open house include 

the following:

• accommodating housing and employment growth within the 

dty.
- more - 
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• establishing a regional parking policy with parking space 
minimums and maximums

• accommodating housing and employment growth within the 
dty updating the regional transportation policies in the 

Regional Transportation Plan. The RTF, the transportaUon 
element of the Framework Plan, addresses strategies for 
highways, streets, transit, freight, bikes and pedestrians. The 
RTP is being updated and the policy component will be 
adopted by the Metro Cotmcil in May of 1996.

• protecting stream corridors, wetlands, floodplains and natiural 
areas, and ensuring water quality

• protecting rural areas outside of the urban growth boundary.

During the past three years, Metro, with participation from the 
region's cities and counties, has worked to develop and adopt the 
Region 2040 growth concept, encouraging more cornpact ^owth in 
cities throughout the region while maintaining our livability. The 
Regional Framework Plan, mandated by the voter-approved Metro 
Charter, will implement the growth concept and will likely require 
the dty to change its comprehensive plan and zoning. While this is a 

regional effort, most of the changes will be made at the county, dty 
and neighborhood level. Your input and feedback is vital to both the 

dty and to Metro.

For more information, call Metro's growth management hotline at 

797-1888.
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Tell us and Metro what you think

Residents of Multnomah Coimty are encouraged to attend an open 
house sponsored by Metro, the regional government in the tri-county 
area. The scheduled open house for residents of Portland and 
Maywood Park is from 9 a.m. to noon, Saturday, March 30 at Metro 
Regional Center, 600 NE Grand Ave., Portland. The scheduled open 
house for residents of Gresham, Wood Village, Fairview and 
Troutdale is from 5 to 8 p.m., Monday, April 1 at Gresham High 
School Cafeteria, 1200 N. Main, Gresham.

The open house is an informal gathering designed to get your 
input as Metro develops the first phase of 3ie Regional Framework 
Plan, setting regional standards by which all cities in the region must 
comply. In addition, Metro is seeking comment on proposed changes 
to the policy component of the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). 
Come any time during the open house and stay as long as you like.

During the open house, you and your neighbors can discuss how 
proposed regional policies will affect you. An mnovative electronic 
survey will gather your opinions about growth management, 
transportation and greenspaces policies imder consideration. You can 
talk directly to local and regional officials about issues that concern 
you, get your questions answered and view survey results 

instantaneously.

Specific implementation issues featured at the open house include 

the following:

• accommodating housing and employment growth within the 

dty.
- more -
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• establishing a regional parking policy with parking space 
minimums and maximiuns

• accommodating housing and employment growth within the 
dty updating the regional transportation policies in the 
Regional Transportation Plan. The RTF, the transportation 
element of the Framework Plan, addresses strategies for 
highways, streets, transit, freight, bikes and pedestrians. The 
RTP is being updated and the policy component will be 
adopted by the Metro Council in May of 1996.

• protecting stream corridors, wetlands, floodplains and natural 
areas, and ensuring water quality

• protecting rural areas outside of the urban growth boundary.

Ouring the past three years, Metro, with participation from the 
region's cities and counties, has worked to develop and adopt the 
Region 2040 growth concept, encouraging more compact growth in 
cities throughout the region while maintaining our livability. The 
Regional Framework Plan, mandated by the voter-approved Metro 
Charter, will implement the growth concept and will likely require 
the dty to change its comprehensive plan and zoning. While this is a 
regional effort, most of the changes will be made at the coimty, dty 
and neighborhood level. Your input and feedback is vital to both the 

dty and to Metro.

For more information, call Metro's growth management hotline at 

797-1888.
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Tell us and Metro what you think

Residents of Washington, Qackamas and Multnomah counties are 
encouraged to attend an open house scheduled in their communities 
sponsored by Metro, the regional government in the tri-county area 
(a list of meeting locations, dates and times is attached).

The open house is an informal gathering designed to get your 
input as Metro develops the first phase of Sie Regional Framework 

Plan, setting regional standards by which all cities in the region must 
comply. In addition, Metro is seeking comment on proposed changes 
to the policy component of the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). 
Come any time during the open house and stay as long as you like.

During the open house, you and your neighbors can discuss how 
proposed regional policies will affect you. An innovative electronic 
survey will gather your opinions about growth management, 
transportation and greenspaces policies under consideration. You can 
talk directly to local and regional officials about issues that concern 
you, get your questions answered and view survey results 

instantaneously.

Specific implementation issues featured at the open house include 

the following:

• accommodating housing and employment growth within the 

dty .

• establishing a regional parking policy with parking space 

minimums and maximums
- more -
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• accommodating housing and employment growth within the 
dty updating the regional transportation policies in the 
Regional Transportation Plan. The RTF, the transportation 
element of the Framework Plan, addresses strategies for 
highways, streets, transit, freight, bikes and pedestrians. The 
RTP is being updated and the policy component will be 
adopted by the Metro Council in May of 1996.

• protecting stream corridors, wetlands, floodplains and natural 
areas, and ensuring water quality

• protecting rural areas outside of the urban growth boundary.

During the past three years, Metro, with participation from the 
region's cities and counties, has worked to develop and adopt the 
Region 2040 growth concept, encouraging more compact growth in 
cities throughout the region while maintaining our livability. The 
Regional Framework Plan, mandated by the voter-approved Metro 
Charter, will implement the growth concept and will likely require 
the dty to change its comprehensive plan and zoning. While this is a 
regional effort, most of the changes will be made at the county, dty 
and neighborhood level. Your input and feedback is vital to both the 

dty and to Metro.

For more information, call Metro's growth management hotline at 

797-1888.
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Citizen opinions sought on livability issues during open houses

How do we maintain livability while the population continues to 
increase? Metro is inviting citizens around the tri-county area to 
participate in a series of open houses where they can review 
standards that will help the region accommodate growth. Standards 
include modifications to city comprehensive plans, as well as local 
zoning and design code revisions. Citizens are also being asked to 
comment on the direction of long-range regional transportation 
policies.

Two open houses are planned in Multnomah Coimty, one for 
residents of Portland and Maywood Park from 9 a.m. to noon, 
Saturday, March 30, at Metro Regional Center, 600 NE Grand Ave., 
Portland; and a second one for residents of Gresham, Wood Village, 
Fairview and Troutdale from 5 to 8 p.m. Monday, April 1, at 
Gresham High School Cafeteria, 1200 N. Main, Gresham.

The informal sessions are designed to answer questions about how 
growth will be accommodated within the region and to gather 
comments on proposed changes to regional policies. Questions might 

include:

• How many and what kind of housing units will be built in 
my neighborhood?

• Will there be a park down the street where my children can 

play?
• How many more lanes will be added to the roads in my area 

and will there be any bike lanes?
• What are parking maximums and minimums and will they 

make it easier for me to find a place to park when I shop?
- more - 
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• Are we trading in our wetlands for more business parks?
• How is all of this growth affecting our rivers and streams?

An innovative electronic survey will be used to gather opinions 
from participants about growth management, transportation and 
greenspaces policies imder consideration. Survey results will be 
available instantaneously. Local and regional officials will be 
available to answer questions and to provide information on local 
implementation plans. Photographs and drawings of proposed local 
projects and existing 2040-style developments will be posted.

During the past three years, Metro, in cooperation with the 
region's 24 cities and three counties, has worked to develop and 
adopt the Region 2040 growth concept, maintaining the region's 
livability while encouraging more compact growth in cities 
throughout the region. The Regional Framework Plan, mandated by 
the voter-approved Metro Charter, will implement the growth 
concept and wiQ likely require cities to change their comprehensive 

plan and zoning.

While this is a regional effort, most of the changes will be made at 
the county, city and neighborhood level. Citizen input and feedback 
is vital to both the cities involved and to Metro.

Metro is also seeking comment on proposed changes to the policy 
component of the Regional Transportation Plan.

For more information, call Metro's growth management hotline at 
797-1888 or Metro's transportation hotline at 797-1900.
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