FRAMEWORK and PROCESS

7

INTRODUCTION

This chapter provides background in formation about the requirementsand process for the
Transportation Sy stem Plan (TSP). It summarizesthetwo phases of the TSP, provides the
policy and regulatory framework, and discusses the review process.

PHASES OF THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM PLAN
The TSP was developed in two phases.
Phasel

Phase Ibegan in January 1995. Its purpose was toupdate the transportation policiesand
street classifications contained in the Transportation Element (TE) of the Com prehensive
Plan andtoincorporatethe newly adopted Pedestrian and Bicy cle Master Plans. City Council
adopted Phase Ton May 22,1996 (ordinance No. 170136), with an effective date of June 21,
1996.

Thepolicies of the TE were extensively amended to be consistent with the state
Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) andto incorporate new policies developed as part of
the Pedestrian and Bicy cle Master Plans. These changes include:

e Policy 6.6, Urban Form, was strengthened and clarified to address connectivity.

e Policy 6.29, Freight Interm odal Facilitiesand Freight Activity Areas, was strengthenedto
reflect the im portance of freightmovement to thelocal economy.

e New policies included Policy 6.18, Adequacy of Transportation Facilities; Policy 6.2,
Public Involvement; Policy 6.3, Transportation Education; and Policy 6.29, Street
Vacations.

¢ Thenew pedestrian and bicy cle policiesreflect the City’scommitment to improve the
phy sical environment for pedestriansand bicy clists and encourage walking and biking as
alternatives to the autamobile.

¢ Changes to street classifications and classification descriptions were made to reflect new
pedestrian and bicy cle networks, including the addition of several pedestrian districts
that reflect action items in the Outer Southeast Canmunity Plan.

e Other street classification changes weremadetocorrect errors or makeminor
adjustments to the traffic, transit, and truck networks.

Phase1 also updated other goals of the Comprehensive Plan, in addition to the TE policies
and street classifications:

Portland Transportation System Plan Page 7-1



Chapter 7 Framework and Process

e Several policies under Goal 2, Urban Development, were am ended to better address
minimum density requirementsnear transit corridors and light rail stationsand to
support infill and redevelopment throughout the City .

e Goal 11, Public Facilities, wasam ended to better reflect how im provementsare made to
theright-of-way.

Phase Il

Phase II began inm ediately after Phase Iwasadopted, and focused on com pleting the
remaining elements of the TSP. Although Phase Iadded and amended many TE policies,
some policy issues were unresolved and were addressed in Phase II. These included
addressing theimpact of traffic calming on emergency respon se; parking; access
managem ent; and consistency with the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). Street
classifications wererevised, and many changes to achieve consistency with the RTP modal
maps were necessary during this phase. These changes include:

e Reorganization of transportation policies into topic areas.
e Addition of street design classifications and descriptions consistent with the RTP.

e Incorporation of emergency response policies and classification s developed through the
Emergency Response Classification Study.

e Street connectivity policies, standards andmapsconsistent with RTP requirem ents.
e Incorporation of the RTP level-of-service standards.

e Development of a transportation system im provement list consistent with the TPR and
RTP.

e Development of a transportation finance plan consistent with the TPR.

e Development of system perform ance measures and benchmarksconsistent with the
TPR.

POLICY AND REGULATORY FRAMEWORK

State of Oregon

The Oregon State Legislature mandated can prehensive planning in Oregon with the
adoption of Senate Bill 100 (ORS Chapter197)in 1973. This legislation created the state
Land Conservation and Developm ent Commission (LCDC), which adopted 19 statewide
planning goals and associated guidelines in 1974 (effective January 1,1975).

Under state law, com prehensive plansand any ordinances or regulations that im plement the
plans must com ply with applicable statewide planning goals. Fourteen of
the 19 statewide goalsapply to Portland.

Page 7-2 Portland Transportation System Plan



Framework and Process Chapter 7

Because the TSP is part ofthe City’s Cam prehensive Plan, it must can ply with all applicable
state goals, with findings tothat effect included in the adopting ordinance. Two statewide
goals aredirectly applicabletothe TSP: Goal 11, Public Facilities and Services, and Goal 12,
Transportation.

Goal 11, Public Facilities and Services

State Goal 11, Public Facilitiesand Services, is “[t]o plan and develop a timely, orderly and
efficient arrangem ent of public facilities and services to serveasa framework for urban and
rural development.”

Thegoal’sintent is to ensurethat urban and rural development isguided and supported by
the appropriate public facilitiesand services. Goal 11 requires jurisdictions to provide for key
facilities in their cam prehensive plans. The goal contains a set of planning guidelines for
coordinated public facilities planning that will be a major determinant of the carrying
capacity of theair,land, and water resources in an area. In plem entation guidelinesare also
included for capital im provem ent programming that will achieve the desired ty pes andlevels
of public facilitiesand services in urban, urbanizable, and rural areas. The guidelines also
recanmend that thelevel ofkey facilitiesthat can be provided should be a principal factor in
planning for various densities and ty pes ofurban and ruralland uses.

State Requirements of OAR 660-11

The staterequirem ents for public facilities planning becamemuch more specific in 1983
when the Legislature adopted HB 2295, which amended ORS 197 to add a new section
(Econamic Development) that includesthe following directive:

197.712(2) By theadoption of new goals or rules, or the application, interpretation or
amendm ent of existing goals or rules, the canmission shall im plem ent all of the

following:

(e) Acity or county shall develop and adopt a public facility plan for
areaswithin an urban growth boundary containing a population
greater than 25,000 persons. The public facility plan shall include
rough cost estim ates for public projectsneeded to provide sewer,
water and transportation for theland uses contem plated in the
comprehensive plan andland use regulations. Project timing and
financing provisions of public facility plans shall not be considered
land use decisions.

Based on this directive, LCDC adopted a new administrative rule on public facilities
planning: OAR660 Division 11. Thisadministrative rule includes definitions, procedures,
and standards for developing, adopting, and amending a public facilities plan. Section 660-
11-005(7)(d) outlines specific transportation elem entsto be included in the public facilities
plan (PFP), as follows:

(a) Transportation
(A) Freeway system,if planned for in the acknowledged

com prehensive plan
(B) Arterial system
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(C) Significant collector sy stem

(D) Bridge system (those on the Federal Bridge inventory)

(E) Mass transit facilities if planned for in the acknowledged
com prehensive plan, including purchase of new buses if total fleet
islessthan 200 buses, rail lines or transit servicetomajor
transportation corridors and park-and-ride stations

(F) Airport facilities as identified in current airportmaster plans

(G) Bicyclepathsif planned for in the acknowledged com prehensive
plan.

Section 660-11-010(1) requires the PFP tocontain:

(a) Aninventory and general assessment ofthe condition of all the significant
public facility systemswhich support theland uses designated in the
acknowledged camprehensive plan;

(b)  Alist of the significant public facility projects, which areto support theland
uses designated in the acknowledged com prehensive plan. Public facility
project descriptions or specifications of these projects as necessary;

(c) Rough cost estimates of each public facility project;

(d) A map or written description of each public facility project’s general location
or servicearea;

(e) Policy statement(s) or urban growth management agreem ent identify ing the
provider of each public facility sy stem. Ifthere is morethan one provider with
the authority to provide the sy stem within the area covered by the public
facility plan, then the provider of each project shall be designated;

() An estim ate of when each facility project willbeneeded; and

(g)  Adiscussion of the provider’s existing funding m echanismsand the ability of
these and possible new mechanisms to fund the development of each public
facility project or sy stem.

Status of the Public Facilities Plan

The City adopted a public facilities plan for transportation on April 5,1989 (ordinance
161770). Since adoption, the PFP has been used to develop the capital im provem ent program
(CIP), which identifies twoy ears of capital projects. The PFP hasnot been updated or
amended sinceits initial adoption in 1989.

Relationship of the PFP to the TPR and TSP

Section 660-1200 of the TPR states that “[t]ransportation sy stem plansadopted pursuant to
this Division fulfill the requirem ents for public facilities planning required under ORS
197.712(2)(e), Goal 11 and OAR Chapter 660, Division 11, asthey relateto transportation
facilities.” The TSPwill, therefore, update and replace the City’s public facilities plan for
transportation.

Goal 12, Transportation

State Goal 12, Transportation, is “[t]Jo provide and encourage a safe, convenient and
econanic transportation sy stem.” The goal and its accom pany ing text (below) has the force
oflaw andismandatory.

A transportation plan shall:
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(1) consider all m odes of transportation including mass transit, air, water,
pipeline, rail, highway, bicy cle and pedestrian;

(2)be based upon an inventory of local, regional and state transportation
needs;

(3 )consider the differences in social consequences that would result fran
utilizing differing combinations of transportation modes;

(4)avoid principal reliance upon any one mode of transportation;

(5) minimize adverse social, econanic and environmental im pactsand costs;

(6)conserve energy;

(7 )meet the needs of thetransportation disadvantaged by im proving
transportation services;

(8)facilitate the flow of goods and services so as to strengthen thelocal and
regional economy ; and

(9)conform with local and regional cam prehensiveland use plans.

Each plan shallinclude a provision for transportation as a key facility .

The planning guidelines for Goal 12 em phasize the use of existing facilitiesand rights-of-
way, and support high-density developm entswith mass transit rather than auto facilities.
Theim plem entation guidelinesrecomm end that transportation facilities direct urban
expansion into suitable areas, and that transportation decisions sh ould identify and take into
account the positive and negative im pacts on local land use patterns, environm ental quality,
energy useand resources, existing transportation sy stem, and fiscal resources.

State Requirements of OAR 660-12 (Transportation Planning Rule)

LCDC adopted the Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) in 1991 tocarry out state Goal 12,
Transportation. The TPR is spelled outin OAR 660, Division 12, Transportation Planning.
The TPR requires the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT), metropolitan planning
organizations, andlocal governmentsto providea system of transportation facilities and

im provements sufficient tomeet identified state, regional, andlocal transportation needs
andto

assure that the planned transportation sy stem supportsa pattern oftravel
andland usein urban areas which will avoid the air pollution, traffic and
livability problems faced by other areas of the country.

GENERALTPR REQUIREMENTS

The TPR hasgeneral requirements for the development of a Transportation Sy stem Plan
(TSP). When com pleted, the TSP will take the place of the public facilities plan for
transportation required by Goal 11 and state statutes [ORS 197.712(2)(e)]. A local TSP “shall
establish a system oftransportation facilitiesand servicesadequate tomeet identified local
transportation needs and shall be consistent with regional TSPs and adopted elem ents of the
state TSP.” The TSP must be coordinated with affected state and federal agencies, local
governments, special districts, and private providers of transportation services. The TSP
must beadopted as part ofthe City’s com prehensive plan, except that transportation
financing program smay be adopted asa supporting docum ent.

A TSPmust be designed to achievethe following objectives for reducing autan obile vehicle
miles traveled (V MT) per capita (regionwide):

Portland Transportation System Plan Page 7-5



Chapter 7 Framework and Process

(a) no increase within 10years ofadoption
(b) a 10-percent reduction within 20years of adoption
() an additional 5-percent reduction within 30 years

SPECIFICTPR REQUIREMENTS

A TSPmust include a determination of transportation needs, including the needs ofthe
transportation disadvantaged and the needs for movement ofgoods and services to support
industrial and comm ercial development. The determination of needs is based on population
and em ploym ent forecasts for a 20-y ear period and on the assum ption that there willbe
reduced reliance on the autamn obile. A TSPmust also evaluate transportation alternatives,
addressing im provem ents to existing facilities or services, new facilities and services,
transportation sy stem managem entm easures, demand managem ent measures, and the
implications of a ‘no-build’ alternative.

Section 660-12-020(2) requiresmodal plans for streets; public transit; bicy clesand
pedestrians; air, rail, water, and pipelines; transportation sy stem management and
transportation demandm anagement; and parking.

The street, transit, bicy cle, and pedestrian m odal plans must include:

* Aninventory and general assessment of existing and committed transportation facilities
and services by function, ty pe, capacity, and condition.

Themodal plan for streets must describe a system ofarterialsand collectors and other
im portant local street connections that shows:

e Extensions of existing streets
e Connectionsto existing or planned streets
e Connectionstoneighborhood destinations

The public transit plan must:

e Describepublic transportation services for the transportation disadvantaged andidentify
serviceinadequacies
e Describeintercity busand passenger rail services and identify thelocation of terminals

e Identify existing and planned transit truck routes, exclusive transit ways, terminalsand
major transfer stations, and park-and-ride stations

Thebike and pedestrian plansmust show:

e Anetwork of bicy cleand pedestrian routes
e Alist of facility im provements

The air, rail, water, and pipeline transportation plan must identify where public use airports,
mainline and branchline railroads and railroad facilities, port facilities, and m ajor regional
pipelines and terminals arelocated or planned.
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Modal plansmust be developed for transportation sy stem management and demand
managem ent and for parking, includingminimum andm aximum parking requirementsand
measures toreduce parking spacesper capita by 10 percent over the20year plan timeframe.

Sections660-12-020(2)(I) and 660-12040 require the TSP to include a transportation
financing program, which must contain:

(a)  Alist of planned transportation facilities andm ajor im provements

(b)  Ageneral estimate of thetiming for planned transportation facilitiesand
major im prov em ents

(c) Determination ofrough cost estimates for the transportation facilitiesand
major im provem ents identified in the TSP

The financing program must also discussthe facility provider’s existing fundingmechanisms
and the ability of these and possible new mechanismsto fund the development of each
transportation facility and major im provement. The financing program is intended to
encourageinfill and redevelopment of urban lands before supporting facilitiesthat would
cause premature development of urbanizable areas.

Section 660-12-045 ofthe TPR specifies that the TSP processmust include the adoption of
policies and land use regulations to im plem ent the TSP. Phase I of the TSP fulfills elements
of thisrequirement. Some of the TPR requirementswere already part of City ordinances--
for exam ple, protecting airports with height and noise regulation s. Further amendments
were partially com pleted in November 6,1996,when City Council adopted “Interim
Implementation of the Transportation Planning Rule.” These regulations address
requirements for notification, orientation of buildings and parking totransit lines, and

bicy cle parking. Additional land useregulation am endmentstoaddress street connectiv ity
were adopted as part of therevision of Title 34: Land Divisions of the Municipal Code. The
TSP includes additional im plem entation measuresto address access as required by 660-12 -

045(3)(b) and (c).

Jurisdictions must establish interim benchmarks for five+ ear intervals over the planning
period tomeasure how effectively the TSP is reducing VMT and increasing the use of
alternativem odes of transportation. Ifthe interim benchmarks are not met, the TSP must be
amended to include new or additional effortsto meet the TPR requirem ents.

TPR TIMELINES

Following cam pletion ofthe regional TSP, local jurisdiction shaveoneyear to can plete their
TSPs. Metro's original deadline for com pleting the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) was
May 1995, and the City of Portland’s TSP was duein May 1996. The RT P was cam pleted
August 2000. Com pletion of the TSP is now scheduled for September2002.

Oregon Transportation Plan

The Oregon Transportation Comm ittee adopted the Oregon Transportation Plan (OTP) on
September15,1992. The OTP is intended tom eet ORS 184.618(1), which requiresthe
Oregon Transportation Commission (OTC) to “develop andmaintain a state transportation
policy and a canprehensive, long-range plan for a multim odal transportation sy stem for the
state which encom passes econ anic efficiency, orderly econ anic development, safety and
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environmental quality.” The OT Pmust also be consistent with the TPRregarding
development of a statetransportation sy stem plan.

The OTP containsa vision, goals, policiesand actions, a preferred transportation network
and services, and an im plem entation section. Since adoption of the OTP, modal or topic
plans havealsobeen adopted. These include the Bicy cleand Pedestrian Plan, the Highway
Plan, andvarious corridor plans, including a plan for Highway 30 — St. Helens Road. Each
modal plan alsocontainsa set ofgoals and policies.

OTP Requirements

Policy 4K, Local Government Responsibilities, ofthe OTP statesthat “[i]t is the policy of the
State of Oregon that:

e Local governments shall definea transportation sy stem of local significance adequateto
m eet identified needs for the m ovement of people and goods to local destinations within
their jurisdiction s; and

e Local government transportation plans shall be consistent with regional transportation
plans and adopted elem ents of the state transportation sy stem plan.

The OTP establishes perform ance standards or minimum levels of service formotor vehicles
on state-controlled facilities. These standards are found in Policy 1 F: Highway Mobility
Standards, ofthe Oregon Highway Plan (OHP). Tables in Policy 1F establish maximum
volum e-t o-capacity ratios for state facilities. Theratios “must be used for deficiency analy ses
of statehighways.” n December 2000, however, Metrorequested that the OTC substitute
thelevel-of-service measures from the 2000 Regional Transportation Plan for the state
standards. The OTC approved therequest as an amendment tothe OHP.

Relationship of the OTP to the TSP
The OTP states that local TSPs must be consistent with adopted portions ofthe state

transportation system plan. Oregon statutesdo not givethe OTC authority to im pose OTP
goals, policies, and performance guidelines on other than state agencies. The TPR does
requirelocal TSPs to be consistent with adopted portions ofthe state transportation sy stem
plan (i.e., the OTP and itsmodal /t opic plans). The OTP is generally im plem ented through
the coordination of local and regional jurisdictions with ODOT.

Regional (Metro)

This section gives an overview of theregional transportation policiesand requirementsthat
addressregional transportation issues.

Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives

The Metro Council adopted Regional Urban Growth Goalsand Objectives (RUGGOs) in 1991
and amended them in 1995. The RUGGOs provide land use g oals and objectives for the
region, replacing those previously adopted by the Columbia Region Association of

Governm ents.

The RUGGOs include two principal goals:
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e Goal Iaddressesthe planning process Metro uses tocoordinate regional growth
managem ent issues, including therole of functional plans.

e Goal ITaddresses urban form:
- Goal II.1 addressesthe natural environm ent
- Goal II.2 addresses the built environm ent, including transportation facilities
- Goal II.3 addresses growth managem ent
- Goal II.4 describes the Region 2040 Growth Concept and concept map

The RUGGOs arenot directly applicabletolocal plansandlocal land use decisions.
However, they arethebuilding blocks that shapethe Regional Framework Plan and its
im plem enting functional plans.

Goalll.2: Built Environment/Transportation

Policy II.2: Built Environm ent, addresses how development in the region sh ould occur,
including “the provision of infrastructure and critical public services concurrent with the
pace of urban growth” and “the creation ofa balanced transportation system, less dependent
on the privateautam obile, supported by both the use of emerging technology and the
location of jobs, housing, comm ercial activity, parksand open space.”

Objective 18 states that public services and facilities, including transportation, should be
planned and developed tominimize costs, maximize service efficiencies, maintain or
enhance environm ental quality, keep pace with growth and achieve planned service levels,
and shapeand direct growth tomeet local and regional objectives.

Objective 19, Transportation, addressesh ow theregional sy stem sh ould be developed. The
sy stem will: i) reduce reliance on a single mode oftransportation, ii) recognize and protect
freight m ovement, iii) provide adequatelevels of mobility, iv) encourage energy efficiency,v)
support a balance of jobsand h ousing,vi) recognize financial constraints,vii) minimize
environm ental im pacts, viii) reward and reinforce pedestrian activity, and x) identify and
protect interm odal transfer points.

Sy stem prioritiesaretomeet the mobility needs of mixed-use urban centers through a
combination of intensifying land uses and increasing transportation sy stem capacity, while
minimizing negative im pacts on environmental quality and on “whereand how people live,
work and plan.” Environm ental considerations sh ould include reducing energy con sum ption
and air pollution through increased use of transit, telecommuting, zero-emission v ehicles,
carpools, vanpools, bicy cles and walking;maintaining the region’s air quality ; and reducing
negative im pacts on parks, public open space, wetlands, and neighborhood livability .
Objective 19.3 seeks a transportation balance that reducesautom obile dependency, increases
theuse oftransit, and encourages bicy cle and pedestrian m ovement through thelocation
and design of land uses.

Region 2040 Growth Concept
LCDC adopted the 2040 Growth Concept in December 1995 as part of the RUGGOs (Goal

I1.4). In December 1996, LCDC acknowledged amended RUGGOs, including the 2040
Growth Concept text and map.
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The 2040 Growth Concept statesthe preferred form oflong-term regional growth and
development. It includes a general approach to appr oxim ately where and h ow much the
Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) should be expanded, what ranges of density are estimated to
accomm odate projected growth, and which areas should be protected as open space. It also
designates design ty pes, such ascentral city, regional center, town center, and main street.

The 2040 Growth Concept responds to the futurevision required by the Metro Charter and
described in Objective 9 ofthe RUGGOs. Im plem entation of the 2040 Growth Concept is
also part of theregion’s effortsto can ply with federal clean air requirements by producing
more transportation -efficient land use patterns.

Regional Framework Plan

The Metro Charter, approved in 1992, identifies specific requirements for Metro’s planning
programs, including adoption ofthe Regional Framework Plan. The Metro Charter requires
the Regional Fram ework Plan to be developed with the consultation and advice of the Metro
Policy Advisory Canm ittee (MPAC).

The Regional Fram ework Plan wasadopted in 1997 and containspoliciesthat im plement the
Region 2040 Growth Concept. These policies are based on federal, state, and regional
mandates as well as on the RUGGOs. Similar to Portland’s Com prehensive Plan, the
Regional Fram ework Plan lay s out broad guidancein a variety of areas for which it has
jurisdiction.

The Regional Fram ework Plan’s policies are binding on Metro, but arenot binding on local
jurisdictionsand donot directly regulatelocal plans. The plan has no direct relationship to
the City’s TSP and does not im pose any requirements. It is, however, the basis for the
development of functional plans, which do im pose requirem ents on local jurisdictions, and
is therefore im portant for understanding functional plan requirem ents and guidelines.

Metrocan regulatelocal plans only through specific im plem enting ordinances. Elem ents of
the Framework Plan that areintended to changelocal plansare included in functional plans
that define exact standards and procedures for specific jurisdictions. Statelegislation (ORS
268) establishes functional plans as Metro’slegalm echanism to require changes in
comprehensive plans. It is through adopted functional plansthat regional policies directly
affect Portland’s Canprehensive Plan and im plem enting ordinances.

The Framework Plan consists of several elements, including a description ofthe Region
2040 Growth Concept design ty pes, and policies relating toland use; transportation; parks,
open spaces and recreational facilities; water supply andmanagem ent; regional natural
hazards; Clark County ; managem ent; and im plem entation.

2040 Design Types

The 2040 Growth Concept is designed t o accomm odate appr oxim ately 720,000 additional
residents and 350,000 additional jobs over thelife of the plan. Fundamental tothe Growth
Concept isa multim odal transportation sy stem that assures mobility of people and goods
throughout theregion. Mixed-use centersinside the UGBare alsoa key component of the
Growth Concept. The 2040 design ty pesand associated transportation elements are
described below.
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Portland’s Central City is theregion’s largest m arket area, em ploym ent center and cultural
hub. Under the Growth Concept, downtown Portland will continue to contain approximately
20 percent of regional em ployment. Densities will increase from today’s150 people per acre

toabout 250 people per acre. Improvementstothe transit sy stem network, development ofa
multim odal street sy stem, and maintenance of regional through-r outes will provide m obility
toand from the City center.

Regional centers, such asGateway, servelargemarket areas outside the Central City and
areconnected toit by light rail transit and highways. These regional centers willbecam e the
focus of com pact developm ent, redevelopm ent, and high-quality transit service; contain
multim odal street networks; and act asmajor nodesalong regional through-routes. Fran
the current 24 people per acre, the centerswill grow to about 60 people per acre. In addition
tolight rail connecting to the Central City, a den se network of multim odal arterial and
collector streetswill tie regional centers to surrounding neighborhoods and other centers.
The street design within regional centers is planned to encourage public transportation,
bicy cle, and pedestrian travel, while alsoaccomm odating auto and freight m ovement.

Smaller town centersare connected to each regional center by roadway sand transit lines.
Town centers such as St. Johns, Hollywood, Lents, and Hillsdale will pr ovide local shopping,
em ploym ent, recreational and cultural opportunities within a local market area. The 1990
density of an average town center will nearly double, from 23 to about 40 persons per acre.

Station communities arenodes of development centered around a light-rail or high-
capacity transit station that featuresa high-quality pedestrian and bicy cle environm ent.
They provide for the highest densities outside centers, averaging around 45 persons per acre
within approximately one-halfmile from thestation stop.

Main streets, linear in nature, and neighborhood centers, nodal in character, are ty pical of
how the City has grown in the past. They are expected togrow from 1990 levels of about 36
people per acreto about 39 people per acre. Main streets and neighborhood centers are
served by high-quality transit and are characterized by neighborhood and special shopping
areas. When severalmain streets occur within a few blocks of one another, they may serveas
a dispersed town center, such as the main street areas of Belmont, Hawthorne, and Division.
Main streets feature street designsthat emphasize pedestrian activity, public transit, and
bicy cletravel.

Corridorsare located along good-quality transit lines and hav e av erage densities ofabout
25 people per acre. They provide a place for densitiesthat are som ewhat higher than today
and feature a high-quality pedestrian environment and convenient access totransit.
Densities will average about 25 persons per acre. Sane corridors will be continuous, narrow
bands of higher-intensity development along arterial r oads; others will be more n odal, with
small centers atmajor intersections. The corridors will also em phasize a high-quality bicy cle
and pedestrian environm ent, especially at nodes.

Neighborh oods are a key canponent ofthe Growth Concept and fall into two categories.
Inner neighborhoods include areas such as Portland where access to em ployment isgood.
Averagelot sizes will be slightly smaller than today to accanm odate approximately 14
persons per acre. Outer neighborhoods are farther from large em ployment centers and will
be characterized by larger lot sizes and lower densitiesthan inner neighborhoods. Sane
existing neighborhoodsare characterized by a lack of street connections, which discourages
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walking and bicy cling. The Growth Concept envisions neighborhoods with good internal
connectivity, as well as connectivity to other neighborhoodsandto the arterial sy stem.

Industrial areasare locations set aside primarily for industrial activities. Other
supporting uses, including sameretail uses, areallowed if limited to sizesand locations
intended to servethe industrial uses. Access tothe industrial areasand interm odal facilities
are centered on rail, theregional freeway sy stem, public transportation, bikeways, and a
network of arterials.

Employment areas mix variousty pes of em ployment and include sam e residential
development. Overall densities are envisioned to be about 20 people per acre. Em ploym ent
areasare expected toinclude somelimited retail usesto servetheneeds of people working or
living in, or in close proximity to, the em ployment area.

Transportation Policies

Chapter 2 of the Regional Framework Plan addresses transportation. The transportation
policies in the Regional Framework Plan com ply with and replace the air quality and
transportation objectives in the RUGGOs. Im plem entation of the policies isthrough the
Urban Growth Management Functional Plan and the RT P, which haverequirem ents for
local jurisdictions. Chapter1 of the RTP also contains the transportation policies of the
Regional Fram ework Plan, alongwith objectiv es, perform ance measures, project
identification and funding criteria. Transportation policies in Chapter 2 of the RTP addressa
largevariety of issues, including intergovernm ental coordination, con sistency between land
use and transportation planning, public involvem ent, street design, water and air quality,
public transportation, dem and m anagement, and funding.

Other Framework Policies

Other chapters ofthe Regional Framework Plan include policiesthat address land use;
parks, open spaces and recreational facilities; water; regional natural hazards; and
managem ent. The parks, open spaces and recreational facilities policies include a policy that
addressesthe desireto identify a regional trails sy stem to be included in the RTP.

Urban Growth Management Functional Plan

The Metro Council adopted the Urban Growth Managem ent Functional Plan (UGMFP) on
November 21,1996. The purpose ofthe UGMFP is to require early im plem entation ofthe
2040 Growth Concept prior to adoption ofthe Framework Plan. The UGMFP states:

Early im plem entation ofthe 2040 Growth Concept is intended to take

adv antage of opportunities now and avoid use of land incon sistent with the
long-term growth policy. The MPAC, as well asthe Joint Policy Advisory
Committee on Transportation (JPACT) and the Water Resource Policy
Advisory Canmittee (W RPAC), have made recomm endations that arethe
basis for this functional plan. All ofthe elem entsconsidered by MPAC, JPACT
and WRPACwere deem ed by the Metro Council to be matters of metropolitan
concern that have significant im pact upon the orderly and responsible
development of the metropolitan area.

Theregional policies contained in the UGMFP recanmend (in some cases) and require (in
other cases) changes to city and county cam prehensive plans and im plem enting ordinances.
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‘Shall’ or other directive words are used with requirem ents. The local com prehensive plan
changes andrelated actions, including im plem enting regulations, must be adopted within 24
months of the effective date of the UGMFP (February 21,1999). The UGMFP is structured so
that, in someinstances, jurisdiction scan choose tom eet either a perform ance standard or a
prescriptive standard. The intent is toallow local flexibility , although there are some
mandatory requirementsthat apply to all citiesand counties.

Title 2: Regional Parking Policy

The T PR calls for reducing parking spaces per capita by restricting construction of new
parking spaces and redev el oping existing parking to other uses. Excessive parking can result
in less efficient land usage and lower floor-area ratios. Where transit is provided or other
non-automodes are conv enient, less parking can be provided and still allow accessibility and
mobility . Fewer auto tripscan reduce congestion and increase air quality. The federally
mandated air quality plan adopted by the Staterelies on the 2040 Growth Concept fully
achieving itstransportation objectives, including reducingvehicle trips and parking spaces
per capita through the establishment of minimum andm aximum parking ratios.

Cities and counties arerequired toam end their com prehensive plansand im plem enting
regulationstomeet or exceed standards established in the UGMFP Plan for minimum and
maximum parking ratios. Theregional parking ratios table included in the UGMFP
establishes parking ratios based on the availability of good transit service by dividing the
region in two zones. San e parkingmay be exem pted from theratios, such as paid parking
(at market rate), carpool parking, and parking in structures. The maximum parking ratios
apply tomost uses, but residential uses, including hotels andmotels, are exem pt. Cities and
countiesmust alsomonitor thenumber andlocation ofnewly developed parking spaces and
sh ow cam pliance with them inimum andm axim um parking standards.

Portland City Council adopted new minimum and maximum parking ratios tocom ply with
Title 2 requirem ents on October 11,2000 (ordinanceno. 174980). Chapter 6:
Im plementation Strategiesand Regulations providesadditional discussion of this action.

Title 2 was amended as part ofthe adoption of the RTP in 2000. Two new requirements
were added for local jurisdictions. Cities and countiesmust allow the designation of
residential parking districts in their canprehensive plans or codes. Portland already does
this. A requirement wasadded, consistent with language in the TPR, to ensurethat large
parking lots (greater than three acres in area) include ‘street-like features’ along major
driveways, including curbs, sidewalks, and street trees or plant strips. Chapter 6 of the TSP
presents Portland’sapproach to fulfilling this requirem ent.

Title 6: Regional Accessibility

Title 6 was superceded by the RT Pwhen it wasadopted in 2000. All of therequirements of
Title 6 havebeen incorporated into Chapter 6 ofthe RTP.
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Regional Transportation Plan (Transportation Functional Plan)

The RTP is intended to im plement the 2040 Growth Concept andis Metro’s functional plan
for transportation. It isa 20-year blueprint for making decisions about transportation in the

region. The MetroCouncil adopted the RT P on August 10,2000, following extensive public
input and the advice of JPACT and MPAC.

As a condition for receiving federal funding for transportation projects, federal regulations
require each urbanized area tohavea transportation plan consistent with the planned
development of the area. Metro, alongwith ODOT and Tri-Met, are the agencies designated
tocarry out thefederal transportation andrelated air quality planning requirem ents. Metro
must adopt a transportation plan at least every threeyears,anda Metropolitan
Transportation Im provement Program (MTIP) at least every otheryear to identify the
federally funded transportation projects to beim plem ented.

The RTP, likethe City’s TSP, must also be con sistent with the Sate transportation plan and
therequirements ofthe TPR. Same parts of the RTP, such asits policies and street
classifications, areincluded in the Regional Fram ework Plan.

Regional Transportation Vision

Theregional transportation vision seeksto protect theregion’s livability by defining a
transportation sy stem that:

Anticipatesthe region’s current and future travel needs
e Accommodates an appropriatemix of all forms of travel

e Supports key elements of the 2040 Growth Concept through strategic
investments in theregion’stransportation sy stem

The RTP includesthe following table, which establishes funding priorities based on 2040
design ty pes.

Table7.1
Hierarchy of 2040 Design Types
Primary Land Use Components Secondary Land Use Components
Central City Station canmunities
Regional centers T own centers
Industrial areas Main streets
Interm odal facilities Corridors
Other Urban Land Use Components | Land Use Components outside the Urban Area
Employment areas Urban reserves
Inner neighborhoods Rural reserves
Outer neighborhoods Neighboring cities
Green corridors
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Regional Transportation Policies

The RTP policies and objectivesaddress public process, connecting land use and
transportation, equal accessand safety, protecting the environment, designing the
transportation sy stem,managing thetransportation system, and im plementing the
transportation system.Thepoliciesare summarized in therelevant modal and m anagement
plans in Chapter 5 ofthe TSP.

Transportation System Design

Similar to Portland’s TE and TSP, the RTP is based on a multim odal sy stem of regional
streets. It is different from the TSP because it focuses only on streets of regional significance.
Theregionalmotor vehicle sy stem providesaccessto the Central City, regional centers,
industrial areas, and interm odal facilities, with an em phasis on mobility between these
destinations. The hierarchy of motor vehicle classificationsis from principal arterials, which
include freeway sand highway s, to major arterials, minor arterials, and collector s of regional
significance. This last category was added with theupdate of the RTP toinclude collectors
that carry significant am ounts of regional traffic and that need to be part of theregional

sy stem. Collectors of regional significance can be a single street or a collection of streets that
carry som e amount of regional traffic, while also functioning asneighborhood collectors.
Thedesign of the streetsmay bethe sameas other neighborhood collectors, including
having traffic calming design features ifneeded.

The public transportation classifications havealsobeen changed to reflect the increased

im portance of high-speed transit in accanm odating growth. The regional public
transportation sy stem consists oflight rail and streetcar, rapid bus, frequent bus, and
regional bus. All of the primary transit network service is intended tohave high frequencies
throughout theday,varying in thelength of trip served and thelevel of passenger am enities
provided. The network also includes commuter rail, intercity high speedrail, intercity air
passenger terminals, intercity rail passenger terminals, intercity bus passenger terminals,
transit centers, LRT stations, and major bus stops.

Theregional freight sy stem includesmain roadway routes, road connectors, main railroad
lines, and branch railroad linesand spur tracks. A number of freight facilities are also
mapped: marine, railroad, air cargo, distribution facilities, truck terminals, and interm odal
railyards.

Theregional bicy cle sy stem has four categories of bike facilities: regional access bikeway s,
regional corridor on street bikeway s, regional corridor off-street bikeway s, and community
connectors.

Theregional pedestrian sy stem identifies pedestrian districts (mixed-use centers), which
include the Central City, regional and town centers, and light rail station s; transit /mixed-use
corridor s; andm ulti-use facilities with pedestrian transportation functions.

In addition tothese modal elements of the regional transportation sy stem, Metro hasadded
street design classifications, which recognize thelink between transportation andland use in
implem enting the 2040 Growth Concept. Street design classifications are differentiated as
throughway s, which include freeway sand highway s; boulevards, which are differentiated as
either regional or canmunity and havehigh levels of facilities for pedestrian, bicy cle, and
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transit travel; Streets, which are also either regional or community level; and r oads, which
may be either urban or rural in character. The street design classifications also define
potential boulevard intersections where special attention should be given to pedestrian
movement.

Recommended Transportation Improvements

The RTP includesa project matrix showing transportation investmentsthat arethem ost
efficient way touse public fundsto solvetheregion’s transportation problems and

im plement the 2040 Growth Concept. (Chapter 13: Transportation and Land Use
Alternatives provides more detail about RT Palternatives and the priority system.Chapter
14: Financial Plan has more detail about the financial aspects of the RTP.)

Implementation

Metrousesthe RTP’s list of projects to develop the MTIP. Chapter 14 provides additional
inform ation about the connection between regional and local financing of transportation
projects.

Local jurisdictionshave oneyear after adoption ofthe RT Pto im plement its requirem ents,
which are summarized below.

Chapter 1: Regional Transportation Policy

Local jurisdiction smust be consistent with the policies, objectives, motorvehicle lev el -of-
service measure and modal targets, sy stem maps, and functional classifications. The TSP
policies and objectivesand the level-of service matrix are included in Chapter2:
Transportation Element of the Com prehensive Plan. Some policiesaddressed by the RT P are
in other policies of the Com prehensive Plan under Goal 7, Energy, and Goal 8, Environm ent.
These policies are summarized on pages 17 through 19 ofthis chapter. Modal targetsare
included in Chapter15: Sy stem Perform ance.

Chapter 6: Implementation

Section s of Chapter 6 of the RT Pestablish new and restate existing TPR requirem ents for
local jurisdictions. In some cases, the RT P ismore specific than the TPRrequirements. Local
TSPs must be in cam pliance with the following:

e Localjurisdiction smust be consistent with the 2020 population and em plgym ent
forecasts for the purpose of TSP development and analy sis. These forecasts arebased on
the 2040 Growth Concept. Portlandm eetsthis requirement.

e Development of a conceptual new streets plan forvacant and redevelopable parcels of

fiveacres or moreand adoption intothe camprehensive plan. (See Chapters2 and 11 of
theTSP.)

e Requirement for developersto providea specific street planmap as a part of residential
or mixed-use development. (See Chapter 6 ofthe TSP.)

e Consideration of narrow street designsand other local approaches to provide
connectivity and support neighborhood livability . (See Chapters2 and 6 of the TSP.)
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Development of alternativem ode share targets for all 2040 Growth Concept land use
design ty pes, and strategies toachieve thetargets. (See Chapters2 and 15 ofthe TSP.)

e Incorporation into camprehensive plans and im plem enting ordinances ofthe motor

vehicle level -ofservice policy for regional facilities contained in the RTP. (See Chapter 2
of the TSP.)

e Consideration oftransportation sy stem managem ent, alternative modes, canprehensive

plan map amendm ents, connectivity, and traffic calming prior to capacity im provem ents
(other than those in the RTP) during sy stem planning, corridor or area studies, and land

use reviews. (See Chapters2, 5 and 6 of the TSP.)

e Adoption ofan approach for areas of special concern (as identified in the RT P) that
either1)adopts a set of performancemeasures, or 2) establishesan action plan. (See
Chapterss5 and 10 of the TSP).

e Adoption ofa transit system map consistent with the transit functional cla ssifications in
the RTP. (See Chapter2 of the TSP.)

e Adoption ofdevelopment code regulationsto require orientation of retail, office, and
institutional buildings at m ajor transit stops. (See Chapter 6 of the TSP.)

e Provision for pedestrian crossingsand street designs that respond to transit service. (See
Chapters2 and 6 ofthe TSP.)

e Consideration of operational and design considerations during transportation project
analy sis, including transportation sy stem management to address or preserve existing
street capacity and street design poalicies, classifications, and design principlescontained
in the RTP. (See Chapter 2 of the TSP.)

e Consideration of system management and regional street design policiesand guidelines
during transportation project analy sis. (See Chapters2 and 6 ofthe TSP.)

Portland Comprehensive Plan

The Portland City Council adopted a Canprehensive Plan in 1980 that included goals,
policies, objectives,and a planmaptoguide the future development and redevelopment of
the City. The plan was intended to be dynamic. Sinceits adoption, the goals, policies, and
objectives have been amended torespond to new circum stances, special studies, new
technology, and changes in stateland use and transportation regulations.

Thegoals and policies of the Can prehensive Plan provide the context and guidance for
future City programs, major capital projects, and other funding decisions. They respondto
existing needsand condition sand provide initial guidance for decision making over the next
20years. Statelaw requiresmajor development decisions to be consistent with the
Comprehensive Plan. For thisreason, the goalsand policies must be reviewed periodically
and modified asnecessary torespond to changing conditions.
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Transportation Element of the Comprehensive Plan

The Transportation Element ofthe City of Portland's Com prehensive Plan includes
transportation policies, street classification descriptions and maps, and district policies that
areadopted as part of the Com prehensive Plan, aswell as other sections of the TE that are
not adopted in the Cam prehensive Plan. The purpose of the TEisto establish a fram ework

within which transportation projectsand plansare developed and im plem ented within
Portland.

TheTEisthe policy portion ofthe TSP. The street classifications dictate what ty pes of
autamobile, transit, bicy cle, pedestrian, truck, and em ergency response use should be
emphasized on each street. The current use of the street may not match these functional
classifications, butland use changesand transportation projects should not be approved
unlessthey are consistent with the classification s ofthe affected streets.

The TE also addresses issues such as neighborhood livability,, land use /transportation
relation ships, public transit and transit-oriented development, and increased opportunities
for walking and bicy cling.

The TEindicates what ty pes of im provem entsare appr opriate on various kinds of streets
andin different areas of the City . Citizens, City staff, and other agencies use the TE to
identify transportation problems, develop and evaluate projects, and review private
development proposals that will affect the street system.

The TEisupdated every fiveyearsas part of theupdate of the TSP.
The TEincludes three goals and their associated policies and objectives:

e Goal 6, Transportation
e Goal 11B: Public Rights-of-Way
¢ Central City Transportation Management Plan Goal

Chapter 2 of the TSP containsthe complete TE, along with explanatory text.
Transportation-Related Policies

While Goal 6 of the Comprehensive Plan containsmost of the Com prehensive Plan’s
transportation policies, som e transportation -related policies are also found in other
chapters. These policies address the interaction between transportation and urban
development, economic development, energy conservation, and public infrastructure, as
summarized below.

Comprehensive Plan Goal 2: Urban Development

Goal 2 policies relevant totransportation are 2.12, Transit Corridors; 2.13, Auto-Oriented
Commercial Development;2.15, Living Closer toWork; 2.17, Transit Stationsand Transit
Centers; 2.18, Transit-Supportive Density; 2.19, Infill and Redevelopment; 2.24, Terwilliger
Parkway Corridor Plan;and 2.25, Northwest Triangle District. Thelisted policies between
2.12 and 2.19 describe the way sin which land use can support transit use. Specifically, they
call for minimum residential densitiesand a mixture of land uses along transit corridorsand
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at transit stations and centers. They also encourage transit-oriented developm ent patterns
along transit streets and at transit centers to enhance accessibility to transit. Policies 2.24
and 2.25 address specific areas ofthe City. Policy 2.24 calls for the preservation and
enhancem ent of the scenic character of the Terwilliger Corridor. Policy 2.25 calls for efficient
access and circulation in the Northwest Triangle District.

Comprehensive Plan Goal 3: Neighborhoods

Goal 3 policiesrelevant to transportation are 3.6, Neighborhood Plan; 3.8, Albina
Community Plan Neighborhoods; and 3.9, Outer Southeast Community Plan Neighborhoods
and Business Plan. Policy 3.6 calls for maintaining and enforcing neighborhood plansthat
are consistent with the Cam prehensive Plan and adopted by City Council. Policies 3.8 and
3.9 call for including neighborhood plans developed as part of community plansin the
Comprehensive Plan.

Community and neighborhood plansarethe primary vehicles for updating the City’s
Comprehensive Plan and Com prehensive Plan Map. These planning efforts develop policies
and objectives relating to a number of topics, including transportation, land u se, and urban
design,which areadopted intothe Cam prehensive Plan. They also involv e a rezoning effort
that updatesthe Com prehensive Plan Map. The transportation policies in these plansare
supportive and consistent with the TE and, once adopted, became part of Portland’s
transportation policy. The plans also suggest possible changes in street classifications,
which are considered in thedevelopment of the City’s TSP.

For canmunity planning purposes, the City is divided into eight districts to examine
transportation and other broad issue areas. Neighborhood plansprovide the focus toaddress
specific problems or needsand guide neighborhoodsasthey change over time.

Three community planshavebeen com pleted to date, twowith concurrent neighborhood
and business plans:

e Central City Plan

e Albina Canmunity Plan (concurrent neighborhood plans: Arbor Lodge, Boise,
Concordia, Eliot, Humboldt, Irvington, Kenton, King, Piedm ont, Sabin, and W oodlawn)

e Outer Southeast Community Plan (concurrent neighborhood and business plans:
Centennial, Foster -Powell, Hazelwood, Lents, Mill Park, Montavilla, Mt. Scott-Arleta,
Outer Southeast Business Coalition, Pleasant Valley, Powellhurst -Gilbert, and South
Tabor).

Individual neighborhood plans havealsobeen developed over theyears,a number of which
addresstransportation and land use issues.

The Southwest Community Plan is the most recent community planning effort. Its policies,
including transportation policies, were adopted in 2000. Its zoningmap was adopted
November 21,2001 (ordinance No. 176090). Separate neighborhood planswere n ot adopted
as part of the Southwest Community Plan.

The City’s planning focus hasrecently changed from district-wide planning to updating the
Comprehensive Plan in Region 2040 land use ty pe area studies. Recently com pleted area
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studies cov er the Gateway regional center, Hollywood town center and Sandy main street,
and Lents town center. The St. Johnstown center and Lombard main street planning are
currently underway.

Comprehensive Plan Goal 5: Economic Development

Goal 5 policiesrelevant to transportation are 5 .4, Transportation Sy stem; 5.5, Infrastructure
Development; and 5.10, Columbia South Shore. Policy 5.4 recognizesthe transportation
system’s rolein economic development. It encourages a transportation sy stem that
efficiently moves people, goods, and services. Policy 5.5 calls for prom oting public and
privateinvestments in public infrastructure to foster econ anic development in Council -
designated target areas. Policy 5.10 addresses the specific needs of the Columbia South
Shore —thebuilding ofrecreational facilities in the area, the protection of the transportation
capacity of thearea’s highwaysandroads, and the importance of the airport and other
regional transportation facilities to the district.

Comprehensive Plan Goal7: Energy

Goal 7 policies relevant to transportation are7 .4, Energy Efficiency through Land Use
Regulations; 7.6, Energy Efficient Transportation;and7.7, Telecommunicationsas an
Energy Efficient Strategy. Policies7.4 and 7.6 prom ote efforts to increase the energy
efficiency of thetransportation system, including encouraging transit-supportive den sities
and a mixture of land uses, and using alternativem odes and cleaner burning fuels. Policy 7.7
supportstelecanmunication as a means of reducing the need for travel.

Comprehensive Plan Goal 8: Environment

Goal 8 policies relevant to transportation are 8.1, Interagency Cooperation - Air Quality; 8.2,
Central City Transportation Management Plan; 8.3, Air Quality Maintenance Strategies; 8.4,
Ride Sharing, Bicy cling, Walking, and Transit; and 8.14, Natural Resources. These policies
relateto theimprovement ofair quality, promotion of alternative modes of transportation,
and preservation of viewpointsand corridors.

Comprehensive Plan Goal11: Public Facilities

Goal 11 policies relevant to transportation are 11.6, Public Facilities Sy stem Plan;11.7,
Capital Inprovement Program; and Goal 11 B: Public Rights-of-Way. Chapter 2 of the TSP
contains the com plete text of policies 11.8 through 11.12 for Goal 11B, which are considered
part of the TE.

Comprehensive Plan Goal12: Urban Design

The Goal 12 policy relevant totransportation is 12 4, Provide for Pedestrians. This policy
discusses theim portance of a pedestrian environment that isattractive, canfortable, and
safe. Thisisan environment that isnot com promised by transportation im provements
aimed atmotor vehicle traffic and that im proves pedestrian accessibility to parks,
developments, and attractions.

Central City

The Downtown and, later, the Central City have been the subject of numerous plans, policies
andregulation s intended to preserve and enhance them astheregion’s employment and
cultural center.
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Downtown Plan and Downtown Parking and Circulation Policy

The Downtown Plan was adopted in 1972 to revitalize the central business district. The
Downtown Plan transportation goal was to “design a balanced transportation sy stem which
is supportive ofthe other Downtown goals and which recognizes that the transportation

sy stem should provide more efficient use of both right-of-way andvehicles. This means
reducing reliance on the autamobile, increasing the number of per sons per car and
increasing the number of persons moving through concentrated areas on transit facilities.”
More specific goalsaddressed the desired mode share for transit (75 percent of all trips),
walking, bicy cling, and public parking.

The Downtown Parking and Circulation Policy, adopted in 1975, im plem ented the
Downtown Plan’s transportation goalsand guidelines. Major updates occurred in1980 and
1986, and amendmentswere madein 1988, 1991, and 1992. Major com ponents of DPCP
included a lid on the number of parking spaces, m aximum parking ratios for new
development, and restrictions on surface parking lots. This policy wasthe City’s plan for
ensuring com pliance with the carbon monoxide standards ofthe federal Clean Air Act. The
Downtown Parking and Circulation Policy was superceded by the Central City
Transportation Management Plan (CCT MP).

Central City Plan

In themid-1980s, the City of Portland recognized that there wasmore to downtown than the
downtown core —that surrounding neighborhoods had equal potential for high -density
commercial, retail, and residential development. The Central City Planwasa broad planning
approach to achievethis potential in the eight districts ofthe Central City. City Council
adopted the Central City Plan as part ofthe Canprehensive Plan in 1988. A key assum ption
wasthat transportation had and would continueto play amajor role in shaping the Central
City and im plem enting the Central City Plan. Thetransportation policy states:

Improvethe Central City ’saccessibility to therest oftheregion and itsability to
accomm odate growth, by extending thelight rail sy stem and by maintaining and
improving other forms of transit and the street and highway sy stem and while
preserving and enhancing the City’s livability .

Subpoliciesaddress supporting light rail and other transportation facility im provem ents,

pr w1d1ng adequate parking within each district, encouraging walking and the u se of

bicy cles, im proving goods m ovement, and pr otecting adjacent neighborhood livability . A
specific recanm ended action in the plan directed PDOT to“[d]evelopa parkmg strategy for
each Central City district, and for specific sector swithin the Downtown. .

Central City Transportation Management Plan

City Council authorized development of the Central City Transportation Managem ent Plan
(CCTMP) in 1990 to carry out the Central City Plan’s transportation policy andtoreplacethe
Downtown Parking and Circulation Policy (DPCP). The CCTMP isintendedto serveasthe
transportation sy stem plan for the Central City,with m odifications tobe made only as
necessary toensure consistency with the City’s and Metro’s TSPs.

City Council adopted the CCTMP in December 1995 aspart of the Com prehensive Plan. The
CCTMPwas theresult ofa five-year process tocarry out the Central City Plan’s
transportation policy andtoreplacethe DPCP. The CCTMPincludestransportation policies
and potential actions for im plem entation. Regulation sto im plement the CCT MP were
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adopted by ordinance and incorporated intoTitle 33, Planning and Zoning. The CCTMPis
incorporated into the City’s Com prehensive Plan TE.

Central City Transportation Management Plan Policies

Much like the TE, the CCT MPis divided into several sections. It containsa transportation
goal, a num ber of policies and objectives, district strategies, descriptions of street
classifications, and street classification maps. Most of the policies and objectivesapply
throughout the Central City, but some are specific tocertain districts or sectors. The policies
areusedto guide futureim provements tothetransportation system, whilethe strategiesare
potential im plem entation measures.

The CCTMP usesa concentrated growth scenariothat predicts only a four percent increase
in peak-hour auto use over historical patterns. One of themain reasons for this small
increase isthe amount ofh ousing assumed to develop under this scenario. An increase in
housing development will reducethe need to drive to jobs, and theim plem entation of
parking managem ent strategies will control the am ount and use of parking.

Chapter 2 of the TSP containsthe full text ofthe CCTMP goal, policies, and objectives. The
CCTMPmapshavebeen updated asa part ofthe TSP process and arein Chapter 2.

REVIEW PROCESSES
State Requirements
Transportation Planning Rule

The TPR [OAR 660-12-015(5)] requiresthe development of TSPsto be coordinated with
“affected state and federal agencies, local g overnm ents, special districts, and private
providers of transportation services.” Where conflictsare identified between proposed
regional TSPs and acknowledged com prehensiv e plans, representativ es of affected local
governmentsmust meet to discusswaysto resolve the conflicts. These m easures may
include: a) changing the draft TSPto eliminate the conflicts, or b) amending the

com prehensive plan provision to eliminate the conflict.

Oregon Department of Transportation Review

ODOT staff from the Region 1 office haveactively participated in developing both the
region’s and the City’s TSPs. ODOT must prepare and adopt a state TSP, which it hasdone
(the Oregon Transportation Plan).

ODOT does not havea formal review process for local TSPs. It relies on Metro and the DLCD
toreview local TSPs for com pliance with ODOT plans and policies. Metro ensures

com pliance with the RT P, and DLCD ensurescom pliance with the TPR. ODOT reviewslocal
TSPs during their development and submitscomments on issuesa ffecting state highways
and com pliance with the Oregon Highway Plan (OH P), including access management
requirements.
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Land Conservation and Development Commission Review

The TSP is submitted to the LCDC for formal review and adoption. The LCDC must be
notified, and copies of the TSP must be sent to Salem at least 45 daysbefore the first
evidentiary hearing (ty pically the first Planning Canmission hearing). The LCDC review is
governed by ORS 197.610, OAR Chapter 660 — Division 18 and Senate Bill 543 (effective
June 30, 1999). Within five days of adoption of the TSP by City Council, notice must be sent
tothe Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD).

Regional Requirements
Role of Cities in Carrying Out RUGGOs

Objective 8 of the RUGGOs lay s out theroles of Metro, cities, counties, the state, and other
special districts in carrying out the RUGGOs. Objective 8.2 defines therole of cities to:

8.2.1 Adoptandamendcomprehensive plans toconform to functional plansadopted by
Metro;

8.2.2 Identify potential areas and activities of metropolitan concern through a br oad-based
local discussion;

8.2.3 Cooperatively develop strategies for responding to designated areas and activities of
metropolitan concern;

8.2.4 Participate in thereview and refinement ofthese goalsand objectives.

Development and Review of the RTP

Metrohad extensiveinvolvem entwith local jurisdiction sasit developed the RTP. Metro
convened work teams and made up of representatives from affected jurisdictions to develop
RTP policiesand maps between 1995 and 1997. A coordination work team oversaw the work
of theteams. The 17-member JPACT provides a forum for elected officials and
representatives ofagencies involved in regional transportation needs to evaluate theupdate
of the RTPand make recomm endations tothe Metro Council. JPACT’s discussionsare based
on thetechnical assesam ents of the TPAC, which includestechnical staff from the same
agencies as JPACT, as well as six citizens appointed at large by the MetroCouncil. This
involvement oflocal jurisdictions is crucial because ofthe RT P’s role as the fram ework for
local TSPs.

Metro Review

The Urban Growth Managem ent Functional Plan (UGMFP) and Regional Transportation
Plan (RT P) establish com pliance review requirem ents.

Urban Growth Management Functional Plan

Section 1 and Section 5 of Title 8 of the UGMFP govern review of Title 2 requirements that
were am ended with adoption of the RTP. Theserequirementsare: 1) provide for residential
parking districtsand 2) street-like features along major driveway sin parking lots of more
than threeacres in size. Cities and countiesmust am end their com prehensive plans and
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im plem enting ordinancesto com ply with these new UGMFP pr ovision swithin oneyear of
theadoption of the RTP.

Any amendmentstoa canprehensive plan or im plem enting ordinance, including the City’s
TSP, must be consistent with the requirem ents ofthe UGMFP. Notice must be given to
Metroat the sametimeit is given to the Department of Land Con servation and Developm ent
(DLCD). Thenotice to Metro sh ould include an analy sis dem onstrating that the proposed
amendm entsare consistent with the UGMFP. If thisanalysisis not included in theinitial
notice, a report containing the analy sismust be sent to Metro no later than 14 daysbefore
the City conducts a final hearing on the proposed am endm ent.

The Metro Council may grant exceptions to any of therequirements, a fter MPAC review.
Exceptionsto Title 6, Regional Accessibility, may be granted if a city or county can show that
a street system or connection is not feasible for reasons of topographic constraints or natural
or built environmental con siderations.

Metromay grant an extension to timelines in the functional plan if the city or county has
dem on strated substantial progress or proof of good cause for failing to can plete the
requirements on time.

City or county requests or determinations that functional plan requirements should not or
cannot be incorporated into their com prehensiv e plan are subject to the conflict resolution
and mediation processes of RUGGO (Goal I) provisions. Final city or county land use
decisions that areinconsistent with functional plan requirements, or failure to amend
comprehensive plansand im plementing ordinances, are subject to imm ediate appeal for

violation of the functional plan and may result in a reduction ofregional transportation
funding.

Regional Transportation Plan

Section 6 .4.3, Process for Metroreview of Local Plan Amendments, Facility and Service
Plans, ofthe RT P describesh ow Metro will review the TSP. The TSP is submitted to Metr o
prior to public hearings. Metro will:

e Review the TSP for consistency with the elements of the RTP listed in Section 6 4.1

e Within four weeks of submission, send written comm ents identify ing whether the TSP is
consistent with RT Prequirementsand what, ifany ,m odifications would be required to
achieve consistency

The city or county must notify Metro of its final action on the TSP. Following adoption ofthe
TSP, Metro will complete a final con sistency review’and forward a finding of con sistency to
DLCD, or identify inconsistenciesthat were n ot remedied as part of thelocal adoption
process. Metro's written finding of con sistency or finding of n on-com pliance (if conflicting
elementscannot be resolved between Metro and thelocal jurisdiction) for consideration as
part of statereview of the TSP.
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Portland Comprehensive Plan Requirements
Policy Requirements

Goal 1: Metropolitan Coordination, of Portland’s Com prehensive Plan directs changes tothe
plan to be coordinated with federal and statelaw and to support regional goals, objectives,
and plans adopted by Metro to pranote a regional planning fram ework. Policy 1.5,

Com pliance with Future Metro Planning Efforts, requires updates of Portland’s
Comprehensive Plan tocom ply with the Regional Framework Plan adopted by Metro. Policy
6.1, Intergovernmental Coordination, states:

Coordinatelong range transportation planning activities by participating in Metro’s
managem ent of fundsand resources. Coordinate transportation facilities and

im provem entswith development activities, both public and private, and with
regional transportation and land use plans in order to achievem aximum benefit with
thelimited funds. Coordinate with affected state and federal agencies, local
governments, special districts, and providers of transportation servicesin the
development of the Transportation System Plan. Updatethe Transportation Element
of the Com prehensive Plan to be consistent with the City and Regional
Transportation Sy stem Plansandthe Transportation Planning Rule.

Technical Advisory Committee

To develop the TSP, Portland convened a Technical Advisory Canmittee (TAC) madeup of
agency representativesinside and outsidethe City structure. The TAC includes
representatives from Metro, the Port of Portland, Tri-Met, ODOT, and Multnom ah,
Clackamas, and Washington Counties. The TAChasmet monthly during development ofthe
TSP. It meets therequirements for coordination with affected state agencies, local
governments, and special districts. Members ofthe TAC are listed in Volume I ofthe TSP.

Public Review

Chapter 8 of the TSP detailsthe extensive TSP public review process. Public review is
prescribed by the City’s Com prehensive Plan, Metr o's public involvem ent process, and
Statewide Planning Goal 1. In addition to specific requirements, the City has established a
citizen advisory comm ittee, held num erous public workshops and briefings for citizens and
neighborhood and businessgroups, and mailed newslettersto a largelist of interested
persons.

Planning Comimission Review

The Portland Planning Canmission received num erous briefings on the TSPin 2001.
Formal hearings began on June 11, 2002. Public notice wasmailed 30 daysbefore the first
public hearing, and the TSP documents(Volumes L II, and IIland the TSP inventory) were
available a minimum of 10 day sbefore the first hearing.
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City Council Review

Portland City Council held a public hearing on September 25, 2002. A second hearingwas
held on October 17,2002 totake testimony on amendm ents and regulations. City Council
adopted the TSP on October 30, 2002 with an effective date of December 14, 2002.
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