
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Meeting: Metro Technical Advisory Committee (MTAC) meeting 
Date: Wednesday, January 20, 2021 
Time: 10:00 a.m. – 12:00 noon 
Place: Virtual meeting, Zoom ID:  
Click link to join: 
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/87530518114?pwd=WjEyZWFGbEwrQmFCUldEdTdrNm1nQT09 
 Passcode: 536614 
 Call toll free:  888-475-4499 

 
10:00 am 

 
10:10 am 

 
 
 
 
 

10:20 am 
 

10:25 am 

1. 
 

2. 
 
 
 
 
 

  3. 
 

4. 

 
 

* 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

* 

Call To Order, Quorum Declared and Introductions 
 
Comments from the Chair 

• COVID-19 and racial equity updates from Metro & Region 
(Chair Kloster/all) 

• Fatal Crashes Update (Lake McTighe) 
 
 

Committee and Public Communications On Agenda Items 
 

  Minutes Review from MTAC Nov. 18, 2020 meeting 
  Minutes Review from Dec. 16, 2020 MTAC/TPAC workshop 

Tom Kloster, Chair 

10:30 am 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

11:15 am 
 
 

 
 
 
 

12:00 pm 

5. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

6. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

7. 

* 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

* 
 

 Development of site readiness toolkit presentation 
• Information/Discussion 

  
 
 
 
 
 
  Naito Main Street (South Portland Area Planning) Project 
Overview 

• Information/Discussion 
 
 
 
 
  Adjourn 

Jeffrey Raker, Metro 
Alex Joyce, Cascadia 
Partners 
Ken Anderton, Port of 
Portland 

 
 

  Kevin Bond, City of 
Portland Planner 
  Ryan Curren, City of 
Portland, Project Mgr. 
   Patrick Sweeney, PBOT 
Project Mgr.   
 
Tom Kloster, Chair 

  
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 

Next MTAC Meeting: March 17, 2021 
Next TPAC/MTAC Workshop Meeting: February 17, 2021 

 
*Material will be emailed with meeting notice 

To check on building closure or meeting cancellation during inclement weather call 
503-797-1700 

   

 
 

 
 

   
 

 

https://us02web.zoom.us/j/87530518114?pwd=WjEyZWFGbEwrQmFCUldEdTdrNm1nQT09
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2021 Metro Technical Advisory Committee (MTAC) Work Program 
As of 1/13/2021 

  
January 20, 2021 – MTAC Virtual Meeting 
Comments from the Chair 

• COVID-19 and racial equity updates from Metro 
and Region (Chair Kloster and all) 

• Fatal Crashes Update (Lake McTighe) 
 
Agenda Items 

• Development of site readiness toolkit 
presentation (Jeffrey Raker, Metro, Alex Joyce, 
Cascadia Partners, Ken Anderton, Port of 
Portland; 45 min) 

• Willamette Falls Legacy Project and Design 
Updates (Brian Moore/Carrie Belding/Alex 
Gilbertson, Metro; 45 min)  

March 17, 2021 – MTAC Virtual Meeting  
Comments from the Chair 

• COVID-19 and racial equity updates from Metro 
and Region (Chair Kloster and all) 

• Fatal Crashes Update (Lake McTighe) 
 
Agenda Items 

• HB 2001 and HB 2003 final rule results and 
implications to Metro area (Ethan Stuckmayer, 
Oregon Department of Land Conservation & 
Development; 90 min) 

May 19, 2021 – MTAC Virtual Meeting 
Comments from the Chair 

• COVID-19 and racial equity updates from Metro 
and Region (Chair Kloster and all) 

• Fatal Crashes Update (Lake McTighe) 
 
Agenda Items 

• Shelter to Housing Program (Eric Engstrom, City 
of Portland; 45 min) 

• McLoughlin Corridor Brownfield Grant & 
upcoming EPA grant to support affordable 
housing (Brian Harper; 45 min) 

July 21, 2021 – MTAC Virtual Meeting 
Comments from the Chair 

• COVID-19 and racial equity updates from Metro 
and Region (Chair Kloster and all) 

• Fatal Crashes Update (Lake McTighe) 
 
Agenda Items 

• Title 11 Concept or Comprehensive Planning 
project updates: 
Beaverton Cooper Mountain – Cassera Phipps 
Tigard River Terrace – Schuyler Warren 

September 15, 2021 – MTAC Virtual Meeting 
Comments from the Chair 

• COVID-19 and racial equity updates from Metro 
and Region (Chair Kloster and all) 

• Fatal Crashes Update (Lake McTighe) 
 
Agenda Items 

• Title 11 Concept or Comprehensive Planning 
project updates: 
King City Beef Bend South – Mike Weston 

November 17, 2021 – MTAC Virtual Meeting 
Comments from the Chair 

• COVID-19 and racial equity updates from Metro 
and Region (Chair Kloster and all) 

• Fatal Crashes Update (Lake McTighe) 
 
Agenda Items 

• Title 11 Concept or Comprehensive Planning 
project updates: 
Hillsboro Witch Hazel Village South – Dan Rutzick 

• Local jurisdictions & City of Portland efforts 
around HB 2001 (Speakers TBD) 

 
 
Parking Lot/Bike Rack: Future Topics (These may be scheduled at either MTAC meetings or combined MTAC/TPAC workshops) 

• SW Corridor Updates and Equity Coalition (Brian Harper, Metro and others?) 
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• Coordinated panel from City of Portland, TriMet and Metro/others to address SW Corridor transportation, funding issues 
and gentrification issues moving forward on the project with future plans 

• Status report on equity goals for land use and transportation planning 
• Regional city reports on community engagement work/grants 
• Regional development changes reporting on employment/economic and housing as it relates to growth management 
• Update report on Travel Behavior Survey 
• Updates on grant funded projects such as Metro’s 2040 grants and DLCD/ODOT’s TGM grants.  Recipients of grants. 
• 2020 Census 
• Regional Data Strategy 
• Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) annual report/project profiles report 
• Reports from regional service providers affecting land use and transportation, future plans 
• Climate Action updates, DLCD in 2021 

 
 

MTAC meetings held every other month starting in January on the 3rd Wednesday of the month from 10:00 am to noon. 
For MTAC agenda and schedule information, e-mail marie.miller@oregonmetro.gov  
In case of inclement weather or cancellations, call 503-797-1700 for building closure announcements.  
 

 

mailto:marie.miller@oregonmetro.gov
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2021 Metro Technical Advisory Committee (MTAC) and  
Transportation Policy Alternatives Committee (TPAC) workshop meetings Work Program 

As of 12/29/2020 
 

Feb. 17, 2021 – TPAC/MTAC Workshop – Virtual Mtg. 
Comments from the Chair 
 
Agenda Items 

• Regional Emergency Transportation Routes (ETR) 
Update-Draft ETR Routes and Report  
(Kim Ellis, Metro/Laura Hanson, RDPO/Thuy Tu, 
TTU Consulting/ Allison Pyrch, Salus Resilience; 
45 min) 
 

April 21, 2021 – TPAC/MTAC Workshop – Virtual Mtg. 
Comments from the Chair 
 
Agenda Items 

• Regional Mobility Policy Update (Kim Ellis, 
Metro/Lidwien Rahman, ODOT/ Susie Wright, 
Kittelson; 90 min) 

June 16, 2021 – TPAC/MTAC Workshop – Virtual Mtg. 
Comments from the Chair 
 
Agenda Items 

• Best Practices and Data to Support Natural 
Resources Protection (Lake McTighe; 90 min) 
 

August 18, 2021 – TPAC/MTAC Workshop – Virtual Mtg. 
Comments from the Chair 
 
Agenda Items 

• Regional Freight Delay and Commodities 
Movement Study Policy Framework Discussion 
(Tim Collins, Metro; 30 min) 

• Regional Mobility Policy Update (Kim Ellis, 
Metro/Lidwien Rahman, ODOT/ Susie Wright, 
Kittelson; 80 min) 

 
 

October 20, 2021 – TPAC/MTAC Workshop – Virtual Mtg 
Comments from the Chair 
 
Agenda Items 

• Scoping Kick-off for 2023 Regional Transportation 
Plan Update (Kim Ellis, 90 min.) 

December 15, 2021– TPAC/MTAC Workshop-Virtual Mtg 
Comments from the Chair 
 
Agenda Items 

  
  

  
 
 
Parking Lot/Bike Rack: Future Topics (In addition check with future topics in both MTAC and TPAC work programs) 

• Climate Action updates (DLCD date TBD) 
• Technical Analysis MTIP/RTP (Grace Cho, Kim Ellis date TBD) 

 
TPAC/MTAC workshops held every other month starting February on the 3rd Wednesday of the month from 10:00 a.m. 
to 12 p.m.  
 
For agenda and schedule information e-mail marie.miller@oregonmetro.gov  
In case of inclement weather or cancellations, call 503-797-1700 for building closure announcements.  
 

mailto:marie.miller@oregonmetro.gov
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Date: January 4, 2021 
To: Transportation Policy Advisory Committee (TPAC), Metro Technical Advisory 

Committee (MTAC) and interested parties 
From: Lake McTighe, Regional Planner 
Subject: Monthly fatal crash update  

The purpose of this memo is to provide an update to TPAC, MTAC and other interested parties on 
the number of people killed in traffic crashes in Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington Counties 
over the previous month and the total for the year.  
 

2020 Monthly fatal crash update – As of 12/28/20 
Number of fatalities*   Fatalities by mode Fatalities by county 
 
January 2020: 10 
 

5 Pedestrian 
1 Motorcycle 
4 Motor Vehicle 

Clackamas: 2 
Multnomah: 6 
Washington: 2 

February 2020: 9 

2 Pedestrian 
1 Bicycle 
5 Motor Vehicle 
1 Motorcycle 

Clackamas: 2 
Multnomah: 5 
Washington: 2 

March 2020: 9 
2 Pedestrian 
6 Motor Vehicle 
1 Motorcycle 

Clackamas: 3 
Multnomah: 4 
Washington: 2 

April 2020: 3 1 Motorcycle 
2 Motor Vehicle 

Clackamas: 2 
Multnomah: 1 

May 2020: 5 5 Motor Vehicle Clackamas: 3 
Multnomah: 2 

June 2020: 11 
9 Motor Vehicle 
1 Pedestrian 
1 Bicycle 

Clackamas: 3 
Multnomah: 5 
Washington: 3 

July 2020: 14 
9 10 Motor Vehicle 
2 Motorcycle 
2 Pedestrian 

Clackamas: 56 
Multnomah: 6 
Washington: 2 

August 2020: 9 

3 Pedestrian 
1 Bicycle 
2 Motorcycle 
3 Motor Vehicle 

Clackamas: 4 
Multnomah: 4 
Washington: 1 

September 2020: 14 

5 Pedestrian 
1 Bicycle 
6 Motor Vehicle 
2 Motorcycle 

Clackamas: 3 
Multnomah: 10 
Washington: 1 

October 2020: 18 
4 Pedestrian 
5 Motorcycle 
9 Motor Vehicle 

Clackamas: 2 
Multnomah: 14 
Washington: 1 

November 2020: 25 
6 Pedestrian 
1 Bicycle 
18 Motor Vehicle 

Clackamas: 4 
Multnomah: 15 
Washington: 6 

December 2020: 5 
2 Pedestrian 
1 Bicycle 
2 Motor Vehicle 

Multnomah: 5 
 

Total:  132 

32 Pedestrian 
6 Bicycle 
15 Motorcycle 
79 Motor Vehicle 

Clackamas: 34 
Multnomah: 76 
Washington: 22 
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Source: ODOT Preliminary Fatal Crash Report 
*Crashes may have more than one fatality, so fatality numbers may be higher than crash numbers 
 
Fatal crash information is from the Preliminary Fatal Crash report from the Oregon Department of 
Transportation’s (ODOT) Transportation Data Section/Crash Analysis and Reporting Unit. There 
are typically several contributing factors to serious crashes. Alcohol and drugs, speed, failure to 
yield the right-of-way, and aggressive driving are some of the most common causes. Road design 
and vehicle size can contribute to the severity of the crash.  
 
Based on preliminary fatal crash data, in 2020 there were 132 traffic deaths in Clackamas, 
Multnomah and Washington Counties, and 480 in Oregon. These numbers exclude traffic deaths 
ruled as suicide.  
 
As of 12/28/20 
 
December 2020 
Unknown, walking, Multnomah County, 12/23/20 
Clayton, 66, in a wheelchair, Multnomah County, 12/17/20 
Clawson and Cortes (double), 25 and 19, driving, Multnomah County, 12/12/20 
Gene, 64, bicycling, Multnomah County, 12/04/20 
 
November 2020 
Carol, 79, walking, Washington County, 11/25/20 
Unknown, driving, Multnomah County, 11/24/20 
Coffin and Leiss (double), 20 and 26, driving, Multnomah County, 11/22/20 
Unknown and Unknown, Turnwalker and Walker (double), 44 and 10, driving, Multnomah County, 
11/22/20 
Garrett, 37, driving, Washington County, 11/21/20 
Manuel, 16, driving, Washington County, 11/20/20 
Colin, 26, driving, Multnomah County, 11/20/20 
Sherry Lynn, 68, walking, Clackamas County, 11/19/20 
Obduwier, 18, driving, Multnomah, County, 11/19/20 
Tetteh, 35, walking, Clackamas County, 11/19/20 
Maxine, 94, driving, Clackamas County, 11/18/20 
Tracy, 37, walking, Washington County, 11/17/20 
Daniel, 27, walking, Multnomah County, 11/17/20 (died on November 27) 
Antonio, 28, bicycling, Multnomah County, 11/12/20  
Kevin, 28, driving, Washington County, 11/10/20 
Jennifer, 46, driving, Multnomah County, 11/8/20 
Phoenix, 16, Rita, 16, Hailey, 16, driving, Multnomah County, 11/6/20 Randy, 66, walking, 
Washington County, 11/6/20 
Armando, 27, driving, Multnomah County, 11/6/20 
Mark, 53, driving, Clackamas County, 11/4/20 
Kelly Elizabeth, 28, walking, Multnomah County, 11/4/20 
 
October 2020 
Dakoda, 28, driving, Multnomah County, 10/31/20 
Christopher, 27, walking, Multnomah County, 10/30/20 
Jonathan, 36, motorcycling, Clackamas County, 10/26/20 
Unknown Steven Lawrence, 47, motorcycling, Multnomah County, 10/22/20 
Devontay, age unknown, driving, Multnomah County, 10/22/20 
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Colins, 18, and Mauesby, 19, (double) driving, Multnomah County, 10/18/20 
Eric, 47, walking, Washington County, 10/12/20 
Unknown, driving, Multnomah County, 10/10/20 
Unknown Green and Chavez (double), walking, Multnomah County, 10/10/20 
Ryan, 37, driving, Multnomah County, 10/10/20 
Brian, 24, motorcycling, Multnomah, 10/9/20 
Timothy, 41, motorcycling, Multnomah County, 10/9/20 
Alexander, 33, driving, Clackamas County, 10/8/20 
Andrew, 26, motorcycling, Multnomah County, 10/4/20 
Unknown (double), driving, Multnomah County, 10/1/20 
 
September 2020 
Nathaniel, motorcycling, Multnomah County, 9/28/20 
Heath, 49, driving, Multnomah County, 9/27/20 
Timothy, 52, walking, Multnomah County, 9/24/20 
UnknownMichael, 29, driving, Washington County, 9/23/20 
Damian, 45, driving, Multnomah County, 9/22/20 
Robert, 59, walking, Clackamas County, 9/19/20 
Dakota, 20, motorcycling, Clackamas County, 9/16/20 
Christopher, 36, walking, Multnomah County, 9/11/20 
UnknownAlberto, 35, walking, Multnomah County, 9/11/20 
UnknownNicholas, 16, driving, Clackamas County, 9/6/20 
Craig, 67, driving, Multnomah County, 9/5/20 
UnknownJessica, 46, walking, Multnomah County, 9/4/20 
Martin, 81, bicycling, Multnomah County, 9/3/20 
UnknownAlijah, 25, driving, Multnomah County, 9/1/20 
 
August 2020 
Tiffany, 68, walking, Multnomah County, 8/30/20 
Dylan, 27, motorcycling, Multnomah County, 8/2826/20 
Zachary, 28, walking, Multnomah County, 8/2826/20 
Unknown, driving, Multnomah County, 8/24/20 
Theresa, 63, Clackamas County, 8/17/20 
Troy, age 55, killed while walking, Mt Hood Highway in Boring, Clackamas County, 8/10/20  
Timothy, age 44, killed while riding a motorcycle, Tualatin Valley Highway, Washington County, 
8/7/20 
Nolan, age 67, killed while riding an electric bicycle, 82nd Avenue (Hwy 213) near Luther Road, 
Clackamas County, 8/2/20 
Shirley, 82, driving, Clackamas County, 8/1/20 
 
July 2020  
Martin P., 91, driving, Clackamas County, 7/13/20 
Sarah, age 1, killed while walking, Multnomah County, 7/30/20 
Cynthia Rachelle, killed in a motor vehicle crash, age 45, Clackamas County, 7/28/20 
Aaron Russell, age 41, killed in a motor vehicle crash, Clackamas County, 7/5/20 
Carlos, age 24, passenger, killed in a single motor vehicle crash, SW River Road, Washington County, 
7/25/20; alcohol and speed appear to be contributing factors 
Julie ElizabethLynn, age 45, killed in a motor vehicle crash, SE 122 Ave., Multnomah County, 
7/2322/20 
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Camille Minoo and Udell, age 34 and 13, killed in a single motor vehicle crash, NE Lombard Street, 
Multnomah County, 7/18/20; speed appears to be a contributing factor 
Daniel, age 34, killed while riding a motorcycle in a T-bone crash, Hwy 47 & Maple Street, 
Washington County, 7/12/20 
Brian Michael, age 57, killed in a head-on motor vehicle crash, NE Glisan & 158th, Multnomah 
County, 7/11/20 
Anthony, age 32, killed in a rollover motor vehicle crash, Hwy 224, Clackamas County, 7/10/20 
Jack, age 2, killed in a hit and run in front of his home, Milwaukie, Clackamas County, 7/20/20; the 
police determined that speed was not a factor and that the driver may not have been aware of what 
happened 
Saw Poe, age 36, killed in a single motor vehicle crash, SE Powell Blvd., Multnomah, 7/6/20 
Robert W., age 40, killed in a T-bone motor vehicle crash, SE 362 Ave., Washington, 7/5/20; speed 
appears to be a factor 
 
June 2020  
Troy, age 37, killed while riding a bicycle, NE 16th and Multnomah, Multnomah County, 6/22/20 
Logan, age 25, killed in a rollover motor vehicle crash, Washington County, 6/20/20 
Josie, age 25, killed in a rollover motor vehicle crash, Long Road, Washington County, 6/19/20 
Kelly Ann, age 59, killed in a head on crash, Clackamas County, 6/19/20 
Frank, age 86, killed in a head-on motor vehicle crash, Sunset Hwy, Washington County, 6/11/20 
UnknownAudrey, 22, killed in motor vehicle crash, Multnomah County, 6/7/20 (no updated 
information) 
Janes and Wolford, age 68 and 62, killed in a rollover crash, Clackamas County, 6/5/20 
Miro Nik, age 51, killed while walking in a hit and run crash, Multnomah County, 6/4/20 (crash type 
mislabeled as MV in crash report) 
Bruce, age 49, killed in a motor vehicle crash, Multnomah County, 6/4/20 
Mark, age 62, killed in a rear-end motor vehicle crash, Multnomah County, 6/1/20 
 
May 2020 (as of 6/22/20) 
Roger, age 93, killed in single motor vehicle crash, Washington County, 5/22/20 (death attributed 
to changed to Natural Causes) 
Michael, age 61, killed in a head on crash, Clackamas County, 5/21/20 
Michael, age 45, killed in a head on crash, Clackamas County, 5/21/20 
Name unknown Francisco, age unknown26, killed in a crash, Multnomah County, 5/17/20 
Alex, age 33, killed in a rollover crash, Multnomah County, 5/15/20 
John, age 22, killed in a rollover crash, Clackamas County, 5/6/20 
 
April 2020  
Timothy, age 55, killed in a head-on crash, Clackamas County, 4/20/20 
Brandon, age 32, Multnomah County, at the intersection of SE 148th Avenue and SE Powell 
Boulevard , killed while riding a motorcycle in a hit and run crash, 4/14/20  
Unknown, age 7, Clackamas County, SE Platz and 362nd, killed in a head-on crash with a semi-truck, 
(it is possible that speed was a contributing factor in the crash), 4/13/20 (no updated information) 
 
March 2020  
Paul, age 73, killed while walking, 99E, Clackamas County, 3/4/20 
Cornwell, age 19 and Bonneville, age 80, Multnomah County, Columbia River Highways, killed in 
multi-vehicle crash involving 2 motor vehicles and 3 commercial vehicles, 3/24/20 
Lulia, age 39, Multnomah County, killed while walking, 3/17/20 
Andrew, age 35, Washington County, killed in single vehicle crash, 3/5/20 
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Tina, age 52, Multnomah County, killed in single vehicle crash, 3/4/20 
Joyce Ann, age 61, Clackamas County, killed while driving, 3/2/20 
Reginald, age 36, Washington County, killed while riding a motorcycle, 3/1/20 
 
February 2020  
Logan, age 25, killed in a head-on motor vehicle crash, 2/29/20 
Fermin, age 50, killed while driving, 2/29/20 
Chantel, age 36, killed while walking, 2/29/20 
Christopher, age 36, killed riding a motorcycle, 2/29/20 
Jerry, age 37, Multnomah Co., killed riding bicycle, 2/17/20 
Mary Kathleen, 54, driving, Washington, 2/15/20 
Stacey, age 42, Multnomah Co., pedestrian killed in a parking lot, 2/14/20 
William, age 55, Washington Co., killed in a rollover crash, 2/14/20 (death attributed to Natural 
Causes) 
Yevgeniy, age 25, Multnomah Co., killed in a rear end crash with commercial motor vehicle, 2/8/20 
Korey, age 49, Washington Co., killed in a head-on crash, 2/5/20 
 
January 2020  
Charles Anthony, age 16, Clackamas Co., killed in single vehicle crash, 1/29/20 (death attributed to 
Suicide) 
Samual, age 22, Multnomah Co., killed while walking, 1/28/20 
Salvador Cruz, age 52, Multnomah Co., killed in T-bone motor vehicle crash, 1/25/20 
Unknown, age unknown, Clackamas Co., killed in single vehicle crash, 1/24/20 (no updated 
information on age or name) 
Stephanie, age 33, Clackamas Co., killed in head-on crash, 1/22/20 
Eugene, age 50, Multnomah Co., killed in a motorcycle crash, 1/18/20 
Chun Shik, age 63, Washington Co., killed in a motor vehicle crash, 1/17/20 
Michael Daniel, age 62, Multnomah County, killed while walking, 1/14/20 
Leslie, age 51, Washington Co., killed while walking, 1/14/20 
Denise, age unknown, Multnomah Co., killed while walking, 1/9/20 (no updated information on 
age) 
Luis, age 11, Multnomah Co., killed while walking, 1/6/20 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Dec 2020 traffic deaths in Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington Counties*

*ODOT preliminary fatal crash report, as of 12/28/20
**Excludes traffic deaths ruled as suicide

Unknown, walking, Multnomah County, 12/23/20
Clayton, 66, in a wheelchair, Multnomah County, 12/17/20
Clawson and Cortes (double), 25 and 19, driving, Multnomah County, 12/12/20
Gene, 64, bicycling, Multnomah County, 12/04/20

There have been 132 traffic deaths in Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington Counties, and 480 in Oregon** 
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Meeting: Metro Technical Advisory Committee (MTAC) meeting  

Date/time: Wednesday, November 18, 2020 | 10 a.m. to 12 noon 

Place: Virtual video conference call meeting via Zoom 

Members Attending    Affiliate 
Tom Kloster, Chair    Metro 
Tom Armstrong     Largest City in the Region: Portland 
Anna Slatinsky     Second Largest City in Washington County: Beaverton 
Jamie Stasny     Clackamas County 
Adam Barber     Multnomah County 
Chris Deffebach     Washington County 
Jennifer Donnelly    Dept. of Land Conservation and Development 
Ramsay Weit     Housing Affordability Organization 
Scot Siegel     Largest City in Clackamas County: Lake Oswego 
Colin Cooper     Largest City in Washington County: Hillsboro 
Darci Rudzinski     Private Economic Development Organizations 
Mary Kyle McCurdy    Land Use Advocacy Organization, 1000 Friends of OR 
Glen Bolen     Oregon Department of Transportation 
Tom Bouillion     Port of Portland 
Jeff Owen     TriMet 
Brittany Bagent     Greater Portland, Inc. 
Bob Sallinger     Audubon Society 
Ezra Hammer     Home Builders Association of Metropolitan Portland 
Andrea Hamberg     Multnomah County Public Health 
 
Alternate Members Attending   Affiliate 
Carol Chesarek     Multnomah County Community Representative 
Katherine Kelly     Largest City in Multnomah County: Gresham 
Kevin Cook     Multnomah County 
Anne Debbaut     Dept. of Land Conservation and Development 
Peter Walter     Second Largest City in Clackamas County: Oregon City 
Joseph Briglio     Clackamas County: Other Cities, City of Happy Valley 
Chris Damgen     Multnomah County: Other Cities, City of Troutdale 
Erin Wardell     Washington County 
Cindy Detchon     North Clackamas School District 
Nicole Johnson     1000 Friends of Oregon 
Brendon Haggerty    Multnomah County Public Health 
 
Guests Attending    Affiliate 
Terra Wilcox 
 
Metro Staff Attending 
Lake McTighe, Transportation Planner  Chris Johnson, Research Manager 
Ted Reid, Principal Regional Planner  Matthew Hampton, Transportation Planner 
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Dennis Yee, Economist Research Center  Lisa Miles, Principal Regional Planner 
Cindy Pederson, Research Center Manager Kim Ellis, Principal Transportation Planner  
Summer Blackhorse, Program Assistant  Marie Miller, TPAC & MTAC Recorder    
 

1. Call to Order and Introductions 
 Chairman Tom Kloster called the meeting to order at 10 a.m. Introductions were made.  Zoom logistics 

and meeting features were reviewed for online raised hands, finding attendees and participants, and 
chat area for messaging and sharing links. 

 
2. Comments from the Chair 

• COVID-19, racial equity and committee updates from Metro and Region  
o Chairman Kloster noted Metro is still working through furlough reduced work hour 

schedules through December.  Staff may be delayed in returning messages and 
patience is appreciated.  The Oregon Zoo Lights is being planned for COVID-19 
compliant with drive-thru arrangements.  Details on how to register is on the website. 

o Pete Walter announced Oregon City is hosting an open house on December 3 for 
severely rent-burdened households as part of a citywide survey with the 
comprehensive planning update.   

o Brittany Bagent announced that GPI with Metro partnership just adopted their 
economic recovery plan, a short-term regional plan for businesses and families with 
children affected by the COVID-19 pandemic.  The public release of this plan is in 
December.  This 2-year implementation plan will feed into the 5-year economic 
development strategy.   

o Glen Bolen announced an online open house regarding the Rose Quarter project.  The 
link for this:  https://odotopenhouse.org/i5-rose-quarter-improvement  

 
• Fatal crashes update (Lake McTighe) Ms. McTighe provided an update on the number of 

people killed in traffic crashes in Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington Counties over the 
previous month and the total for the year.  In addition to the memo in the packet, 2 traffic 
fatalities have be added to October listings, and 5 so far in November.  The data shows higher 
rates of fatal crashes with some preliminary causal trends; faster speeds and more aggressive 
behavior on roads, more people walking and possible higher rates of crashes involving alcohol 
and/or drug influence.   
 

• 2040 Planning and Development Grants Program updates (Lisa Miles) Ms. Miles provided an 
overview of the recent 2040 Planning and Development Grants awarded.  In response to the 
COVID-19 pandemic more money than was typical was awarded, $2.7 million this year.  Grant 
recipients and projects were listed in the packet.   
 
Ms. Miles noted that Comprehensive Planning grants are no longer a part of the regular grant 
cycle, but will be awarded as part of future urban growth management decision-making 
processes. Construction Excise Tax funds will be allocated each year to ensure that a pool of 
funds is available for future urban area planning grants. 
 
In July this year, in response to the pandemic and to assist people of color, Metro Council 
approved an additional $1.5 million grants for economic development and community 
stabilization projects.  The next round of grants is expected in August/Sept. 2021 with the 
normal $2 million total funding available across three grant categories: Community 

https://odotopenhouse.org/i5-rose-quarter-improvement
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Engagement ($250,000), Equitable Development ($1.25 million) and Concept Planning (up to 
$500,000). 
 
Comments from the committee: 

• Jeff Owen appreciated the information in the packet.  If more details on the grant descriptions 
were requested, where could this information be found?  Ms. Miles noted questions on the 
grants could be sent to her directly.   
 

3. Committee and Public Communications on Agenda Items - none 
 

4. Minutes Review from MTAC September 16, 2020 meeting.  No additions or corrections to the minutes. 
Minutes Review from MTAC/TPAC October 21, 2020 workshop.  No additions or corrections to the 
minutes. 
 

5. Distribution Forecast (Chris Johnson, Dennis Yee and Ted Reid) Mr. Reid began the presentation with 
an overview of how the forecasts are coordinated with the regions’ counties and cities.  The forecasts 
are used for comprehensive plan updates with housing needs analysis, economic opportunities analysis 
and transportation system plan updates.  The forecast cycle was shown, beginning with the Urban 
Growth Report, then tailored to the Urban Growth Management Decision, to distributed forecasts at 
Transportation Analysis Zones (TAZ) levels, to research and model improvements. 
 
Mr. Johnson noted the jurisdiction TAZ review this year was for total jobs and households, with 2020 a 
base year forecast, 2030 mid-forecast year, and 2045 & 2050 two end-year forecasts.  The forecast 
supply assumptions include vacant land capacity, redevelopment/infill capacity, Clark County and rural 
capacity, and 2018 Urban Growth Management and prospective capacity imputed from urban reserves.  
A geographic map of TAZ level household forecast change, and comparisons between forecast years 
with population, employment and households was shown.  The next steps in the process was provided 
with legislative approval by Metro Council and submittal of works/process to DLCD/LCDC for 
acknowledgement, and next regional forecast in 2023. 
 
Comments from the committee: 

• Glen Bolen noted that both Metro and ODOT are working on congestion pricing and tolling 
studies.  The agencies use different tolling mechanisms.  How does this affect the travel model?  
Mr. Johnson noted the transportation inputs in the model to forecast accessibility with travel 
time, which feed back into future land use forecasts.  These forecasts measure values of time 
which will be included in the next RTP. 

• Joseph Briglio asked how resiliency might be built into these forecasts, such as COVID, natural 
disasters, etc.  Mr. Johnson noted that reviews during timeframes with the forecasts are built 
from not exact information, but past economic and seismic events have returned forecast 
projections to growth.  The ability for the model allows to give low, medium and high scenarios 
for both land use and transportation forecasts on a fairly complete plan. 

• Bob Sallinger asked how changes on vacant industrial lands may be factored in (examples given 
were vacant terminal land conversions, the removal of west Hayden Island from the City’s 
inventory, profound changes with perspectives on the Portland Harbor, and public opposition 
to tank farms with earthquake zones).  Mr. Johnson noted buildable and vacant land is factored 
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in with forecasting, partly using assumptions, latest data, and local opportunity economic 
planning.  Mr. Reid added plans adopted from zoning and the review process addressed these 
issues as well.  Tom Armstrong added the TAZ review process addressed these issues, as 
example with Hayden Island with forecast jobs not allocated there as part of the review 
process.  Regarding the question on the Portland Harbor with non-industrial activity, Mr. 
Armstrong noted decisions have not been made on this land yet. 

• Cindy Detchon noted that each school district projects enrollment, and asked if forecast 
resources and data were able to be better coordinated for more accuracy.  Mr. Yee noted 
Metro didn’t work with individual school districts on the forecasts, but used significant 
coordination with Portland State University (PSU) Population Research Center’s data.  Metro 
and DRC information data helps with modeling processes and verifying inputs, but noted 
differences with assumptions because of timing and changes in forecast movements such as 
births, death and economic migrations.  Ms. Detchon noted her school district hired a private 
consultant recommended by PSU when their office was downsized, and suggested Metro cast a 
wider net for data on population indicators, forecasts and trends in the future. 

• Erin Wardell complimented the coordination that Metro does with County and City jurisdictions 
on the process.  Regarding ODOT’s tolling study using MetroScope, how sensitive to travel time 
input is this tool useful?  Mr. Johnson noted acknowledged the tool is sensitive to capacity, 
with more testing phases now underway for toll rates data and forecasting that help us move 
forward with improved forecasting.  Ms. Wardell agreed that local expertise on market trends 
need to be involved with future forecasts that go beyond what MetroScope can provide.   

• Tom Armstrong asked when the TAZ files might be available for review.  And what was meant 
by Metro Council reviewing the process early next year?  Mr. Reid noted Metro Council 
presentation was not scheduled yet but expected early in 2021.  Access to the data is 
somewhat available before final adoption.  Mr. Lee added the employment data is confidential 
with permission from the State needed before sharing TAZ information.  However, this data has 
been provided to County leads and those interested in seeing the data should reach out to 
them. 

• Glen Bolen mentioned growth in the Damascus area shown on the map.  How has this been 
factored into land forecasts?  Mr. Lee noted the western section of land was annexed by Happy 
Valley, with tentative growth assumptions being outlined for anticipated incremental 
annexations of urban density development.  The eastern portion remains rural density land 
until further plans are proposed.   
 

6. Future topics for discussion/presentations at MTAC (all) Chairman Kloster asked the committee on 
ideas for topics and presentations they would like to have/see at MTAC in 2021. 
 
Comments from the committee: 

• Ezra Hammer asked to see more on HB 2003 and regional housing analysis.  It was asked to see 
how Metro planned to implement this into future forecasting. 

• Ramsey Weit asked for a coordinated panel from the City of Portland, TriMet and Metro and 
others to address SW Corridor transportation, funding issues and gentrification issues moving 
forward on the project with future plans. 
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• Erin Wardell asked if a status report could be provided on the Household Survey and Replica 
data.  It was noted that Metro’s Replica Pilot was being terminated.  To combine these two a 
presentation on travel survey updates and Replica update from Eliot Rose could be provided. 

• Colin Cooper noted the alignment between MTAC and MPAC with coordination of issues 
moved between the committees.  MPAC serves as the advisory to Council on land use policies, 
with MTAC providing technical recommendations and information on these issues.  Chairman 
Kloster noted the relationship with bylaws and changes over time on issues relevant to the 
committees.  Mr. Reid added the pandemic produced a pause with discussions on the 2040 
Growth Concept Refresh but MPAC planning agendas for 2021 and desire for input from MTAC 
with coordination between the two committees. 

• Andrea Hamberg asked for a report on how we are meeting our equity goals on land use and 
transportation planning.  Chairman Kloster noted the equity strategy and training TPAC has 
done which can be included for MTAC when resources allow. 

• Pete Walter asked if any jurisdictions were doing concept planning under Title XI or in 2021.  
Mr. Reid noted the project in Tigard with urban reserve land.  Other projects could be reported 
on further.  Colin Cooper noted a Metro grant for comprehensive planning for Witch Hazel 
South in Hillsboro produced 10 RFP submissions and are now in review.  Another grant for 
community engagement is also producing several submissions.  More on the community 
engagement work like this from Hillsboro was suggested by Ms. Debbaut.  Mr. Reid added that 
areas brought into Title XI for Urban Growth Boundary consideration involved Wilsonville, 
Beaverton, King City and the mentioned Tigard and Hillsboro.  A full discussion of these could 
be presented. 

• Chris Deffeback noted the changing growth patterns from businesses and reporting on sharing 
development changes, including employment/economic and housing as it all relates to growth 
management topics.  It was suggested to schedule a report on changes and emerging 
development trends with possibly Jeff Raker, Metro and Brittany Bagent, Greater Portland, Inc.  

• Glen Bolen suggested an update report on the Travel Behavior Survey. 
• Carol Chesarek asked for an update on the final HB 2001 rules, when available. 
• Glen Bolen suggested occasional presentations from grant funded projects such as Metro’s 

2040 grants and DLCD/ODOT’s TGM grants.  Chairman Kloster noted listing Lisa Miles providing 
the 2040 grants update presentation. 

Chairman Kloster thanked the committee for the ideas which will be scheduled on the work program 
and listed in future discussions where relevant.  More ideas are welcome and can be sent to Marie 
Miller. 

 
7. Adjourn 

There being no further business, meeting was adjourned by Chair Kloster at 11:30 am. 
Respectfully submitted, 
Marie Miller, MTAC Recorder 
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Attachments to the Public Record, MTAC meeting, November 18, 2020 
 

 
Item 

DOCUMENT TYPE DOCUMENT  
DATE 

 
DOCUMENT DESCRIPTION 

 
DOCUMENT NO. 

1 Agenda 11/18/2020 11/18/2020 MTAC Meeting  Agenda 111820M-01 

2 MTAC Work 
Program 11/10/2020 MTAC  Work Program, as of 11/10/2020 111820M-02 

3 
MTAC/TPAC 

Workshop Work 
Program 

10/28/2020 MTAC/TPAC workshop Work Program, as of 10/28/2020 111820M-03 

4 Memo 10/29/2020 
TO: MTAC members and interested parties 
From: Lake McTighe, Regional Planner 
RE: Monthly Fatal crash update 

111820M-04 

5 Handout Nov. 2020 2040 PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT GRANTS PROGRAM 
Update to MTAC 111820M-05 

6 Meeting minutes 09/16/2020 Draft minutes from MTAC September 16, 2020 111820M-06 

7 Meeting minutes 10/21/2020 Draft minutes from MTAC/TPAC workshop meeting 
October 21, 2020 111820M-07 

8 Presentation 11/18/2020 2019 Distributed Forecast: Forecast Update 111820M-08 
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Meeting: Metro Technical Advisory Committee (MTAC) and Transportation Policy Alternatives 

Committee (TPAC) workshop meeting  

Date/time: Wednesday, December 16, 2020 | 10 a.m. to 12 noon 

Place: Virtual conference meeting held via Zoom 

Members, Alternates Attending  Affiliate 
Tom Kloster, Chair    Metro 
Karen Buehrig     Clackamas County 
Chris Deffebach     Washington County 
Eric Hesse     City of Portland 
Dayna Webb     City of Oregon City and Cities of Clackamas County 
Katherine Kelly     City of Gresham and Cities of Multnomah County 
Don Odermott     City of Hillsboro and Cities of Washington County 
Jeff Owen     TriMet 
Jon Makler     Oregon Department of Transportation 
Karen Williams     Oregon Department of Environmental Quality 
Lewis Lem     Port of Portland 
Glenn Koehrsen     Community Member 
Gladys Alvarado     Community Member 
Idris Ibrahim     Community Member 
Jamie Stasny     Clackamas County 
Steve Williams     Clackamas County 
Allison Boyd     Multnomah County 
Jaimie Huff     City of Happy Valley and Cities of Clackamas County 
Glen Bolen     Oregon Department of Transportation 
Jerry Andersen     Clackamas County Citizen 
Carol Chesarek     Multnomah County Citizen 
Raymond Eck     Washington County Citizen 
Tom Armstrong     City of Portland 
Colin Cooper     City of Hillsboro 
Jean Senechal Biggs    City of Beaverton 
Laura Weigel     City of Milwaukie 
Chris Damgen     City of Troutdale 
Steve Koper     City of Tualatin 
Jennifer Donnelly    Department of Land and Conservation Development 
Anne Debbaut     Department of Land and Conservation Development 
Cindy Detchon     North Clackamas School District 
Nina Carlson     Northwest Natural 
Darci Rudzinski     Private Economic Development Organizations 
Brittany Bagent     Greater Portland, Inc. 
Ramsay Weit     Housing Affordability Organization 
Rachael Duke     Housing Affordability Organization 
Ezra Hammer     Home Builders Association of Metropolitan Portland 
 
Guests Attending    Affiliate 
Susie Wright     Kittelson and Associates 
Mike Foley 
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Judith Gray     Fehrs and Peers 
Abe Moland     Clackamas County 
Allison Brown     JLA Public Involvement 
Bob Kellett     Portland Bureau of Transportation 
Brett Morgan     1000 Friends of Oregon 
Casey Fergeson 
Kate Bridges     Steer Group 
Lidwien Rahman     Oregon Department of Transportation 
Lucia Ramierez     Oregon Department of Transportation 
Molly McCormick    KIttelson and Associates 
Nick Fortey     FHWA 
Sara Wright     Oregon Environmental Council 
Warren Schyler     City of Tigard 
Will Farley     City of Lake Oswego 
 
Metro Staff Attending 
Kim Ellis, Principal Transportation Planner Ted Leybold, Resource & Dev. Manager 
Caleb Winter, Senior Transportation Planner Matthew Hampton, Senior Transportation Planner 
Eryn Kehe, Communications   Cindy Pederson, Research Manager 
Clint Chiavarini, Research & Modeling   Chris Johnson, Research Manager 
Dan Kaempff, Senior Transportation Planner Tim Collins, Senior Transportation Planner 
Lakeeyscia Griffin, Communications  Lake McTighe, Regional Transportation Planner 
Kale Mattias, Associate Planner   Marie Miller, TPAC & MTAC Recorder 
 

1. Introductions and Call meeting to order (Chairman Kloster) 
 Chairman Tom Kloster called the workshop meeting to order at 10 a.m. Introductions were made.  The 

meeting format held in Zoom with chat area for shared links and comments, screen name editing, 
mute/unmute, and hands raised for being called on for questions/comments were among the logistics 
reviewed.   

 
2. Comments from the Chair  

• Committee input on “making safe space” via Wufoo comments was noted as not used for this 
workshop.  The committee and guests were welcome to add their comments in the chat area 
or send directly to the Chairman. 

• Metro was completing the second round of furloughs, beginning full time schedules at the start 
of 2021.  Staff appreciated the patience from the committee reaching them with recent limited 
time. 

• Brittany Bagent announced the Greater Portland, Inc. release of the Economic Recovery Plan 
with links to these materials in the chat area.  An implementation task force is being formed.  A 
more formal presentation on this plan can be scheduled in 2021. 

 
3. Public Communications on Agenda Items (none)  

 
4. Regional Mobility Policy Update (Kim Ellis, Metro, Lidwien Rahman, ODOT) 

Kim Ellis, Metro, began the project update by reiterating the project purpose and how this policy would 
connect with state and local decisions, while focusing on the transportation system plan level and 
informing plan amendments in the future.  Kim shared an updated project timeline, emphasizing the 
work that has already been done and the engagement and policy development ahead.  She noted that 
final actions will be made by both the Metro Council and the Oregon Transportation Commission.   
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5. Potential Mobility Policy Elements (Susie Wright, Kittelson Associates and Eryn Kehe, Metro) 
Susie Wright, Kittelson and Associates, presented the potential mobility policy elements.  She noted 
some of the key themes and observations from prior engagement, which include: 

• Broad support and enthusiasm for an updated policy 
• Develop a more holistic mobility policy 
• Ensure the new policy is practical, legally defensible and not overly complex 
• Context-sensitive policy to provide flexibility  
• Ensure the new policy supports other outcomes (like equity, climate and safety)  

Susie then referenced the key themes and observations from research on current approaches.  She 
highlighted the survey that was sent out to workshop participants following the Oct. 21 TPAC/MTAC 
workshop, and the elements that were prioritized in that survey.  These included: 

• Safety 
• Reliability 
• Multi-modal mobility 
• Vehicle Congestion 
• Accessibility 

Susie walked through how these elements are being framed, and some of the additional considerations 
that the team has identified to shape the update policy, which include the following key questions: 

• Where do we need to provide mobility? 
• Who are the priority users in different contexts? 
• Which type of trips are priorities in different contexts?  
• When are these trips happening (what time of day)? 

 
To begin the discussion, Eryn Kehe, Metro, launched an informal poll question: Have we identified the 
most important elements and are we on the right track? Responses included: 

• Yes (59%) 
• Yes, but I have questions or comments (25%) 
• No (0%) 
• Uncertain (16%) 

 
Additional comments and questions from the group included (responses from the presenter are 
italicized): 

• It feels like we’re on the right track, but this feels like it emphasizes cars and roads.  
• The waiting periods that people have for transit, especially in the winter, are really challenging 

for the elderly.   
• Another major issue is the ‘first mile, last mile’ for people to access transit.  This is especially 

important for the elderly going from a rural area to an urban area or traveling to medical 
appointments. The ODOT transit hubs report provided previously is an important resource. 

• This feels like it’s pointing in the right direction, but as we unpack some of these comments, 
there seems to be more development needed.  For example, moving efficiently is also 
important, and may require additional systems for evaluation (person miles vs. vehicle miles 
travelled, for example). There also is an opportunity to move away from vehicle movement to 
looking at access, especially equitable access to the places people need to go. The ultimate 
outcome of mobility is access. 

• What is the geographic area that this mobility policy be applied? Is it just into the Metro UGB, 
or into the counties outside of UGB? 

o The policy that is currently in place applies to the UGB, so the new policy will at least 
cover that.  
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o Intent is for this to apply to the urban area within Metro’s planning authority.  The 
statewide OTP/OHP update will address the rural areas and small towns outside 
Metro’s planning authority.  

• The term “reasonable” requires some further clarification.  
• There’s a recognition across the region that we’re not all in the same place or at the same 

density/level of development or level of serviceability when it comes to the availability of 
modal options. Transit, for example, drops off outside of the urban core today.   

• We’re also in different places around the region regarding infrastructure maturity. Local 
governments need the ability to require developers to complete gaps in the system. 

• Predictably and efficiency expectations are different in different areas.  We need to be able to 
craft the policy to reflect these differences. 

• Queuing performance is being used as an indicator of safety in current traffic analysis. 
• We need to respect the needs at the local level, where the legal implications are set. Metro 

would not be the entity sued based on any of this. 
• Last time, we talked about climate goals as a part of the policy, but that wasn’t elevated in the 

priorities from the survey. How does the climate element fit in this policy? Is it more of an 
outcome, or does it need to get back in here more explicitly? 

o Some of the feedback we heard from the survey, is that it seemed like there was an 
overloading of what was most critical to include in the mobility policy when there are 
other regional policies for climate and safety. Staff acknowledge that this policy needs 
to support and advance the region’s climate policies and implementation of the Climate 
Smart Strategy, for example. How we measure mobility needs to further achievement of 
desired climate and safety outcomes.  The updated policy should also result in equitable 
outcomes for underserved and underrepresented communities.  

o VMT is one measure that could be used. It is identified in the Climate Smart Strategy 
and RTP as a way to track climate outcomes.  VMT also helps measure safety/potential 
exposure to crashes, and has a relationship with other elements being considered for 
the updated policy. 

o Staff noted other elements of climate policy relate to the transition of fleets and fuels, 
but are outside of mobility policy. 

o A participant noted in the chat: The efficiency element I was suggesting could also 
encompass VMT (or Person-miles Traveled (PMT) per VMT) and modal emission 
efficiency in my mind (not sure if this is Chat Acceptable), which would inform the 
projected GHG outcomes of the policy's application. 
 Yes, though the demonstrated spatial (and associated emission) efficiencies 

could be relevant to include in the mobility policy, those are informed by fleet 
and fuel trends (not unlike the Climate Smart Strategy). 

• I have some questions about how ‘reasonable’ is being defined in the elements.  We know 
we’re going to have to define reasonable depending on ‘where,’ also what’s reasonable on a 
throughway vs. an arterial, or at different times of day. There will be some variation in that 
definition depending on facility type or land use context. It won’t be a one-size-fits-all.  

o “Reasonable” was really the core of the current mobility policy when it was established.  
It gets down to what does the public expect and what are they willing to pay for to get 
where they need to go?  

• How calculations of the value of time people have and how it has changed factors in to 
determining reasonableness and would be good to know. 

“Reasonable" will also depend on current performance on a number of measures - the RTP and other 
efforts have documented existing and future performance on many measures, and we are looking at 
those in this project. 
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6. Draft Criteria for Selecting and Testing Potential Mobility Performance Measures (Susie 
Wright, Kittelson Associates and Eryn Kehe, Metro)  
Susie continued the presentation with an outline of the draft criteria for selecting and testing 
measures. She reminded the group on the proposed screening/selecting measures for testing, 
and that these would be measured through case studies. A critical component of this is 
ensuring that the criteria are clearly related to the policy elements, and other outcomes, to 
ensure that the evaluation will measure the right outcomes.   She reviewed the draft criteria 
and potential measures.  
 
To begin discussion, Eryn launched another poll question, asking Is this a good set of criteria? 
Responses included: 

• Yes (47%) 
• Yes, but I have comments or questions (29%) 
• No (0%) 
• Uncertain (24%) 

 
The group was asked to give feedback on the elements presented.  Comments and questions 
included the following: 

• Does the measure allow us to clearly see the distribution of benefits and burdens? Or, does the 
measure reveal to whom the benefits and burdens accrue? 

• I don’t understand how the criteria will be used.  I don’t think the mobility policy needs to carry 
the water for everything we do. It feels like we’re making it harder than we need to. 

o Don’t have to have measures that accomplish all of this, but if able to have some 
overlap that is an added benefit. 

o From chat: Keep it simple. "Demote" mobility as an overarching policy and put it on 
equal level with the other policies. 

• Did you discuss an element related to efficiency? Then measures that pertain to how the 
systems are utilized? We have something of an Oregon tradition of "orderly and efficient 
provision of service." 

• I would like to understand how these things impact individual employers.  
• Having a measure already in use by an agency may be helpful in prioritizing between measures 

that are trying to measure/address the same goals/outcomes, but wouldn’t want that criteria 
to trump prioritizing over other measures that ensure we are comprehensively addressing all 
the desired outcomes. 

• It seems like you’ve done a lot of great work, but it will be really hard for me to take a position 
until I see what the measures are going to be and how they will be calculated. 

• I do feel positive about the screening criteria, and the range of considerations identified there.  
• Specific to the evaluation criteria: while I appreciate how some of these look to ‘how these are 

used’ to validate, but I would caution us on putting this at the same level of other criteria, as 
others may be more important.  

• The last two criteria could be important (have been in use), but would say that they are less 
important than others.  These might hem us into what we have done in the past which might 
not support what we want to do in the future.  I suggested to use it as a tie-breaker. 

• Many of the criteria have different health outcome implications, it would be great to take 
possible health impacts into account in testing and case studies. 
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• Talking about the ‘whom’ when looking at different kinds of mobility from the State’s 
perspective. It is important to measure the distribution of benefits and burdens between 
different populations, and which measures will work best to understand that. 

• Using some of the Health Impacts assessments we started to develop through Climate Smart 
Strategy [and RTP] could be deployed here on the basis of VMT and other modal use.  C40 and 
others have also advanced that practice that would be happy to connect team to that 
information. 

• In addition to having representatives from SW Washington on MTAC/TPAC engage in this 
conversation, are there additional steps to consider the integration of and impacts from "across 
the river" mobility into this effort? 

o They have reps on TPAC, MTAC, MPAC and JPACT and Metro and ODOT have 
representatives on the SW Washington technical and policy committees. We will be 
working with the SW Washington technical and policy committees to keep them 
informed at key places, and give them opportunities to provide feedback.  

The City of Portland is also revisiting their mobility policy and will likely have some things to share with 
the team and the regional discussion. 
 

7. Next Steps (Kim Ellis, Metro and Lidwien Rahman, ODOT) 
The group was asked to provide any additional comments to Kim Ellis, Metro, and Lidwien Rahman, 
ODOT, by December 23.  January to March 2021, there will be additional engagement on the elements 
to include in the policy and ways to measure those elements. A third joint workshop of MTAC and TPAC 
is planned for April 21, 2021 from 10-noon.  More information about the engagement schedule and 
opportunities to weigh-in will be available in January. 
 

8. Adjourn (Chairman Kloster) 
There being no further business, meeting was adjourned by Chair Kloster at 11:46 a.m. 
Respectfully submitted, 
Marie Miller, MTAC and TPAC Recorder 
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Attachments to the Public Record, MTAC and TPAC workshop meeting, December 16, 2020 
 

 
Item 

DOCUMENT TYPE DOCUMENT  
DATE 

 
DOCUMENT DESCRIPTION 

 
DOCUMENT NO. 

1 Agenda 12/16/2020 12/16/2020 MTAC and TPAC workshop meeting  agenda 121620M-01 

2 Memo 12/09/2020 

TO: MTAC and TPAC members, and interested parties 
From: Kim Ellis, Metro Project Manager 
Lidwien Rahman, ODOT Project Manager 
RE: Metro/ODOT Regional Mobility Policy Update: Status 
Report 

121620M-02 

3 Attachment 1 to 
Memo 06/24/2020 Metro/ODOT Regional Mobility Policy Update 

Project purpose and objectives 121620M-03 

4 Attachment 2 to 
Memo Fall 2020 Regional mobility policy update fact sheet 121620M-04 

5 Attachment 3 to 
Memo August 2020 

KEY FINDINGS BRIEF 
OREGON HIGHWAY PLAN 
MOBILITY POLICY WHITE PAPER 

121620M-05 

6 Attachment 4 to 
Memo 11/18/2020 

REGIONAL MOBILITY POLICY UPDATE 
ENGAGEMENT AND COMMUNICATIONS CALENDAR  
 2020-21 

121620M-06 

7 Handout 12/09/2020 POTENTIAL MOBILITY POLICY ELEMENTS RECAP AND 
TPAC/MTAC SURVEY RESULTS SUMMARY 121620M-07 

8 Memo 12/04/2020 

TO: Kim Ellis, Metro, and Lidwien Rahman, ODOT 
From: Susan Wright, PE, and Bryan Graveline, Kittelson & 
Associates, Inc. 
RE: Performance Measure Screening and Evaluation 
Criteria – DRAFT 

121620M-08 

9 Presentation 12/16/2020 Regional mobility policy update 121620M-09 

 
 



Several site readiness challenges have long hindered the development of key employment lands in 
the Portland metro region. Meanwhile, employment space and site needs have increased over the last 
decade as the region’s economy has expanded and the population has increased. Solving these difficult 
issues is a key priority of leadership at the local, regional and state level. 

The Employment Land Site Readiness Toolkit project was designed 
to help find tools to move challenged industrial and commercial 
employment sites within the Metro urban growth boundary to 
development-readiness to accommodate projected population 
growth. The project is a follow-up from the Regional Industrial Site 
Readiness Lands inventories completed in 2011, 2014 and 2017 
that tiered industrial sites based on time to market and highlighted 
seven key site readiness challenges limiting market development of 
these sites.

The project was funded by a Metro 2040 Planning and Development Grant with matching funds from 
19 regional partners (2 counties, 13 cities and 4 regional entities). The Port of Portland, Greater Portland 
Inc and Metro managed the project, working with a consultant team lead by Cascadia Partners.

This Employment Land Site Readiness Toolkit contains four separate reports that provide new ideas and 
important refinements to existing tools that, if implemented and funded, can give local leaders greater 
ability to ready employment lands for the development and job growth needed to support the economy 
of the Portland region. This set of reports also provides some preliminary considerations for how to 
incorporate issues of equity into both the approach and tools deployed to address employment land 
readiness. Equity has not traditionally been considered within the context of employment land policy 
and this report is intended to serve as an initial guide for how to meaningfully consider equity in such 
projects.

The Task 1 Report identifies national best practices and innovative tools for addressing key employment 
land readiness challenges and equitable development. The Task 2 Report details two new real estate 
and finance tools that could make a significant impact on site readiness. The Task 3 Report summarizes 
recommended modifications to existing economic development tools in Oregon. The Task 4 Report 
outlines site readiness roadmaps for three sites in the region and tests several of these tools to help 
demonstrate the impact of individual tools and the layering of tools needed to achieve financial 
feasibility for each of these sites. This set of Reports should serve as a resource for local practitioners 
as well as a source of potential legislative ideas for local and state leaders focused on improving 
employment site readiness.

TASK 5:

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Employment Land Site Readiness Toolkit  
Executive Summary

Key Site Readiness Challenges:
•	 infrastructure
•	 natural resource mitigation
•	 brownfield remediation
•	 local entitlements
•	 land assembly
•	 gravel pit remediation
•	 redevelopment

Consultant team:



Many states and localities have encountered the seven key site readiness challenges that are the focus 
of this project and developed unique tools not currently or widely available in Oregon. The Task 1 Report 
provides a summary of 28 of these innovative tools. At least three tools were identified for each of 
the seven site development challenges. Each tool was ranked in terms of its relative effort and level of 
impact, and whether implementation action is needed at the local, regional, or state level. In addition, the 
Report includes three equitable impact assessment models that jurisdictions can use to apply an equity 
lens to employment land policies, programs and projects to help better understand community impacts 
and incorporate community benefits in design and decision-making. 

TASK 1 REPORT:  
National Best Practices Research

OVERVIEW:

KEY FINDINGS:

Financing is a Fundamental Challenge

Oregon has fewer and more limited sources of revenue for economic development than other 
states. The lack of available low-cost financing is a major challenge to several employment land 
readiness tools. There are potential financing tools that could provide large-scale, low-cost, 
long-term financing to projects to overcome major cost hurdles, such as off-site transportation 
improvements. These tools include new financing districts and enhanced redevelopment 
authorities. They would require state legislative action and a source of seed capital to be most 
effective.

Opportunities Now

About half of the tools identified can be deployed on a short timeline. These tools are focused on 
reducing regulatory and process barriers to capture market strength in places where the market 
is strong. However, these tools generally have a more narrow or limited impact than the financing 
tools because many of the region’s employment sites face challenges beyond regulation and 
process.

Integrate Equity into the Development Process

Equity can and should be integrated into the planning, funding and development process. 
Any assessments or tools should provide a framework for considering equitable outcomes in 
development projects. Considering issues of equity early in the process of establishing employment 
land policy and prioritizing investments is important. Meaningful representation and empowerment 
of underrepresented groups within the decision-making itself is critical.



The Task 2 Report details two new tools that could help jurisdictions overcome some of the most 
intractable employment land site readiness challenges: assembling land with multiple owners and paying 
for new infrastructure costs. A Horizontal Development Agreement (HDA) is a vehicle for packaging 
multiple development incentives and community benefits into a legal contract that can entice multiple 
property owners to work together with a local jurisdiction on a common site development vision and 
timeline. A Regional Employment Land Investment Fund (RELIF) would enable public and private 
parties to pool resources and prioritize spending on site readiness and development. In addition to the 
potential benefits of pooled capital, the fund participants would also realize any gains associated with 
development projects, much like a traditional investment fund.

OVERVIEW:

KEY FINDINGS:

HDA: Timing is Important for Maximum Leverage

When crafting a HDA, a jurisdiction’s leverage is the greatest when it has incentives to offer. The 
earlier in the planning-annexation-zoning-funding process a city can step in to negotiate an HDA, 
the more potential incentives and leverage a city has to compel cooperation and other community 
benefits. The bundle of incentives a city can offer includes pre-development funding, annexation, 
zoning and other development entitlements, and infrastructure planning and construction. Access 
to city incentives can be predicated on all or a majority of property owners cooperating and 
participating in the agreement.

RELIF: Diversified Investment Risk and Shared Upside

RELIF is a pooled investment fund that mingles dollars from public and private partners. The 
principal benefits are similar to a traditional investment fund: diversification of project types and 
locations helps mitigate risk and even small investors can benefit from the upside on large projects. 
In addition, the pooling of funds and targeting of those funds on the region’s most well-positioned 
properties and projects brings large, meaningful dollar amounts to these projects and positions 
the fund for maximum potential upside. The current model of individual jurisdictions working 
independently to finance site development limits access to financial resources and may delay site 
readiness particularly for larger sites and sites in communities with fewer resources.

TASK 2 REPORT:  
New Real Estate and Finance Tools



While new tools offer innovative solutions to the land readiness challenge, modifications to existing 
economic development tools can be faster and less costly, especially because the legal framework, 
program staff and procedures are already in place. Task 3 explores changes to the following tools that 
could expand their effectiveness:

These changes include: expanding the classification of properties that LBAs have authority over beyond 
brownfields, expanding the scope of power and capital sources for urban renewal, providing state 
revolving loan and grant funding to support several programs, removing barriers to LID formations, and 
explicitly allowing second position SDC loans.

The goal of these proposed changes is to unlock the economic potential of the region’s employment 
lands, many of which have been stuck in the site readiness pipeline for years. If successful, the additional 
tax revenue and job growth from expanded employment land development should help compensate for 
increases in funding and staff resources required to make these changes. The proposed modifications 
to existing tools included in Task 3 require a mix of strategies. Some require state statutory and/or 
administrative changes; others require local administrative changes; some require a mix of statutory and 
regional/local administrative changes; and some require program funding.

TASK 3 REPORT:

OVERVIEW:

Modifications to Existing Development Tools

•	 Land bank authorities (LBAs)

•	 Advanced wetland mitigation planning

•	 Tax increment / urban renewal financing

•	 Local improvement districts (LID)

•	 Oregon cleanup funds

•	 System development charge (SDC) 
financing

•	 Conversion of gravel pits

•	 Regionally Significant Industrial Site 
Readiness program

KEY FINDINGS:

Existing Tools Limited

By themselves, existing tools are inadequate for providing a robust supply of regional employment 
land. To overcome some of the most significant challenges, such as off-site transportation and 
other infrastructure costs, and to yield the greatest regional impacts, state action is required to 
enhance implementation of existing economic development tools and secure needed funding. 



The Task 4 Report provides local practitioners with a development roadmap for three employment land 
sites in the region and an understanding of how specific tools could impact site readiness and financial 
feasibility of these sites. In addition, the report provides a framework for cities to explore how equity can 
be considered in employment land development. These assessments include: demographic data, equity 
and economic data, community assets and needs, key equity considerations and potential equity actions. 

OVERVIEW:

KEY FINDINGS:

Not All Sites are Created Equal - Small Differences Have a Big Impact

Each site has a different assumed use mix and small changes have the potential to yield big 
differences in the financial performance of the site. Several economic factors can have big impacts 
including: small changes in rent (especially for larger projects with large square footage), changing 
zoning to allow for greater buildable area, and a greater share of uses that are strong in today’s 
market, such as logistics and warehousing.

Big Tools Needed for Big Results

Public infrastructure is the single most significant cost barrier facing employment lands in the 
region and access to capital is the single largest local government barrier to their being able to 
help solve this issue. Some tools are too small to make a difference. Even with the possibility of 
integrating more effective tools, individual tools are seldom able to achieve market feasibility alone. 
However, modeling what happens when several tools are layered together has demonstrated the 
potential for a stronger level of market feasibility.

Large Sites Represent Major Equitable Development Opportunities

All three roadmap site cities are in the early stages of identifying and incorporating equitable 
development outcomes in their city planning processes. Most cities have local organizations 
identified to support potential equity initiatives and some larger citywide affordable housing and 
economic development initiatives are underway, but equity has not been incorporated into their 
employment land site development policies and practices. The scale of site readiness projects 
associated with these roadmap sites represent major opportunities for the three cities to advance 
equity outcomes in the planning, development, and operations for these sites. 

TASK 4 REPORT:  
Development Roadmaps



CHAMPIONING STATE ACTION THROUGH ADVOCACY
Many of the most effective strategies for unlocking employment lands require changes to existing tools 
or legislation to create new tools and funding sources. Making headway requires local and state level 
champions to identify legislative priorities for the short term and long term and sustain advocacy on an 
ongoing basis. Coalition building with stakeholders statewide will be critical to turning these ideas into 
reality.

LOCAL ACTION ON EMPLOYMENT LANDS
Moving the region’s employment lands to development-ready status requires the focus of local and 
regional interests. Many of these sites face significant site readiness challenges and will require creative 
approaches to bring them to market. Integrating equitable development outcomes in employment land 
planning and development is vital.

CONCLUSIONS

Recommendations for Local and State Action

1.	 Secure greater flexibility and funding for existing tools

2.	 Secure administrative and legislative support for a prioritized set of new tools

3.	 Develop a plan of action and next steps for 3 city roadmap sites

4.	 Explore ways to secure equitable development outcomes in employment land 
policies, programs and projects



 About the South Portland Area Planning project  
 

Project purpose 
The bureaus of Planning and Sustainability (BPS) and Transportation (PBOT) are working with 
community members to develop transportation and land use plans in South Portland. South 
Portland is roughly the area just south of downtown, surrounding the Ross Island Bridgehead and 
including the Lair Hill neighborhood. 

Reconfiguring the Ross Island Bridgehead is a once-in-a-lifetime opportunity to reconnect a 
divided neighborhood with improvements to SW Naito Parkway, land uses that contribute to a 
healthy connected community, and preservation of Portland’s first historic district. 

This planning effort is part of BPS’ Southwest Corridor Inclusive Communities 
Project and PBOT’s Naito Main Street Project. 

Planning throughout 2020 will result in: 

• Designs for realigning the Ross Island Bridgehead. 
• New land uses and street designs for a complete street along SW Naito Avenue. 
• Development concepts for publicly owned opportunity sites created by the Ross Island 

Bridgehead realignment. 
• Updated South Portland Historic District Guidelines. 

Project background 
Auto-oriented infrastructure projects, land use regulations, urban renewal and real estate 
practices shaped the growth in – and harmed – South Portland for generations. Investments in 
projects like OR 99-W, Harbor Drive widening, I-5, and the Ross Island Bridge highway access 
ramps split the Lair Hill neighborhood that was once home to many Southern European 
immigrant and Jewish households, depressing home values and exposing residents to pollution. 

In addition, the City's urban renewal program demolished more than 400 homes in the 1950s and 
60s. As well, redlining of the neighborhood and racially restrictive covenants in surrounding 
neighborhoods contributed to fewer lower income households and people of color living in 
Southwest. Those who did move in were concentrated along the more dense and unhealthy 
corridors. 

The City is obligated to ensure new transportation infrastructure, land use plans and housing 
investments redress these past harms to low-income people and communities of color. PBOT’s 
transportation improvements will stitch together the neighborhood and better connect residents 
and workers to downtown Portland and the region. Other plans will support more affordable 
housing, commercial services and jobs that meet the needs of low-income residents and 

https://www.grandronde.org/
https://www.grandronde.org/
https://www.willamettefallslegacy.org/partners-group-meetings/
https://www.willamettefallslegacy.org/partners-group-meetings/
https://www.willamettefallslegacy.org/core-values/
https://www.willamettefallslegacy.org/metro-council-approves-willamette-falls-riverwalk-master-plan/
https://www.willamettefallstrust.org/


communities of color. Community engagement will be designed to improve the capacity of the 
community to advocate for their goals. 

 

SW Naito Parkway Main Street 

 

 

Project Description 

Reconfiguring the Ross Island Bridgehead is a once-in-a-lifetime opportunity to reconnect a part of 
South Portland with improvements to SW Naito Parkway and land uses that contribute to a healthy 
connected community while also supporting Portland’s first historic district. This project will not only 
improve connections for regional commuters and reduce cut-through traffic but will also open up 
publicly owned land for development of much needed housing. Redirection of traffic and improved 
pedestrian and bicycle connections will allow residents to safely reach currently inaccessible parts of 
their neighborhood and rebuild local street connections between South Portland neighborhoods. 

Harmful impacts from past auto infrastructure projects, land use regulations, urban renewal, and real 
estate practices shaped the growth in South Portland for generations. In an effort to remedy some of 
the harm done, the City is committed to ensure new transportation infrastructure, land use plans, and 
housing investments redress these past harms to low-income people and communities of color.  

This project will fit in alongside two other major planning projects taking place in this area: Updates for 
the South Portland Historic District Guidelines and the SW Corridor proposed light rail (MAX) line/station 
on Barbur Blvd.  

This project is a partnership between the Portland Bureau of Transportation and the Bureau of Planning 
and Sustainability (BPS). To learn more about this project and other planning projects in South Portland, 
please visit the BPS website here. 

 



 
Materials following this page were distributed at the meeting. 
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Project  Purpose

The Employment  Land Readiness Toolkit  project  is designed to help find tools to move challenged 
industrial and commercial employment sites within the Metro urban growth boundary to 
development-readiness to accommodate projected population growth.

The project is funded by a Metro Community Development and Planning Grant with matching funds 
from 18 regional partners.
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Project  Advisory Team

Regional Partners
Michael Williams, City of Beaverton
Jon Legarza, Clackamas County
Ryan Wells, City of Cornelius
Sarah Selden, City of Fairview
Jeff King, City of Forest Grove
Erika Fitzgerald, City of Gresham
Joseph Briglio, City of Happy Valley
Dan Dias, City of Hillsboro
Kelly Ross, NAIOP Oregon chapter of National Association of 
Industrial and Office Parks)
Erin Maxey, City of Milwaukie
Alma Flores and Lori Bell, City of Oregon City
Isaac Barrow and Melissa Rogers, Portland General Electric
Joana Filgueiras, Prosper Portland
Julia Hadjuk, City of Sherwood
Jonathan Taylor, City of Tualatin
Christina Deffebach, Washington County
Jordan Vance, City of Wilsonville

Project Managers
Lise Glancy and Ken Anderton, Port of Portland
Jeffrey Raker, Metro
Brittany Bagent and Matt Miller, Greater Portland Inc.
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Consultant  Team

Consultant Team
Alex Joyce, Cascadia Partners
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In partnership with:



Oregon is Part icularly Revenue Chal lenged
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Oregon Property Tax Compression Example• Property tax revenue 
growth is limited over time 

• Does not keep up with 
market changes

• No sales tax 

• Few economic 
development financing 
tools and districts 

• Lack of seed capital or 
revolving loan funds at the 
state or regional level

Tax Value

Market 
Value

Uncollected 
Revenue
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Seven Recurring Development Chal lenges

• Site assembly/aggregation

• Infrastructure (i.e., transportation, water, 
sewer, fiber, stormwater)

• Natural resource mitigation

• Local entitlements (i.e., annexation, zoning, 
concept planning)

• Redevelopment

• Brownfield remediation

• Gravel pit conversion

Rock Creek, Happy Valley
6



New Tools & Act ion is Needed

• Large cost challenges 
facing regional 
employment land 
development

• New, innovative 
approaches and 
resources needed to 
enable investment and 
job growth

• State, regional and local 
leadership and action 
needed 7



National Best 
Practices New Tools

Modifications 
to Existing 

Tools

Development  
Roadmaps 

and 
Tool Testing

Task 2Task 1

Image 
Placeholder

Site Readiness Toolkit  
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Task 3 Task 4



Task 1 – Nat ional Best  Pract ices Research

9

Purpose: Identify tools, strategies, and policies 
that could expedite the creation of development-
ready employment lands and support equity 
outcomes.

Key Findings

• 28 tools to support key site readiness challenges

• Access to financing for development-readiness costs 
is a major challenge

• “Low hanging fruit” opportunities exist
(9 of 28 tools require low effort to implement)

• National models available for integrating equity into 
process



Mixed-Use /  Industrial  Density Bonuses

• Industrial uses have 
locational disadvantage 
and lower rents 
compared to other uses

• Susceptible to 
gentrification

• Cross subsidize use mix:
• - NYC 5-to-1 bonus
• - SFO 3-to-1 bonus

• Solution for core area 
industrial locations

Cross Subsidize



Streamlined Adapt ive Reuse /  Building Code

• Two-track Building Code 
permitting

• Fast-track adaptive reuse

• Allows rapid repositioning 
of old structures at lower 
rents levels

• Alleviates demolition 
pressure

Incent  Adaptat ion



Second Posit ion SDC Liens

• System development charges (SDCs) are an 
important source of revenue 

• SDCs are a significant upfront costs in 
development process

• SDC loan programs across state require a first 
position lien: must be repaid before any other 
debt

• Commercial loans also require first position, 
effectively ruling out SDC loan program if 
commercial loan is taken

• Allowing SDC loans to be second position 
would greatly expand the usefulness of the 
program

1st

Position 
SDC 
Loan

Primary Debt 
Requires 1st

Position

2nd

Position
SDC 
Loan

Move to 2nd Position
1st position SDC loans 
do not work for projects 
with conventional debt 
(i.e.- vast majority of 
development projects)

Subordinate SDC Loans



Task 1 = 28 Tools Summarized

Entit lements
• Expanded Uses in Commercial Zoning
• Industrial Mixed-Use Zone & Bonus
• Denser Industrial Entitlements
• Adaptive Reuse Incentives

Redevelopment
• Metropolitan Districts
• Major Public Site Repurpose
• Land Value Tax
• Single Parcel URA/TIF Districts
• Title to Foreclosed Properties
• Micro Commercial Spaces

Site Assembly /  Aggregat ion
• Enhanced Redevelopment Authority
• Graduated Density Bonus
• Industrial Land Bank

Infrast ructure
• Major Streets Transportation 

Improvement Program
• Community Facilities District (CFD)
• Transportation Benefit Districts
• Enhanced Finance Infrastructure District
• Reimbursement District

Brownfield Remediat ion
• Tax Incentives
• Surcharge-based Cleanup Funds
• Non-governmental Technical Assistance 

Provider

Gravel Pit  Conversion
• Aggregating Sites
• Required Exit Planning
• Strategic Phasing and Reuse
• Local Government Collaboration / 

Planning Assistance

Natural Resource MIt igat ion
• Regional Advance Mitigation Planning
• Wetland/Floodplain Mitigation Bank
• Regional Green Infrastructure

A Resource for State and 
Local Actions

Level of Effort and 
Impact Provided for 

Each Tool



Models for Considering Equity

14

Three Case Studies Evaluated
1. King County Equitable Impact Review - King County, WA

2. Equitable Development Scorecard - Twin Cities, MN

3. Collective Impact – Accelerate Change Together - Anaheim, CA

Incorporating Equity in Site Development
• Large sites represent major opportunities 

• Consider equity at each stage: planning, development, and operations 

Example of page from Twin Cities Equitable 
Development Scorecard



Share Risks 
& Rewards

Leverage 
Economies 

of Scale

Task 2 – New Tools

15

Purpose: Develop new tools to help 
jurisdictions overcome land assembly and 
infrastructure development challenges.

• Two new tools created

• One is legal and available today: 
Horizontal Development Agreement (HDA)

• One is big lift with big potential impact:
Regional Employment Land Investment 
Fund (RELIF)

Focus 
Limited 

Resources

Incentivize
Cooperation



Horizontal  Development Agreement (HDA)

Visual from HDA with 
some bullets

Incent ivize assembly of parcels and 
property owner cooperat ion by 
leveraging a package of tools

• Leverage is the greatest when there are 
incentives to offer (i.e., earlier in the 
planning process) 

• Incentives include pre-development 
funding, annexation, zoning and other 
development entitlements, and 
infrastructure planning and construction

• Pressure can be put on uncooperative 
landowners to motivate development with 
a common vision

16

Incentives

Community 
Benefits



Regional Employment Land Investment Fund (RELIF)

Pool and focus funds 
– Share upside, mit igate risk

• Modeled after traditional investment fund: shared risk 
and reward; diversified geography and portfolio

• Pool investment funds from public and / or private 
partners for developing sites

• Invest in full spectrum of development, not just site 
readiness to enable up-side

• Diversification of location, investors and holding types 
mitigates downside risks

• Can prioritize larger, pooled fund dollars to jumpstart 
well-positioned sites, share up-side with all investors

Fund Boundary

Well 
positioned 
site

Well 
positioned 
site

Less-well 
positioned 
site

Less-well 
positioned 
site
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Task 3 – Modif icat ions to Exist ing Tools

18

Purpose: Explore modifications to existing 
tools to make them more effective at 
creating development-ready employment 
lands.

• Changing existing programs can be faster 
and less costly than inventing new 
programs

• 8 existing tools evaluated

• Both light and heavy lift changes 
proposed Land Bank 

Authorities

Advanced 
Wetland 

Mitigation
Tax 

Increment 
Financing

Local 
Improvement

Districts

Oregon 
Cleanup 
Funds

System 
Development
Charges

Existing Tool 
Examples



Enhanced Redevelopment  Authority

Image 
Placeholder

Menomonee Valley Industrial Center | Milwaukee WI

Broader ability to raise funds:
• Capture frozen base
• Fees
• Comingle private sources
• Generate profit

• More flexible geographic 
boundaries

• Condemnation Authority

Enhanced Revenue 
and Scope



Region-wide Revolving Loan Fund

H
ig

h

• Seed capital would greatly enhance 
power of RDAs, LBAs, LIDs

• TIF revenue is backloaded

• Capital needs often frontloaded

• Early stage financing is a major 
limitation

Existing programs could be expanded:

• Oregon Transportation Infrastructure 
Bank

• Brownfields Revolving Loan Fund

• Oregon Business Development Fund

Jumpstart  w ith Seed Funds



Rock Creek

Task 4 - Site Readiness and Development Roadmaps 
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Purpose: Create site readiness and 
development roadmaps with an equity lens 
for three sites, and model the impact of tools 
on development feasibility

• 3 representative employment sites

• Large, vacant, suburban

• Common issues: inadequate 
infrastructure, multiple owners

• Significant site readiness cost hurdles 
limit development potential

Forest Grove

Coffee Creek



3 Sites for Test ing Tools

• Single-user advanced 
manufacturing

• 54 acres

• ~$14 / sq ft

• $14 million ($6 / sq ft)

• $26.8 million ($11 / sq ft)

• $40.8 million ($17 / sq ft)

• $171 million ($219 / sq ft)

• -2.3%

Site Program:

Industrial Rents:

• Single-user high tech campus

• 38 acres

• ~$15 / sq ft

• $6.5 million ($6 / sq ft)

• $27 million ($16 / sq ft)

• $33.5 million ($22 / sq ft)

• $126 million ($253 / sq ft)

• 4.0%

• Business park with 
manufacturing

• 76 acres

• ~$12.50 / sq ft

• $20 million ($6 / sq ft)

• $42 million ($12.5 sq ft)

• $62 million ($18.5 sq ft)

• $246 million ($244 / sq ft)

• -8.0%

Raw Land Cost:

All-in Dev. Costs:

Lot Area:

Site Readiness Costs:

Shovel Ready Land Costs:

Leveraged IRR:

Forest Grove Rock Creek Coffee Creek



Example of Development Roadmap
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Detailed Individual & Layered Tool Financial  Test ing

• No silver bullet tools – Layering needed

• Not all tools created equal

• Biggest Impact: Tackling infrastructure 
costs (specifically transportation), SDCs 
and Tax Abatements



Timing of Costs w ithin Development Timel ine

Operating Costs

Debt

Rent

Utilities

Taxes

Development Timeline

Pre-Development 
Costs

Site Assembly

Site Readiness Costs

Off-site Infrastructure

Due Diligence 

Up Front Costs

Land Acquisition

System Development Fees 
(SDCs)

On-site Development Costs

Additional Off-site 
Infrastructure Costs 
(Surprises!)

Different Tools Influence Different Parts of this Timeline



One of the most 
common, yet most 
costly and least 
efficient ways to 
fund public 
infrastructure.

Public debt has a 
lower interest rate 
than private debt –
only works to 
included if revenues 
exceed debt 
payments.

Several tools pay 
out over time and 
reduce the 
operating costs of a 
project.

Least available tool, 
but also the most 
effective tool - even 
if total amount is 
lower than free 
money over time

Not Al l  Tools Created Equal

H
ig

h
Lo

w

Ef fect iveness of Tools

Private 
Financing

Publ ic 
Financing

Free Money 
Over Time

Free Money 
Upfront

Less 
Effect ive

More 
Effect ive



Tool Impact  & Publ ic ROI

EF
FO

RT

Low

H
ig

h
Lo

w

• None of three sites is 
feasible today: 
negative land value

• Layered incentives 
required for feasibility

• Current tools are too 
small 

• Public Return On 
Investment (ROI) 
Range: 9x to 35x 
economic impact

• ~20-year payback on 
property tax revenue

27



Demographic Comparison: Site, City, Region

28

Compared regional and 
site metrics for:

• Access to Community 
Change 

• Walkability and 
Transit Access 

• Access to 
Opportunity 

• Affordable Housing

Identified Site Specific 
Key Takeaways



Ident ify Local Equity Efforts, Capacity, Issues

29

Community Assets & Needs:

• Brainstormed and researched 
existing initiatives, local 
organizations, and other 
considerations

Key Equity Considerations

Potential Equity Actions:

• Steps the city can take to 
improve equitable results



Conclusions & Recommendat ions

• Infrastructure costs are the single largest cost hurdle

• Current tools are too small in scale to move needle on these large sites

• State and regional action is needed to grow the toolbox and the revenue sources

30

Recommendations for Local and State Action

1. Secure greater flexibility and funding for existing tools

2. Secure administrative and legislative support for a prioritized set of 
new tools

3. Develop a plan of action and next steps for 3 city roadmap sites

4. Explore ways to secure equitable development outcomes in 
employment land policies, programs and projects



Quest ions?

31

Full Report PDFs Available Here:
https://www.oregonmetro.gov/tools-partners/guides-and-tools/site-readiness-toolkit

https://www.oregonmetro.gov/tools-partners/guides-and-tools/site-readiness-toolkit


Naito Parkway Main Street and 

Ross Island Bridgehead Projects 
Metro MTAC Presentation
January 20, 2021

In coordination with our regional partners TriMet, ODOT, and Metro

Ryan Curren & Kevin Bond, BPS
Patrick Sweeney, PBOT



PBOT and BPS have DRAFT Ross Island Bridgehead -Naito Main Street land use 
and transportation concepts to share with you – here are conditions today…

Ross Island Bridgehead/Naito Parkway Main Street Projects | 01.20.21



Proposed Ross Island Bridgehead reconfiguration with potential development 
adjacent to Naito Main Street improvements

Ross Island Bridgehead/Naito Parkway Main Street Projects | 01.20.21



Existing (left) and proposed (right) Ross Island Bridgehead reconfiguration with 
potential development adjacent to Naito Main Street improvements

Ross Island Bridgehead/Naito Parkway Main Street Projects | 01.20.21



Indigenous History

Source:
native-land.ca

South Portland

Ross Island Bridgehead/Naito Parkway Main Street Projects | 01.20.21



Historical Context

Ross Island Bridgehead/Naito Parkway Main Street Projects | 10.20.20

“S First St”

Future Duniway Park

Future RIB 
bridgehead ramps

Original Failing School

1879



Historical Context

Front Ave (SW Naito Pkwy)

1925



Historical Context

Front Ave (SW Naito Pkwy)

1928



1947



1952



1964



Historical Context

South Auditorium Urban Renewal District displaced 
over 500 households and 200 businesses between 
1958 and 1974

Southwest Portland as it looked in 1938.

The yellow outline indicates the same area outlined 
in the righthand photo.

Ross Island Bridgehead/Naito Parkway Main Street Projects | 01.20.21



Reconfiguring the Ross Island 
Bridgehead (RIB) is a once-in-a-
lifetime opportunity for the South 
Portland Neighborhood, the City 
and the region.

What are these projects?

Ross Island Bridgehead/Naito Parkway Main Street Projects | 01.20.21



What we’ve heard from the community

Conditions

• Reduce cut-through traffic on residential streets.
• Keep local access and parking for residents.
• Pollution concerns to the neighborhood residents.

“Want to be assured that the cut through traffic heading north on
SW Kelly and SW Corbett will end in any bridgehead re-design.”

Neighborhood Needs

• Improved safety for walking and biking.
• Create a calmer environment for all modes.
• Make it easier to get around the neighborhood without a car.

“As a cyclist on Naito, I appreciate those improvements.”  
“How will local access be maintained during 
construction?.”

Land Use and Public Benefits

• Providing daily use services, grocery store, affordable housing, etc.
• Providing low- and medium-income housing, particularly for students  

and seniors.

“Grocery store.”
“Student housing for NUNM and/or campus expansion.”

Concerns and suggestions from the Nov 2019 and Feb 2020
open house events, and from meetings with SPNA and 
NUNM. Direct quotes from meeting participants are in blue.

Ross Island Bridgehead/Naito Parkway Main Street Projects | 01.20.21



What are these projects?

RIB/Naito Parkway Main Street | 01.20.21

Transportation Features

1.Removal of bridgehead 
braided ramps, replace with 
multimodal street grid

2.Reduced regional traffic 
in neighborhoods

3.Signalized intersections

4.Pedestrian street crossings

5.Complete Better Naito to Barbur

6.NUNM-Lair Hill-Corbett 
neighborhood connectivity



What are these projects?

Aerial view of the new reconfiguration of the Ross Island Bridgehead

Ross Island Bridgehead/Naito Parkway Main Street Projects | 01.20.21



What are these projects?

Aerial view of car travel routes for eastbound travelers.

Ross Island Bridgehead/Naito Parkway Main Street Projects | 01.20.21



What are these projects?

Aerial view of car travel routes for westbound travelers.

Ross Island Bridgehead/Naito Parkway Main Street Projects | 01.20.21



What are these projects?

Land Use Features

1.Historic district
2.Core commercial district
3.Major institutions 
4.Opportunity sites to 

redevelop

RIB/Naito Parkway Main Street | 01.20.21



What are these projects?

Naito Main Street concept,  looking North same area

Existing Naito Parkway, Looking North near S Porter St

Conceptual view of Naito at SW Porter Street, looking north

Aerial view of existing development between SW Arthur 
and Hooker Streets on the west side of Naito Parkway

Ross Island Bridgehead/Naito Parkway Main Street Projects | 01.20.21



Naito Main Street Urban Form

Signalized intersections with pedestrian street crossings help “stitch” the Lair Hill and Corbett 
neighborhoods back together and reinforces community connectivity.
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Future Opportunity Sites:
Redevelop other remnant parcels (red shading)
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Opportunity–
3 acres of 
publicly owned 
property

Cultural 
Center

What’s the opportunity to advance racial and social equity?
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What does it mean to redress past harms and 
honor the history of South Portland as a home 
to indigenous, Black, and immigrant 
communities?

History Informs Analysis
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Orientation
Work session 1: 
Equity impacts 

and goals

Work session 2: 
Brainstorm 

equity 
strategies

Workshop with 
project team

Equity Analysis 
ProcessRacial Equity Analysis Process

What’s the opportunity to advance racial and social equity? 

What does it mean to redress past harms and honor the history of South 
Portland as a home to indigenous, Black, and immigrant communities?
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Median Sales Price, 2000-2019
Single-dwelling houses, 2019 dollars

Citywide South Portland

$232,659 $440,348

$350,905 $493,332
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Housing Affordability
Study Area, 2018
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Potential zoning map amendments:

RM3d to CM3d (MU-C)
RM1 to CM2 (MU-C)
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How will new street connections impact local neighborhoods?

TSP street classification amendments are a needed action for this plan. 
For example, Naito is classified as a Major City Transit Street, which reflected 
the past expectation of future HCT on that corridor.

Plan will include a list 
of all streets that need 
their TSP classifications 
changed. This includes 
ped, bicycle, transit, 
freight, etc. Some new 
streets are being 
created, which need 
new TSP classes.
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Summer/Fall 
2020

Finalize 
Concept 
Design

November  
2020

Vote on 
Regional 

Investment 
Measure

2021-2023

Design and 
Engineering

2023

Bid for  
construction

2024-2026

Construction

* Design and construction is  
dependent on funding. Timeline 
dates are estimated.

Apply 
for Federal

grant funding as 
opportunities 

arise*

Construction
start 

+3 years

If the Regional Investment Measure had passed

RIM failed - alternative funding strategy needed

Design and
Engineering

+2 years

Transportation Funding and Phasing Schedule

Bid for 
Construction
+2.5 years
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Moving Forward: Issues to Address

Transportation
• SWC FEIS coordination, then SWC pause
• Regional project funding discussions

o Federal funding opportunity could take years
o SWC and RIB may/may not be highest priority

• When funding secured, restart ODOT discussions about Naito 
Parkway jurisdictional transfer, traffic modelling

Land Use
• Racial equity analysis informs opportunity site development 

concepts
• Zoning changes & public benefits
• Street classifications
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Questions?

Transportation (PBOT)

Patrick Sweeney
Patrick.Sweeney@portlandoregon.gov
503-823-4829

www.portlandoregon.gov/transportation/80026

Land Use (BPS)

Ryan Curren
Ryan.Curren@portlandoregon.gov
503-823-4574

www.portland.gov/naito-mainstreet
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