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AGENDA 

Rogue Valley Metropolitan Planning Organization 

Policy Committee 

0BDate: Tuesday, March 24, 2015 

     Time: 2:00 p.m. 

Location: Jefferson Conference Room, RVCOG 155 N. 1st Street, Central Point 
Transit: served by RVTD Route #40 

3BPhone : Sue Casavan, RVCOG, 541-423-1360 
   RVMPO website : www.rvmpo.org 

 

1. Call to Order/Introductions/Review Agenda ............................................................ Mike Quilty, Chair 

2. Review/Approve Minutes (Attachment #1) ........................................................................................ Chair 

3. Public Comment, Items not on the Agenda ........................................................................................ Chair  
 

(Comments on Agenda Items allowed during discussion of each item) 
 
 

Action Item: 
4. Annual Listing of Obligated Projects 2014 ........................................................................ Andrea Napoli 

Background:   Every year the MPO publishes a list of federal funds obligated to projects in the 
prior federal fiscal year. The draft report and list has been prepared for review.  The 
TAC recommends approval. 

 
Attachment:         #2 – Memo, Draft Annual Listing of Obligated Projects 2014 

 
Action Requested:  Approve 2014 Annual Listing of Obligated Projects 
 
 

Discussion Items: 
5. Target Rule Review .......................................................................................................................................... Dan Moore 

Background:   In May 2011, the Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC) set 
greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction targets to guide metropolitan areas as they 
conduct land use and transportation scenario planning to help meet state goals to 
significantly reduce GHG emissions from light vehicle travel. The target rule 
(OAR 660-044) requires that the commission conduct an evaluation of the rule and 
decide by June 2015 whether revisions to the targets are warranted.  

 
Attachment:         #3 – Memo, Summary, and Report (report attached as separate document) 
 
 

 

http://www.rvmpo.org/�
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6.  Strategic Assessment Update .................................................................................................... Dan Moore  
 

Background:      The RVMPO is working with ODOT & DLCD on a strategic assessment to evaluate 
the region’s adopted plans and policies, to assess how far those plans help the region 
reach its goals over the next 20 years, and to identify alternative paths to achieving 
those goals.  Staff will update the Policy Committee on work completed to date, and to 
talk about the April 8th TAC Strategic Assessment workshop and PAC public meeting 
that evening. 

 
Attachment:         #4 – Strategic Assessment Fact Sheet 
 
 

Presentation Item: 
7. Josephine County - Rogue Valley Commuter Line .......................................................... Scott Chancey 

Background:   Scott will update the Policy Committee on the status of the new Rogue Valley 
Commuter Line (Grants Pass to Medford transit service). 

 
Attachment:         Power Point Presentation, handouts of presentation will be available at the meeting. 

 
 

 

8. RVMPO Planning Update ................................................................................................. Jonathan David 

9.  Public Comment ................................................................................................................................... Chair 

10.  Other Business / Local Business ....................................................................................................... Chair 
   Opportunity for RVMPO member jurisdictions to talk about transportation planning projects. 

11.   Adjournment ..................................................................................................................................... Chair 
The next MPO Policy Committee meeting is scheduled for Tuesday, April 28 at 2:00 p.m. in the Jefferson 
Conference Room, RVCOG, Central Point. 

 

 

• The next MPO PAC meeting is scheduled for Tuesday, May 19 at 5:30 p.m. in the 
Jefferson Conference Room, RVCOG, Central Point. 

• The next MPO TAC meeting is scheduled for Wednesday, April 8 at 1:30 p.m. in the 
Jefferson Conference Room, RVCOG, Central Point. 

 

 

 

 

 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT, IF YOU NEED SPECIAL ASSISTANCE TO PARTICIPATE IN 
THIS MEETING, PLEASE CONTACT SUE CASAVAN, 541-423-1360. REASONABLE ADVANCE NOTICE OF THE NEED FOR 
ACCOMMODATION PRIOR TO THE MEETING (48 HOURS ADVANCE NOTICE IS PREFERABLE) WILL ENABLE US TO MAKE 
REASONABLE ARRANGEMENTS TO ENSURE ACCESSIBILITY TO THIS MEETING. 
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   SUMMARY MINUTES 
ROGUE VALLEY MPO POLICY COMMITTEE 

FEBRUARY 24, 2015 

 
 
NAME REPRESENTING 
Art Anderson ODOT 774-6353 

PHONE 

Bruce Sophie City of Phoenix 535-1634 
Colleen Roberts  Jackson County 774-6118 
Jim Lewis City of Jacksonville 899-7023 
Michael Zarosinski 
Mike Quilty, Chairman City of Central Point 664-7907 

City of Medford  

Paige Townsend for Julie Brown RVTD 608-2143    
Rich Rosenthal City of Ashland 941-1494 
Ruth Jenks City of Eagle Point 826-4212 
 

Dan Moore RVCOG 423-1361 
Staff 

Sue Casavan RVCOG 423-1360 
 
Others Present 

 

Al Densmore, Stuart Senelt,  Mike Montero, Ian Horlacher, Alex Georgevitch, John Vial, Karen 
Jones, Mike Faught 

1.  Call to Order / Introductions/ Review Agenda -  
Chairman Mike Quilty called the meeting to order at 2:04 p.m.  Introductions followed.   

 

2.  Review / Approve Minutes -  
Jim Lewis made a motion to approve the minutes, seconded by Bruce Sophie. Paige 
Townsend noted that Julie Brown was present at the last meeting. Minutes were approved 
with subsequent changes. 
 
3.  Public Comment -  
None received. 
 
4.  Elect Chair and Vice Chair 
Jim Lewis nominated Mike Quilty for Chair, seconded by Ruth Jenks.  
Committee unanimously elected Mike Quilty for Chair. 
 
Lewis nominated Bruce Sophie for Vice Chair, seconded by Jenks.   
Colleen Roberts nominated Jim Lewis for Vice Chair, seconded by Bruce Sophie. 
Mike Quilty called for a vote for Bruce Sophie, committee unanimously elected Bruce 
Sophie for Vice Chair. 
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5.  RVMPO Public Advisory Council (PAC) Applications 
Michael Stanek, representing Eagle Point and Edgar Hee, representing Bicycle/Pedestrian 
submitted new member applications. The following members submitted renewal or change of 
representation applications: 

• David Lewin, representing Phoenix 
• Eric Heesacker, representing Talent 
• Glen Anderson, representing East Medford 
• Kay Harrison, representing Central Point 
• Mark Earnest, formerly of Jacksonville, residence and representation changed to East 

Medford 
• Mike Montero, changing representation from Central Point to Freight Industry 
• Thad Keays, representing Talent 

 
On a motion by Bruce Sophie and seconded by Jim Lewis the committee unanimously 
approved all RVMPO Public Advisory Council member applications. 
 
 
6.  2015 – 2016 RVMPO Dues, Work Program Review 
Dan Moore presented the proposed dues recommendation on Table 1 and noted that the 
Technical Advisory Committee recommended approval. He explained that the dues were based 
on $0.16 per capita rate. He added that staff is not recommending an increase in dues at this time. 
 
Jim Lewis made a motion to approve the RVMPO dues as presented. Seconded by Rich 
Rosenthal. The committee approved the RVMPO dues as presented. Art Anderson 
abstained.   
 
Moore briefly discussed the MPO work program tasks. He indicated that the bulk of the work 
would be the Regional Transportation Plan update. He explained there would most likely be a 
few changes with the final funding determination. Sophie asked the final numbers be sent to the 
committee members when appropriate. Moore said the final draft will come out in April and 
document will be brought back to the committee.  
 
 
7.  Proposed Oregon MPO Consortium (OMPOC) Legislative Priorities 
Moore presented the OMPOC funding and policy package. Quilty emphasized the lack of 
funding for transportation in Oregon and noted that the Oregon Transportation Commission 
(OTC) is recommending taking a small amount of money and distributing it to MPOs and Area 
Commissions on Transportation (ACTs). Art Anderson informed members that Fix-it will be 
priority and Enhance will be looked at as second.  
Mike Montero commented that the objective was to test out how ACTs will react to the split of 
money and at least consider the region looking at the leveraging of funds. 
Rich Rosenthal asked about the rail train which seemed to him without broad state benefit. 
Quilty explained that if it goes out of service the state will still pay for it and it does take some 
traffic off the system. Paige Townsend added that the train schedule was for commuters and does 
little to offset vehicle trips on I-5. 
Mike Faught asked about proposed jurisdictional transfers and where funding would come from 
for maintenance.  Anderson said ODOT would look at 20-years and give maintenance money.  
Quilty added that if communities are asked to take over the roadway there needs to be an 
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incentive and a funding source to encourage jurisdictional exchange. 
John Vial reminded members that none of the proposals were written in legislation yet and the 
Oregon Transportation Forum (OTF) group was compromised of transportation officials with 
pieces that don’t necessarily fit every region. 
 
Al Densmore suggested that the group might consider asking for more regional flexibility, are 
there ways for regional distribution to accomplish local goals and go back to OMPOC with 
regional comments. 
 
Jim Lewis made a motion to approve support of the OTF Transportation Funding and 
Policy Package with the added amendment for regional flexibility. Seconded by Bruce 
Sophie. Committee approved the motion. Colleen Roberts and Art Anderson abstained.  
 
8.  MPO Planning Update –  
Moore informed the committee that Jonathan David was still on medical leave and expected back 
middle of March.  
MPO Staff is in the initial stages of the Strategic Assessment work. 
The Alternative Measures analysis is finished. A final report will be brought back for review and 
upon adoption by the Policy Committee the report will go to Land Conservation & Development 
Commission for review and recommendation.  
 
9.  Public/Audience Comment – 
None received.  
 
10.  Other Business / Local Business 
Anderson expressed appreciation to the City of Ashland and to Rich Rosenthal for their support 
of the water for the Siskiyou Rest Area. He added that the Fern Valley Interchange project is on 
time and on budget. Bid packages for the rail project for the Siskiyou Tunnel work will be going 
out in few days. First phase of Highway 62 going out to bid.  
 
Paige Townsend informed members that RVTD is advancing the electronic fare project and 
researching methods that are currently in use.  
 
Mike Quilty stated that he had seen an article in the Mail Tribune about a growth area in North 
Medford. He was concerned about the MPO’s role and timing in reviewing the conceptual plans.    
Alex Georgevitch noted that the City of Medford is still working through the proposal and the 
plan will be consistent with the regional plan. The city will go through the Regional Problem 
Solving (RPS) process with MPO interaction at the appropriate time.     
Ian Horlacher noted that the questions were premature and he invited Quilty to the next Citizen 
Advisory Committee (CAC) meeting. Michael Zarosinski added that the planning is not finalized 
and there are no definitive answers at this time.  
 
11.  Adjournment 
The meeting was adjourned at 3:20 p.m. 
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Ashland • Central Point • Eagle Point • Jacksonville • Medford • Phoenix •Talent • White City 
Jackson County • Rogue Valley Transportation District • Oregon Department of Transportation 
 

               
 
DATE:   March 17, 2015 
TO:    RVMPO Policy Committee  
FROM:   Andrea Napoli, Associate Planner 
SUBJECT:   Annual Listing of Obligated Projects 
               
 
Federal law requires MPOs to publish annually a list of projects for which federal funds have been 
obligated in the preceding federal fiscal year.  The attached draft report includes a list of projects 
obligated federal funds in FFY 2014 and includes information on the distribution of those funds by 
jurisdiction, agency, and project type.  
 
All obligated dollar amounts contained in this document were provided by ODOT and RVTD. 
 
The purpose of the Annual Listing of Obligated Projects is to provide transparency in federal 
transportation planning, and to serve as a reference to track consistency in the year project funds are 
obligated versus the year they were programmed.   
 
The TAC reviewed the list of projects at their March 11th meeting and recommend approval.  Upon Policy 
Committee approval, the list will be posted to the RVMPO website at the end of the month.  The 
obligation timeframe is Oct. 1, 2013 to Sept. 30, 2014. 

 
 



RVMPO Annual List of Obligated Projects – 2012 

 

 

  

Rogue Valley Metropolitan Planning Organization 
 

The RVMPO is staffed by the Rogue Valley Council of Governments 

Annual Listing 
of Obligated 

Projects – 2014 
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Annual Listing of Obligated Projects - 2014 

A listing of transportation projects within the RVMPO planning area obligated to receive federal 
funds in the 2014 federal fiscal year, Oct. 1, 2013, through Sept. 30, 2014 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Rogue Valley Metropolitan Planning Organization fulfills federal requirements for 
comprehensive, cooperative and continuing transportation planning in the Medford, Ore., 
metropolitan area. The governor in 1982 designated the Rogue Valley Council of Governments 
as the area’s metropolitan planning organization. RVCOG is a voluntary association of local 
governments in Jackson and Josephine counties. The RVCOG board delegated responsibility for 
MPO policy functions to the RVMPO Policy Committee, which consists of elected and 
appointed officials from the following RVMPO-member jurisdictions and agencies:  Ashland, 
Talent, Phoenix, Jacksonville, Medford, Central Point, Eagle Point, Jackson County, Rogue 
Valley Transportation District and Oregon Department of Transportation.  

 

RVCOG Mission   To be a catalyst to promote quality of life, effective and efficient services, 
and leadership in regional communication, cooperation, planning and action in Southern Oregon. 
 

RVMPO Mission  To be a strong and unifying leader for the creation of sustainable, livable 
communities through regional cooperation and integrated land use and transportation planning. 

 

 

 

 
 
Published February 2015 by: 
Rogue Valley Metropolitan Planning Organization 
Rogue Valley Council of Governments 
115 N. First St.; P O Box 3275 
Central Point, OR  97502 
Phone: 541.664.6674;  www.rvmpo.org  
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Annual Listing of Obligated Projects – 2014 

 
Introduction 
Federal funds obligated for transportation projects in the Rogue Valley Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (RVMPO) area totaled nearly $14.2 million in the 2014 federal fiscal year. This 
report provides information about the projects and distributions of federal funds across 
jurisdictions and modes. The time span covered is Oct. 1, 2013 through Sept. 30, 2014. 

Transportation funds are obligated by Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Federal 
Transit Administration (FTA). The action signifies the federal agency’s commitment to provide a 
specific amount of money for a particular project. Obligation is an agreement to pay a portion of 
a project’s cost; it does not necessary equal the amount actually received by a jurisdiction or 
agency within the timeframe.  The amounts received are determined by the amount of project 
work completed. 

Money for projects funded through FTA is obligated at the time the FTA grant is awarded. 
Money for projects funded through FHWA is obligated when a project agreement is executed 
and the state or grantee requests that the funds be obligated. 

Typically, obligation covers a particular phase of a project, such as the preliminary engineering 
or purchase of rights-of-way for a highway project. Therefore, projects listed in this report 
indicate the phase or portion of work for which the federal funds have been secured. Projects that 
can be linked to a specific location are shown on a map of the RVMPO area on Page 11.  

Projects listed here originally were approved by the RVMPO Policy Committee through 
adoption of the RVMPO Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP). At the 
time of adoption or amendment, the MTIP has demonstrated air quality conformity for carbon 
monoxide (CO) and particulate matter up to 10 microns (PM10). The MTIP signifies local 
approval of transportation projects receiving federal funds. This report indicates progress on 
those projects and federal agency commitments to their delivery.  

 
Federal Requirements 
The U.S. Congress, through adoption of the transportation act, MAP-21 (Moving Ahead for 
Progress in the 21st Century), requires all metropolitan planning organizations to report annually 
on the funds obligated by FHWA and FTA. The purpose is to further transparency of the federal 
government’s role in transportation. Prior to the signing of MAP-21 on July 6, 2012, provisions 
of the previous act (Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act:  A Legacy 
for Users) were in force through continuing resolutions of Congress.   

Generally, federal law requires MPOs to publish for public review an annual listing of projects, 
including investments in pedestrian walkways and bicycle transportation facilities, for which 
federal funds have been obligated in the preceding year. Specific statutory requirements are 
shown in Appendix A. 

While regulations give primary responsibility for the annual report to the MPO, the report is a 
collaboration among all recipient agencies. FTA, Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT), 

Attachment #2 
(Agenda Item 4)



RVMPO Annual List of Obligated Projects – 2014                                                                                                      2 

Rogue Valley Transportation District (RVTD), Jackson County and RVMPO cities provided 
information and feedback to the RVMPO for this report.  

 
Federal Funding Sources 
Funds authorized by Congress, largely from the Highway Trust Fund (with revenues generated 
by a tax on vehicle-fuel sales), flow to the region through several funding sources. Those 
program sources reflect certain national transportation goals and priorities. Specific funds 
coming into the RVMPO area and their federal purpose or use restrictions are described below. 
Projects must meet the eligibility requirements before the federal agency will obligate money. 
All projects listed in this report include a fund source. 

Federal funds rarely cover a project’s full cost. Most projects, especially large projects, will 
require funds from more than one source over several years. Most federal programs require a 
local match, typically 10.27 percent of the total project cost. Details about federal programs that 
fund projects within the RVMPO planning area are described below. 

 Surface Transportation Program (STP):  A federal block grant program for a broad 
range of transportation projects on all roads functionally classed above minor collector. 
Transit capital projects and bicycle-pedestrian projects also are eligible. STP has several 
sub-programs, including safety and enhancements (TE). A portion is sub-allocated by 
ODOT to counties and cities by a population-based formula. The RVMPO allocates the 
share for cities within the Medford metropolitan area, known as STP-L funds, and 
amount to about $1.8 million annually.  To simplify access to these funds, RVMPO 
jurisdictions can utilize ODOT’s STP fund exchange program and enter into a fund-
exchange agreement with ODOT. Through the exchange program, ODOT retains the 
federal funds and the jurisdiction receives state roadway funds at a 94% exchange rate. 
Additionally, each state must set aside 10% of its base STP funds for safety programs. 
The match rate for safety projects is 80% federal/ 20% state/local. 

 Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) Program: CMAQ funds are 
dedicated for projects that address on-road vehicle emissions and relieving congestion 
problems that are harming air quality. The entire RVMPO planning area qualifies for 
CMAQ funds to address particulate and carbon dioxide emissions.  The CMAQ Program 
requires a local match of 10.27% of the total project cost. 

 National Highway Performance Program: Provides support for the condition and 
performance of the National Highway System (NHS), for the construction of new 
facilities on the NHS, and to ensure that investments of Federal-aid funds in highway 
construction are directed to support progress toward the achievement of performance 
targets established in a State's asset management plan for the NHS. 

 Interstate Maintenance (IM):  Funds reserved for interstate highway projects that do 
not add capacity; generally funds construction or reconstruction of bridges, interchanges 
and overcrossings on existing interstate routes. 

 Metropolitan Planning (MPO):  A 1.25 percent portion of certain Highway Trust Fund 
programs set aside by Congress to support metropolitan planning activities in urban areas 

Attachment #2 
(Agenda Item 4)



RVMPO Annual List of Obligated Projects – 2014                                                                                                      3 

with a population of 50,000 or more. This fund supplies most of the revenue for RVMPO 
activities. 

 Federal Transit Administration (FTA):  Supports public transportation activities 
through several activity-specific programs. Rogue Valley Transportation District receives 
funds from FTA Section 5307, which is distributed on a formula basis for capital, 
planning and certain operating activities. Publicly owned transit systems are eligible. 
When used for operating costs, funds must be matched 50 percent with local funds. For 
planning and other activities the match required is 20 percent. Additionally, RVTD 
receives FTA Section 5310 funds for transit improvements serving the elderly, disabled, 
and low-income populations. 

 

Other Funding Sources  
State and local funds are significant to most transportation projects. As noted above, most federal 
grants require local matching funds. Local match funds are not included in the obligated amounts 
shown in this report. 

 
Distribution of Funds by Jurisdiction and Agency 
 

  

 

Ashland  
$240,724  2%

Central Point  
$102,421  1%

Eagle Point  
$276,270  2%

Jackson County  
$94,194  <1%

Medford  
$1,828,599  13%

ODOT  
$4,546,742  32%

RVCOG  
$275,913  2%

RVTD  
$6,932,651  48%

Ashland

Central Point

Eagle Point

Jackson County

Jacksonville (-$93,298)

Medford

ODOT

Phoenix, $0

RVCOG

RVTD

Talent, $0

Chart 1: Distribution of Obligated Federal Funds & STP-L Fund Exchange for           
  State Funds by Jurisdiction, 2014 
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Projects set to receive federal funds are programmed, or approved, by the RVMPO Policy 
Committee through adoption and amendments of the MTIP. Amendments are common, and 
reflect changing conditions and demands fund recipients face as they move forward with project 
implementation. 

For two federal funding sources, STP-L and CMAQ, the RVMPO solicits and evaluates 
applications and selects projects. The region receives roughly $1.8 million a year in STP-L funds 
and $2.2 million a year in CMAQ funds.  

The chart on Page 3 shows the distribution of federal funds (and STP-L federal funds exchanged 
for state dollars) within the RVMPO by jurisdiction and agency. Federal funds obligated in 2014 
totaled $14,204,217. It is important to note that this also includes deobligated federal funds in 
2014. Deobligated funds are shown as negative amounts in the List of Obligated Projects 
beginning on Page 7 and are reflected in Charts 1 and 2. Deobligations occur when a project 
phase has been closed and funding is returned.  

The total amounts spent on federally funded projects are shown with project and work phase 
descriptions in the project list section, beginning on Page 7. 

  

Distribution of Funds by Project Type 
Federal funds were used for a variety of transportation projects in the 2014 federal fiscal year, 
from planning, to transit service to modernizing two interstate interchanges. This section 
addresses the distribution of funds among four major activity categories: 

 Roadway – encompassing projects that improve and preserve facilities for vehicle use. 

 Transit – support for services provided by RVTD. 

 Planning – consisting of RVMPO activities in FFY2013, although in past years other 
planning projects and funding occurred. 

 Alternative Mode (Alt. Mode) – projects that support non-motorized travel, mainly 
construction of bicycle lanes and sidewalks. This category includes RVTD’s 
Transportation Demand Management Program, which focuses on changing travel 
behavior to reduce use of single-occupant vehicles. 

Transportation funding is addressed in this way to be consistent with federal guidelines that 
direct MPOs to identify expenditures for bicycle and pedestrian projects.  Given available data, 
the funding for these facilities (Alt. Mode) can only be estimated due to the way contracts were 
written and work performed for certain projects. While most bicycle-pedestrian projects have 
clearly identified costs, some of the roadway improvement projects included construction of 
sidewalks and bike lanes. In those cases where a project can be identified as both Roadway and 
Alt. Mode, the total federal share of the project was divided evenly between the two categories. 
The amounts shown in Chart 2 on the following page reflect this adjustment.  
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Project Delivery, Phasing 
Distributions shown on these pages and the project listing that follows represent funding 
amounts approved by Federal Highway Administration and Federal Transit Administration.  It is 
authorization for work to begin. Because it may take some time for recipient agency to complete 
the work, the obligation funds shown here may not clearly coincide with work visible on the 
ground in local communities.  

Transportation projects generally are accomplished through multiple phases and each phase may 
take more than one year to complete. Phases can vary by project type – building a road vs. 
conducting a corridor study. The phases for which funds were obligated in 2014 are shown in the 
project listing. Phases generally are: 

 Planning – includes studies that examine various aspects of travel behavior, geography 
and interactions. 

 Preliminary Engineering - includes evaluation of a range of design options and elements; 
data on which to base final designs is gathered, including community needs and desires. 
Phase may include preparation of detailed plans adequate for construction contracting (in 
some cases final building plans are developed as a separate phase). 

Transit  
$6,767,002  47%

Roadway  
$6,033,711  42%

Alt. Mode  
$1,127,591  8%

Planning  
$405,932  3%

Transit

Roadway

Alt. Mode

Planning

Chart 2: Distribution of Obligated Federal Funds and STP-L Fund Exchange for                                                   
  State Funds by Project Type, 2014 
Note: Obligated funds for roadway projects that include bike/ped facilities are split evenly between Roadway 
and Alt. Mode categories. 
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 Right-of-Way – involves securing all of the land needed for a project. Phase includes 
detailed property identification, settlements with owners and obtaining any necessary 
permits. 

 Construction – phase carries a project from the authorization to begin construction to 
final payment to contractors. 

 Environmental – includes improvements that do not increase level of service, in facility 
condition or in safety features. Such improvements include beautification and other 
environmentally related features that are not part of other improvement type. 

Work in each phase is monitored by the lead agency. As one phase nears completion, the agency 
seeks the obligation of funds for the next phase. 

 
List of Obligated Projects 
The following pages list projects for which federal funds were obligated in the 2014 federal 
fiscal year, by jurisdiction. The project numbers, assigned by ODOT as a project is programmed, 
are shown in the first column and can be used to track a single project through its various phases 
over time, from programming in the MTIP to final delivery.  

The list also includes a brief project description, federal funding sources, phase(s) implemented, 
total cost (which indicates amount of local funds used), and the total amount programmed in the 
MTIP. Projects that can be illustrated by mapping are shown on a map on Page 10. 
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FHWA 
Project No.

ODOT 
Key No.  PROJECT NAME PHASE FUND TYPE

FFY 2014 
PROGRAMMED

 FFY 2014 
OBLIGATED 

 FY 2014 
TOTAL COST

TOTAL PROJECT 
FED FUNDS

TOTAL 
PROJECT COST

PROJECT 
TYPE

0305027-00
Rail/Hwy Crossing CMAQ S-LU -$                               206,379$        267,000$       

0305028-00
Right of Way CMAQ S-LU -$                               34,345$           38,276$          Alt Mode

FHWA 
Project No.

ODOT 
Key No.  PROJECT NAME PHASE FUND TYPE

FFY 2014 
PROGRAMMED

 FFY 2014 
OBLIGATED 

 FY 2014 
TOTAL COST

TOTAL PROJECT 
FED FUNDS

TOTAL 
PROJECT COST

PROJECT 
TYPE

1240019-00 17401
FREEMAN ROAD IMPROVEMENTS (CENTRAL POINT) 
LOCAL URBAN UPGRADE JACKSON Right of Way CMAQ S-LU 132,594$             81,654$           91,000$          1,341,000$        2,575,000$     

Roadway / 
Alt. Mode

1240015-00
Right of Way CMAQ -$                               (1,338)$            (1,338)$            

1240016-00
Environmental CMAQ MAP-21  -$                               22,105$           30,254$          Roadway

FHWA 
Project No.

ODOT 
Key No.  PROJECT NAME PHASE FUND TYPE

FFY 2014 
PROGRAMMED

 FFY 2014 
OBLIGATED 

 FY 2014 
TOTAL COST

TOTAL PROJECT 
FED FUNDS

TOTAL 
PROJECT COST

PROJECT 
TYPE

18722 PAVEMENT REHABILITATION Design and Construction STP  $             276,270  $        276,270  $       307,890  $            276,270  $          307,890 Roadway

FHWA 
Project No.

ODOT 
Key No.  PROJECT NAME PHASE FUND TYPE

FFY 2014 
PROGRAMMED

 FFY 2014 
OBLIGATED 

 FY 2014 
TOTAL COST

TOTAL PROJECT 
FED FUNDS

TOTAL 
PROJECT COST

PROJECT 
TYPE

C029076-00 15702
PEACHY RD: WALKER TO HILLVIEW LOCAL PAVE & 
IMPROVE Right of Way CMAQ S-LU -$                               (14,783)$         (14,783)$         698,000$            698,000$          Roadway

C029075-00
Preliminary Engineering

STP- ENHANCEMENT 
S-LU   -$                               4,194$              4,674$             

C029078-00
Landscaping and Other 
Scenic Beautification

 
ALTERNATIVES 
PROG  $                               - 104,784$        116,777$       Alt Mode

FHWA 
Project No.

ODOT 
Key No.  PROJECT NAME PHASE FUND TYPE

FFY 2014 
PROGRAMMED

 FFY 2014 
OBLIGATED 

 FY 2014 
TOTAL COST

TOTAL PROJECT 
FED FUNDS

TOTAL 
PROJECT COST

PROJECT 
TYPE

3700013-00
Construction Engineering

 
ALTERNATIVES 
PROG -$                               (4,622)$            (5,152)$            

3700013-00
Facilities for Pedestrians 
and Bicycles

 
ALTERNATIVES 
PROG -$                               (88,675)$         (108,842)$      Alt Mode

ASHLAND

CENTRAL POINT

EAGLE POINT

JACKSONVILLE

JACKSON COUNTY

WALKER AVE: ASHLAND ST TO EAST MAIN ST: DESIGN 
AND CONSTRUCT SIDEWALKS AND BICYCLE LANES TO 
THE RAIL CROSSING INSTALL A CONCRETE PANEL 
CROSSING

17249

15695

17883 BEAR CREEK GREENWAY TRAIL: PINE ST - UPTON RD 

533,693$            748,000$          

1,044,095$        1,191,001$     

CENTRAL POINT AND TALENT PARKING LOT 
IMPROVEMENTS LOCAL PAVE & IMPROVE ALLEYS & 
PARKING FACILITIES 

1,525,411$        1,700,000$     

16808 FIRST ST & MAIN ST SIDEWALK & STREETSCAPE

916,454$            1,061,346$     
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FHWA 
Project No.

ODOT 
Key No.  PROJECT NAME PHASE FUND TYPE

FFY 2014 
PROGRAMMED

 FFY 2014 
OBLIGATED 

 FY 2014 
TOTAL COST

TOTAL PROJECT 
FED FUNDS

TOTAL 
PROJECT COST

PROJECT 
TYPE

4700072-00 16903
LARSON CRK TRL:BEAR CRK GRNWAY TRL TO ELLENDALE 
DR LOCAL CONSTRUCT TRAIL Right of Way

SURFACE TRANS 
PRIORITIES       $                               - 105,732$        105,732$       540,000$            585,000$          Alt Mode

4700059-00

 
Management/Engineering - 
HOV CMAQ -$                               22,727$           25,328$          

4700059-00

 
Management/Engineering - 
HOV CMAQ MAP-21  -$                               56,143$           62,672$          Roadway

4700061-00 17240
GARFIELD AVE - COLUMBUS AVENUE TO LILLIAN STREET: 
LOCAL RECONSTRUCT ROADWAY, ADD CURBS, 

     
Right of Way CMAQ S-LU -$                               (7,346)$            (7,346)$            1,425,711$        1,673,625$     Alt Mode

4700074-00
Right of Way STP <200K - STEA03            -$                               7,759$              8,648$             

4700074-00
Right of Way STP- <200,000 S-LU         117,514$             106,144$        118,292$       

4700074-00
Right of Way CMAQ S-LU 1,628,154$        1,006,204$   1,121,369$   

4700074-00
Right of Way STP <200K - TEA21             -$                               12,542$           13,977$          

Roadway / 
Alt. Mode

4700071-00 15692
JACKSON ST & STEVENS ST ALLEYS: LOCAL PAVE AND 
IMPROVE ALLEYS Right of Way CMAQ S-LU -$                               (61,306)$         (68,323)$         1,183,539$        1,425,001$     Roadway

S000780-00 17753
SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS AT 3RD STREET & CLOSE 11TH 
STREET Rail/Hwy Crossing

RAIL HWY PROTECT 
DEV MAP-21   580,000$             580,000$        580,000$       670,000$            670,000$          Roadway

FHWA 
Project No.

ODOT 
Key No.  PROJECT NAME PHASE FUND TYPE

FFY 2014 
PROGRAMMED

 FFY 2014 
OBLIGATED 

 FY 2014 
TOTAL COST

TOTAL PROJECT 
FED FUNDS

TOTAL 
PROJECT COST

PROJECT 
TYPE

S001396-00
Construction Engineering

INTERSTATE MAINT S-
LU     -$                               (236,865)$      (256,848)$      

S001396-00
4R-Reconstruction No 
Added Capacity

SURFACE TRANS 
FLEX S-LU    -$                               (177,115)$      (192,057)$      

S001396-00
4R-Reconstruction No 
Added Capacity

INTERSTATE MAINT S-
LU      -$                               91,945$           269,697$       Roadway

S001268-00
Preliminary Engineering

INTERSTATE MAINT S-
LU     -$                               335,220$        563,500$       

S001410-00
4R-Reconstruction No 
Added Capacity

PROJ OF REG AND 
NAT'L SIGNIF  -$                               529,407$        590,000$       

S001410-00
4R-Reconstruction No 
Added Capacity

 
HIGHWAY PERF 
PROG -$                               3,874,130$   1,445,386$   

S001410-00
Construction Engineering

 
HIGHWAY PERF 
PROG -$                               -$                          2,485,757$   Roadway

OREGON HOUSEHOLD ACTIVITY SURVEY Other
STP-L Exchange for 
State Dollars -$                                $        130,019  $       130,019  $            130,019  $          219,800 Planning

MEDFORD

OREGON DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION (ODOT)

12723

278,870$            362,897$          

17241

17388

5,942,955$        6,623,152$     

FFO-LOZIER LANE IMPROVEMENTS (MEDFORD) LOCAL 
DESIGN & CONSTRUCT ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS 

ADAPTIVE SIGNAL TIMING / INSTALLATION OF ADAPTIVE 
SIGNAL TIMING EQUIPMENT / HIGHWAY 62

18,987,693$     71,752,449$  

17517

26,073,796$  

I-5: SEVEN OAKS - JACKSON ST PACIFIC HIGHWAY 

I-5: FERN VALLEY INTERCHANGE, UNIT 2 PACIFIC WIDEN 
I-5 STRUCTURE AND FERN VALLEY ROAD 
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FHWA 
Project No.

ODOT 
Key No.  PROJECT NAME PHASE FUND TYPE

FFY 2014 
PROGRAMMED

 FFY 2014 
OBLIGATED 

 FY 2014 
TOTAL COST

TOTAL PROJECT 
FED FUNDS

TOTAL 
PROJECT COST

PROJECT 
TYPE

None

FHWA 
Project No.

ODOT 
Key No.  PROJECT NAME PHASE FUND TYPE

FFY 2014 
PROGRAMMED

 FFY 2014 
OBLIGATED 

 FY 2014 
TOTAL COST

TOTAL PROJECT 
FED FUNDS

TOTAL 
PROJECT COST

PROJECT 
TYPE

MPO STAFF HYBRID VEHICLE Other
STP-L Exchange for 
State Dollars -$                               12,870$           12,870$          12,870$               12,870$             Planning

PR15001-00
STATEWIDE PLANNING AND RESEARCH, STATE FISCAL 
YEARS 2014-2015 Planning

METROPOLITAN 
PLANNING MAP-21  N/A 263,043$        293,149$       N/A N/A Planning

FHWA 
Project No.

ODOT 
Key No.  PROJECT NAME PHASE FUND TYPE

FFY 2014 
PROGRAMMED

 FFY 2014 
OBLIGATED 

 FY 2014 
TOTAL COST

TOTAL PROJECT 
FED FUNDS

TOTAL 
PROJECT COST

PROJECT 
TYPE

17261 CAPITALIZATION OF MAINTENANCE (MPO STP Transfer) MPO STP  $             814,748  $        814,748  $       908,000  $            814,748  $          908,000 Transit

17639
TDM RIDESHARE PROJECTS: DRIVE LESS CONNECT 
OUTREACH STP (L240)  $             134,595  $        134,595  $       150,000  $            134,595  $          150,000 Alt Mode

19151
TDM RIDESHARE PROJECTS: DRIVE LESS CONNECT 
OUTREACH STP FLEX  $                49,000  $           49,000  $          54,608  $               49,000  $             54,608 Alt Mode

18248 VETERANS TRANSPORTATION CALL CENTER FTA 5309  $        1,076,200  $   1,076,200  $   1,345,250  $        1,076,200  $     1,345,250 Transit

17997 RVTD URBAN OPERATIONS SUPPORT FTA 5307  $        2,465,199  $   2,465,199  $   4,930,238  $        2,465,199  $     4,930,238 Transit

17997 RVTD URBAN OPERATIONS SUPPORT FTA 5307  $                               -  $   2,410,855  $   4,821,770  $        2,410,855  $     4,821,770 Transit

4700068-00 16215 TDM RIDESHARE PROJECTS IN 2013 

 
Management/Engineering - 
HOV

STP 5-200K POP - 
MAP-21        $                               - (17,946)$         (20,000)$         134,595$            150,000$          Alt Mode

FHWA 
Project No.

ODOT 
Key No.  PROJECT NAME PHASE FUND TYPE

FFY 2014 
PROGRAMMED

 FFY 2014 
OBLIGATED 

 FY 2014 
TOTAL COST

TOTAL PROJECT 
FED FUNDS

TOTAL 
PROJECT COST

PROJECT 
TYPE

None

ROGUE VALLEY COUNCIL OF GOV'T (RVCOG)

ROGUE VALLEY TRANSIT DISTRICT (RVTD)

TALENT

PHOENIX
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Appendix A 
Federal Regulations 

 

Federal Regulations: Annual List of Obligated Projects 
The following sections of U S Code address the annual listing of obligated projects by 
Metropolitan Planning Organizations. 

 
Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century (MAP-21), effective July 6, 2012 

Safe Accountable Flexible Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users 
(SAFETEA-LU) 
 
23 USC 134(j)(7)(B) -- Publication of annual listings of projects. -- An annual listing of projects, 
including investments in pedestrian walkways and bicycle transportation facilities, for which 
Federal funds have been obligated in the preceding year shall be published or otherwise made 
available by the cooperative effort of the State, transit operator, and metropolitan planning 
organization for public review. The listing shall be consistent with the categories identified in the 
TIP. 
 
23 USC 135(g)(5)(B) -- Listing of projects. -- An annual listing of projects for which funds have 
been obligated in the preceding year in each metropolitan planning area shall be published or 
otherwise made available by the cooperative effort of the State, transit operator, and the 
metropolitan planning organization for public review. The listing shall be consistent with the 
funding identified in each metropolitan transportation improvement program. 
 
49 USC 5303(j)(7)(B) -- Publication of annual listings of projects. -- An annual listing of 
projects, including investments in pedestrian walkways and bicycle transportation facilities, for 
which Federal funds have been obligated in the preceding year shall be published or otherwise 
made available by the cooperative effort of the State, transit operator, and metropolitan planning 
organization for public review. The listing shall be consistent with the categories identified in the 
MTIP. 
 
49 USC 5304(g)(4)(B) -- Listing of projects. -- An annual listing of projects for which funds 
have been obligated in the preceding year in each metropolitan planning area shall be published 
or otherwise made available by the cooperative effort of the State, transit operator, and the 
metropolitan planning organization for public review. The listing shall be consistent with the 
funding categories identified in each metropolitan transportation improvement program. 
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Rogue Valley 
Metropolitan Planning Organization 
 
 

Regional Transportation Planning 
 
 

Ashland • Central Point • Eagle Point • Jacksonville • Medford • Phoenix •Talent • White City 
Jackson County • Rogue Valley Transportation District • Oregon Department of Transportation 

              
DATE:  March 17, 2015 

TO:  RVMPO Policy Committee 

FROM: Dan Moore, Planning Coordinator  

SUBJECT: GHG Target Rule Review  
 
In May 2011, the Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC) set greenhouse gas 
(GHG) reduction targets to guide metropolitan areas as they conduct land use and transportation 
scenario planning to help meet state goals to significantly reduce greenhouse gas emissions from 
light vehicle travel.   The target rule (OAR 660-044) requires that the commission conduct an 
evaluation of the rule and decide – by June 2015 – whether revisions to the targets are warranted. 
 
The Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) has prepared the attached draft 
Target Rule Review Report to inform the commission’s review.  (An executive summary and the 
full draft report are attached.)   The draft report evaluates the results of scenario planning and 
summarizes other information that the commission is directed to consider in deciding whether or 
not amendments to the target rule are needed.   
 
The department briefed LCDC on the draft report at its March 12 meeting in Salem.   The 
department will present a final report and recommendation to the commission at its May 21 
meeting.  At the May meeting the commission will decide whether amendments to the target rule 
should be pursued.   The department’s preliminary conclusion is that the target rules should be 
amended and updated to set targets for 2040 and to take into account new information about 
future vehicle technology, fleet and fuels.   If the commission agrees that targets should be 
updated, the department would initiate the rulemaking process in Summer 2015.   
 
Public testimony is welcome at May LCDC meeting.  The department requests that written 
comments on the draft report be provided by April 17th.   DLCD anticipates distributing a final 
report and recommendation to the commission in early May. 
 
For further information about the target rule review please contact Bob Cortright by email at 
bob.cortright@state.or.us or by phone at 503.934.0020. 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

mailto:bob.cortright@state.or.us�


 
Executive Summary  

DRAFT GHG TARGET RULE REVIEW REPORT  
In 2011, the Land Conservation and Development Commission 

 (LCDC) adopted greenhouse gas (GHG) emission reduction targets to 

guide scenario planning by the state’s metropolitan areas.   The targets 

– and scenario planning – ask metropolitan areas to evaluate what 

changes to local and regional land use and transportation plans and 

programs would be needed to reduce GHG emissions from light 

vehicle travel by 20% per capita by 2035 – the planning horizon for 

most regional transportation plans.  LCDC committed itself to review 

the targets in 2015 and decide whether amendments to the targets are 

warranted.   The draft report summarized here is intended inform the 

commission’s evaluation and decision. 

SCENARIO PLANNING RESULTS 

Over the last three years, three metropolitan areas (Portland Metro, Eugene-

Springfield and Corvallis) and ODOT (through the Statewide Transportation 

Strategy) have conducted scenario planning projects.  The four efforts 

reached consistent conclusions: 

 Targets, which call for a 17-21% reduction in emissions per capita by 
2035, are achievable. 

 Meeting targets will require a comprehensive, coordinated strategy 
that includes a combination of complementary state, regional and 
local efforts that promote walkable communities and expand 
transportation options to reduce amount of driving people need to 
do. 

 Substantial efforts and new funding to expand transportation 
options will be needed to: 

o Expand public transit  
o Provide incentives and price signals to promote options  
o Make walking and cycling more convenient  
o Promote compact, mixed use development 
o Better manage parking  

 Policies and actions that reduce GHG emissions provide significant 
benefits to Oregon citizens, businesses, communities and the 
transportation system because they:   

o reduce household energy and transportation costs 
o improve air quality and public health, and 
o reduce congestion and improve operation of the transportation system  

 Existing plans move us in the right direction but additional efforts - to expand transit and other transportation 
options, better manage parking and promote compact land use - will be needed to achieve targets.      

Metro’s Climate Smart Strategy, adopted in 
December 2014, is expected to reduce GHG 
emissions by 29%.   Metro found:  “adopted 
local and regional plans can meet the state 
target if we make the investments and take 
the actions needed to implement those plans 
and make them a reality.   

 

 

 

Department of Land Conservation and Development  
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NEW INFORMATION  

Targets were set in 2011 based on direction from the Legislature and available forecasts about greenhouse gas emissions 

from light duty vehicles through the year 2035.    Recent studies and new federal and state laws and programs provide an 

improved picture of future vehicle technology, fleet and fuels in 2035 and beyond.   New information indicates: 

 Fuel economy and per mile CO2 emissions are close to 2011 estimates 

 Electric cars (EVs) and plug-in hybrids (PHEVs) are expected to come on line faster than previously forecast 

 Fleet turnover will be slower than expected 

Recalculating targets based on this new information would likely change the targets for 2035 but only slightly.   However, 

metropolitan areas are now starting to look beyond 2035 as they conduct plan updates, with most looking out to 2040.    

Additional reductions will be needed to keep the state “on track” to meet 2050 goals. 

NEXT STEPS:  AMENDING TARGETS? 

LCDC is required to decide by June 1, 2015, whether the GHG reduction targets should be amended.  The draft report 

identifies three factors that indicate changes to the targets are warranted: 

- There is new information about vehicle technology, fleet and fuels that could lead to adjustments in metropolitan 

area targets 

- The state’s metropolitan areas are – or soon will be - be updating long-range plans to accommodate growth 

beyond 2035.  If targets and scenario planning are to be useful and relevant to these plans, then new targets for 

2040 and potentially beyond will be needed.    

- Two new metropolitan areas (MPOs) have been designated in the state (Albany and Grants Pass areas) and these 

areas do not currently have GHG targets. 

 

This review also provides an opportunity to evaluate lessons learned from scenario planning and consider logical next 

steps to advance state, regional and local efforts to reduce GHG emissions.     Scenario planning efforts are providing 

consistent answers about the set of programs and actions that are cost-effective in reducing emissions and that make 

Oregon communities more livable and Oregonians better off.   These include expanding transit, using technology to better 

manage the transportation system, planning for more mixed use development, managing parking and adding incentives 

and pricing.    

Moving forward the question will increasingly shift to figuring out how the broad strategies called for in scenario planning 

should be carried out.   For example, scenario planning demonstrates the benefits of expanded transit service, but more 

detailed planning will be needed to decide where and how expanded transit service should be provided.   At the same time, 

it is important to recognize that updating and refining plans is only part of what will be needed.    Implementation will also 

require additional action by local, regional and state governments to expand transportation funding, especially for 

alternative modes, and put in place new programs to provide transportation options and incentives.     

REVIEW AND COMMENT ON THE DRAFT REPORT 
The full draft report is available on the DLCD webpage: http://www.oregon.gov/LCD/Pages/meetings.aspx      The 

department will brief LCDC on the draft report at its March 12, 2015 meeting in Salem.   The department will present a 

final report and recommendation to the commission at its May 21 meeting.  Public testimony is welcome at both the 

March and May LCDC meetings.  The department requests that written comments on the draft report be provided by April 

17th.     For further information about the target rule review please contact Bob Cortright by email at 

bob.cortright@state.or.us or by phone at 503.934.0020. 
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DRAFT 

Target Rule Review 
Report 
Review of Metropolitan Greenhouse Gas Reduction 
Targets and Scenario Planning 

Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development 
 

 

February 25, 2015 

DRAFT REPORT 

Please note that this is a draft report intended for public review and 

comment.    Questions and comments on the report should be directed 

to Bob Cortright (bob.cortright@state.or.us or 503.934.0020).  LCDC 

will receive a briefing on the draft report at its March 12th meeting 

and is scheduled to decide whether amendments to the Target Rules 

are warranted at its May 21-22 meeting.  The Department requests 

any written comments on the draft report be submitted by April 17th.       
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Executive Summary  
In 2011, the Land Conservation and Development Commission 

(LCDC) adopted greenhouse gas (GHG) emission reduction targets 

to guide scenario planning by the state’s metropolitan areas.   The 

targets – and scenario planning – ask metropolitan areas to 

evaluate what changes to local and regional land use and 

transportation plans and programs would be needed to reduce 

GHG emissions from light vehicle travel by 20% per capita by 

2035 – the planning horizon for most regional transportation 

plans.  LCDC committed itself to review the targets in 2015 and 

decide whether amendments to the targets are warranted.   This 

report is intended inform the commission’s evaluation and 

decision. 

SCENARIO PLANNING RESULTS 

Over the last three years, three metropolitan areas (Portland Metro, Eugene-Springfield and Corvallis) 

and ODOT (through the Statewide Transportation Strategy) have conducted scenario planning 

projects.  The four efforts reached consistent conclusions: 

 Targets, which call for a 17-21% reduction in emissions per capita by 2035, are achievable. 

 Meeting targets will require a comprehensive, coordinated strategy that includes a 
combination of complementary state, regional and local efforts that promote walkable 
communities and expand transportation options to reduce amount of driving people need to 
do. 

 Substantial efforts and new funding to expand 
transportation options will be needed to: 

o Expand public transit  
o Provide incentives and price signals to 

promote options  
o Make walking and cycling more convenient  
o Promote compact, mixed use development 
o Better manage parking  

 Policies and actions that reduce GHG emissions 
provide significant benefits to Oregon citizens, 
businesses, communities and the transportation 
system because they:   

o reduce household energy and transportation 
costs 

o improve air quality and public health, and 
o reduce congestion and improve operation of 

the transportation system  

 Existing plans move us in the right direction but 
additional efforts - to expand transit and other 
transportation options, better manage parking and promote compact land use - will be needed 
to achieve targets.      

  

Metro’s Climate Smart Strategy, adopted in 
December 2014, is expected to reduce GHG 
emissions by 29%.   Metro found:  “adopted 
local and regional plans can meet the state 
target if we make the investments and take 
the actions needed to implement those plans 
and make them a reality.   
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NEW INFORMATION  

Targets were set in 2011 based on direction from the Legislature and available forecasts about 

greenhouse gas emissions from light duty vehicles through the year 2035.    Recent studies and new 

federal and state laws and programs provide an improved picture of future vehicle technology, fleet 

and fuels in 2035 and beyond.   New information indicates: 

 Fuel economy and per mile CO2 emissions are close to 2011 estimates 

 Electric cars (EVs) and plug-in hybrids (PHEVs) are expected to come on line faster than 

previously forecast 

 Fleet turnover will be slower than expected 

Recalculating targets based on this new information would likely change the targets for 2035 but only 

slightly.   However, metropolitan areas are now starting to look beyond 2035 as they conduct plan 

updates, with most looking out to 2040.    Additional reductions will be needed to keep the state “on 

track” to meet 2050 goals. 

NEXT STEPS:  AMENDING TARGETS? 

LCDC is required to decide by June 1, 2015, whether the GHG reduction targets should be amended.  

This report identifies three factors that indicate changes to the targets are warranted: 

- There is new information about vehicle technology, fleet and fuels that could lead to 

adjustments in metropolitan area targets 

- The state’s metropolitan areas are – or soon will be - be updating long-range plans to 

accommodate growth beyond 2035.  If targets and scenario planning are to be useful and 

relevant to these plans, then new targets for 2040 and potentially beyond will be needed.    

- Two new metropolitan areas (MPOs) have been designated in the state (Albany and Grants 

Pass areas) and these areas do not currently have GHG targets. 

This review also provides an opportunity to evaluate lessons learned from scenario planning and 

consider logical next steps to advance state, regional and local efforts to reduce GHG emissions.     

Scenario planning efforts are providing consistent answers about the set of programs and actions that 

are cost-effective in reducing emissions and that make Oregon communities more livable and 

Oregonians better off.   These include expanding transit, using technology to better manage the 

transportation system, planning for more mixed use development, managing parking and adding 

incentives and pricing.    

Moving forward the question will increasingly shift to figuring out how the broad strategies called for 

in scenario planning should be carried out.   For example, scenario planning demonstrates the benefits 

of expanded transit service, but more detailed planning will be needed to decide where and how 

expanded transit service should be provided.   At the same time, it is important to recognize that 

updating and refining plans is only part of what will be needed.    Implementation will also require 

additional action by local, regional and state governments to expand transportation funding, 

especially for alternative modes, and put in place new programs to provide transportation options and 

incentives.     
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Background  
 

House Bill (HB) 2001, adopted by the 2009 Legislature, and SB 1059 adopted by the 2010 Legislature, 

directed the Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC) to adopt greenhouse gas 

emission reduction targets to guide the state’s metropolitan areas as they conduct land use and 

transportation scenario planning.    

Target Rules 

In May 2011, the Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC) adopted administrative 

rules, OAR 660 - 0441, setting targets to guide long range planning by Oregon’s largest urban areas to 

reduce greenhouse gas emissions from auto travel.  The rule calls for metropolitan areas to explore 

ways to reduce emissions from auto and light truck travel by 17 percent to 21 percent per person by 

2035.  

   

The greenhouse gas reduction targets are intended to help guide the state’s metropolitan areas; 

Portland, Salem-Keizer, Corvallis, Eugene-Springfield, Rogue Valley and Bend as they update land use 

and transportation plans.   Targets identify 

the level of reductions areas should seek to 

achieve.   Except for the Portland 

metropolitan area planning to meet the 

targets is voluntary.   

   

Targets and scenario planning are one part of 

state, regional and local efforts to 

substantially shrink the state’s carbon 

footprint over the next 40 years to meet the 

state’s 2050 goal.  The Legislature directed 

LCDC to set targets to identify the amount of 

greenhouse gas reduction metropolitan areas 

need to achieve in order for the state to meet 

its overall reduction goal.  The state’s long 

term goal, established by Oregon lawmakers 

in 2007, is to reduce the state’s greenhouse 

gas emission to 75% below 1990 levels by 

2050.  While the statewide goal is to reduce  

GHG emissions from all sources, targets are  

focused on emissions from light vehicle travel in  

metropolitan areas.   

  

                                                           
1
 OAR 660-044 http://arcweb.sos.state.or.us/pages/rules/oars_600/oar_660/660_044.html  
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Legislative Direction 

The development and adoption of target rules by the 
commission in 2011 was guided by provisions of 
HB 2001 and SB 1059. 2 In determining whether 
amendments to the targets are warranted, the commission 
may also want to consider the legislature’s direction for 
setting targets.  In brief, the two statutes require that the 
metropolitan emission reduction targets: 

 Must be consistent with achieving Oregon’s greenhouse 
 gas emissions reduction goals; 

 Must be for 2035; 
 Must be for light vehicle travel; 
 May be different for each metropolitan area; 
 Must equitably allocate responsibility for meeting targets 

considering differences in population growth rates; 
 Must consider expected improvements in vehicle 

technologies and fuels; and 
 Should be informed by the information and 

recommendations from the ODOT, DEQ and the  
Oregon Department of Energy. 

 

 

  

                                                           
2 SB 1059 guided target setting for the state’s metropolitan areas outside Portland Metro (Eugene-Springfield, Salem-Keizer, 
Rogue Valley, Bend and Corvallis): 

“…. on or before June 1, 2011, the Land Conservation and Development Commission, after consultation with and in 
cooperation with the Oregon Transportation Commission, local governments and metropolitan planning organizations, 
shall adopt rules identifying a reduction target for greenhouse gas emissions caused by motor vehicles with a gross 
vehicle weight rating of 10,000 pounds or less to be met by each region served by a metropolitan planning organization. 
The rules must reflect the greenhouse gas emissions reduction goals set forth in ORS 468A.205 and must take into 
consideration the reductions in vehicle emissions that are likely to result by 2035 from the use of improved vehicle 
technologies and fuels. The rules must also take into consideration methods of equitably allocating reductions among 
the metropolitan areas given differences in population growth rates. … “(SB 1059, Section (5)) 
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Agencies Technical Report (2011) 

In 2010-2011, ODOT, DEQ and the Oregon Department of Energy prepared the Agencies’ Technical 

Report to fulfill their responsibilities under HB 2001 and SB 1059 to provide information and 

recommendations to support target setting.   The full text of the report is available at:  

http://www.oregon.gov/LCD/docs/rulemaking/2009-11/trac/techrpt.pdf  

Target Rulemaking Advisory Committee (TRAC) Report (2011)  

The Commission’s work to develop targets was supported by the Target Rulemaking Advisory 

Committee (TRAC).   TRAC reviewed the Agencies Technical Report and assisted the department in 

developing the Targets Rule (OAR 660-44).   TRAC produced a report and recommendations to the 

Commission, including the recommendation that the commission conduct regular reviews of the 

target rule.   http://www.oregon.gov/LCD/docs/rulemaking/2009-11/trac/trac_report_to_lcdc.pdf    

The target rule includes assumptions developed in the 2011 Agencies Technical Report and 

recommended by the Target Rulemaking Advisory Committee (TRAC)3.  

                                                           
3
 Target Rules, OAR 660-044-0010(2)(B)  http://arcweb.sos.state.or.us/pages/rules/oars_600/oar_660/660_044.html  
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Target Rule Review Requirements 
 

In developing the target rules, the department and commission recognized that the information relied 

upon to set targets was the commission was subject to change as additional studies are done and as 

new state and federal programs to reduce emissions from light vehicles are put in place.   In addition, 

the department and commission anticipated that results of scenario planning efforts would provide 

valuable information about how targets might be adjusted to most effectively GHG reduction and 

other goals.    For these reasons, the target rules require the commission to regularly review the targets 

to reflect new information and the results of various planning efforts to reduce greenhouse gas 

emissions.    

Section 0035 of the target rules require the commission, by June 1, 2015, to review the target rules and 
determine whether or not amendments to the target rules are “warranted.”   Section 2 of the rule lists a 
series of factors that the commission is to consider in its evaluation.  The department is charged with 
preparing a report to assist the commission in conducting this review.   The relevant rule requirements 
are as follows: 

660-044-0035    Review and Evaluation of Greenhouse Gas Reduction Targets 

(1) The commission shall by June 1, 2015, and at four year intervals thereafter, conduct a 
review of the greenhouse gas emissions reduction targets in OAR 660 044 0020 and OAR 660 
044 0025.  

(2) The review by the commission shall evaluate whether revisions to the targets established in 
this division are warranted considering the following factors:  

(a) Results of land use and transportation scenario planning conducted within metropolitan 
planning areas to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from light vehicles;  

(b) New or revised federal and state laws or programs established to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions from light vehicles;  

(c) State plans or policies establishing or allocating greenhouse gas emissions reduction goals 
to specific sectors or subsectors;  

(d) Policies and recommendations in the Statewide Transportation Strategy adopted by the 
Oregon Transportation Commission;  

(e) Additional studies or analysis conducted by the Oregon Department of Transportation, the 
Department of Environmental Quality, the Oregon Department of Energy or other agencies 
regarding greenhouse gas emissions from light vehicle travel in metropolitan areas, including 
but not limited to changes to vehicle technologies, fuels and the vehicle fleet;  

(f) Changes in population growth rates, metropolitan planning area boundaries, land use or 
development patterns in metropolitan planning areas that affect light vehicle travel in 
metropolitan areas;  
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(g) Efforts by local governments in metropolitan areas to reduce greenhouse gas emissions 
from all sources;  

(h) Input from affected local governments and metropolitan planning organizations;  

(i) Land use feasibility and economic studies regarding land use densities;  

(j) State funding and support for scenario planning and public engagement; and  

(k) The share of light vehicle travel within a metropolitan area not attributable to residents of 
that area.  
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Results of metropolitan scenario planning 
 

Review Factor    

“The commission shall consider …. results of land use and transportation scenario planning conducted 

within metropolitan planning areas to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from light vehicles;”   (OAR 

660-044-0035(2)(a)) 

Background  

The purpose of targets is to guide metropolitan areas as they conduct scenario planning to evaluate 

what combination of policies, programs and actions would be need to achieve GHG reductions.   

(3) Land use and transportation scenario planning is intended to be a means for local 
governments in metropolitan areas to explore ways that urban development patterns and 
transportation systems would need to be changed to achieve significant reductions in 
greenhouse gas emissions from light vehicle travel. Scenario planning is a means to address 
benefits and costs of different actions to accomplish reductions in ways that allow 
communities to assess how to meet other important needs, including accommodating 
economic development and housing needs, expanding transportation options and reducing 
transportation costs. 
 
(4) The expected result of land use and transportation scenario planning is information on the 
extent of changes to land use patterns and transportation systems in metropolitan areas 
needed to significantly reduce greenhouse gas emissions from light vehicle travel in 
metropolitan areas, including information about the benefits and costs of achieving those 
reductions. The results of land use and transportation scenario planning are expected to 
inform local governments as they update their comprehensive plans, and to inform the 
legislature, state agencies and the public as the state develops and implements an overall 
strategy to meet state goals to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. 

Targets were set for 2035 to correspond with the 20-25 year planning horizon of most metropolitan 

plans, with the expectation that metropolitan areas would conduct scenario planning in conjunction 

with updates of regional transportation plans.  Because it was uncertain whether targets could 

reasonably be met or what combination of measures might be needed to meet targets, stakeholders 

asked that the commission consider how the results of scenario planning might inform targets. 
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Analysis 

Scenario Planning Efforts 

Over the last three years, four scenario planning efforts 

have been conducted to evaluate how land use and 

transportation plans can aid in reducing GHG emissions 

from light vehicle travel in metropolitan areas.     

 In 2013, ODOT completed the Statewide 

Transportation Strategy (STS).    

 Between 2011 and 2014, Metro conducted the Climate 

Smart Communities project which initially evaluated 

144 scenarios and included extensive public outreach 

throughout the project.   In December 2014, Metro 

adopted a preferred scenario that is expected to 

reduce GHG emissions by 29% per capita by 2035.    

 Since 2012, the Central Lane MPO and jurisdictions 

within the Eugene-Springfield area have conducted  

the Central Lane Scenario Planning project.   

 In 2014, the Corvallis Area MPO conducted a 

“strategic assessment”4 of the region’s adopted plans 

– the first steps toward more detailed scenario 

planning. 

Results 

Each of the scenario planning efforts conducted reached similar conclusions about “what it would 

take” to meet the GHG reduction targets.   In general, each effort found: 

 Targets are achievable.   Metro’s Climate Smart Communities Scenarios effort anticipates that 

the region can reduce GHG emissions by 29% per capita by 2035, exceeding the 20% target set 

in the target rules.    

 Meeting GHG targets will require increased public investment – especially in public transit 

and alternative modes – as well as new programs to provide options and incentives, to manage 

and price parking, and to realize mixed use development. 

 New state policies and programs will be essential to achieving emission reductions.  These 

include a shifting from the gas tax to a vehicle miles traveled (VMT) based road fee,   pay-as-

you-drive insurance, and new state and local programs to promote eco-driving and car-

sharing.   These state actions have a significant effect on reducing emissions and enhance the 

effectiveness of local and regional actions that expand transportation options.   

 

                                                           
4
 A “strategic assessment” is a first step in scenario planning.   The strategic assessment uses the modeling tools developed for 

scenario planning (ODOT’s Regional Strategic Planning Model – RSPM) to forecast 
 the likely outcomes from existing adopted regional land use and transportation plans.   The results of a strategic assessment are 
intended to help a metropolitan area decide whether and how the region might conduct more involved scenario planning – or 
take other steps. 
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 Actions and programs that reduce GHG emissions result in significant benefits to Oregon 

citizens, businesses and communities.  These include improving public health, reducing 

household energy and transportation costs, and improving performance of the transportation 

system. Adopted land use and transportation plans have moved Oregon’s metropolitan areas in 

the right direction – by planning for a combination of increased transit, transportation options 

and compact, mixed use development. 

 State and federal programs to improve vehicle fuel economy, promote the electrification of the 

vehicle fleet and reduce the carbon content of fuels are critical to meeting overall state goals to 

reduce GHG emissions from light vehicle travel.   Without these efforts, much greater 

reductions in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) would be needed to meet GHG reduction goals. 

 

Appendix A includes a summary of key assumptions and findings from the three metropolitan 

planning efforts.   
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Scenario Planning Results Summary 
Since 2011 four scenario planning efforts have been conducted to evaluate actions and programs 
that metropolitan areas can implement to meet state targets to reduce GHG emissions by about 
20% per capita by 2035.   The four efforts have reached similar conclusions about the combination 
of regional and local plans and policies that are effective in reducing GHG emissions.   (A more 
complete summary of assumptions and analysis is provided in the Appendix to this report.)  

ODOT 
Statewide Transportation 

Strategy 

Portland Metro 
Climate Smart  

Strategy5 

Central Lane 
Scenario Planning 

Corvallis Area 
Strategic Assessment 

Expanded Transit Service 
Percent increase in transit service from 2010-2035  

1.25x-6x 92% 38% no change 

Compact Urban Growth 
UGB expansion from 2010-2035 (Percent relative to population growth) 

UGB area expands at about 
15% pop. growth rate 

14% 
(+12,000 acres) 

24% 
(+3,121 acres) 

0% 
(+0 acres) 

Mixed Use Development 
Percent of  households living in mixed use neighborhoods  

2010                20% 26% 13% 14% 

2035                30% 37% 14% 15% 

Increased Cycling and Walking Outcomes 
Share of shorter trips (<10 miles) that shift from drive alone travel to bike travel  2010/2035 

2010             <10% 9% 6% 9% 

2035          15%-30% 17%  7% 12% 

Annual bike miles per capita 

2010               -- 110 99 146 

2035              110 (0.3/day) 174 193 183 

Annual walk trips per capita 

2010                -- 150 120 131 

2035              142 196 123 134 

Transportation Options and Incentives  
Percent of workers participating in employer-based commuter programs 

2010            5%-20% 20% 3% 2% 

2035           15%-40% 30%  3% 2% 

Percent of households participating in travel options programs (individualized marketing)   

2010                  5% 9% 1% 1% 

2035           10%-70% 45%  2% 5% 

Parking Management  
Percent of workers that pay for workplace parking  

2010             0%-15% 13% 5% 2% 

2035             5%-30% 30% 5% 16% 

GHG Target Reduction Outcome
6
 

Percent reduction in roadway GHG emissions per capita from 2005 to 2035 

-- -29% -13% -19% 

                                                           
5 Values shown for Central Lane and Corvallis MPOs reflect their “Reference Case” analyses, while Metro values reflect the 
region’s adopted “Preferred Scenario.”  The values shown are from the metropolitan versions of the GreenSTEP model. 
6 Each of the efforts listed assumed a set of state policies and actions would be implemented to reduce GHG emissions, such 
as: pay-as-you-drive insurance, programs to promote Eco-driving, a shift from the gas tax to a mileage-based road user 
charge, and other state-led actions. 
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Metropolitan Transportation Plan Updates 

Targets were set for 2035 so they could be used by metropolitan areas for scenario planning conducted 

in conjunction with the update of long range regional transportation plans (RTPs).  Metropolitan 

Planning Organizations (MPOs) report they are now anticipating plan updates that look beyond 2035.   

If targets are to be useful and relevant to metropolitan planning it would make sense to consider 

updated targets that correspond with MPO planning horizons.    

 Metropolitan Transportation Plan Updates 
Metropolitan Area Next RTP Update Due Next RTP 

Planning 
Horizon 

Portland Metro December 2018 2040 
Salem-Keizer May 2015 2035 
Central Lane December 2015 2040 
Corvallis Area March 2017 2041-2042 
Rogue Valley March 2017 2042 
Bend September 2015 2040 
Middle Rogue (Grants Pass)7 March 2016 2040 
Albany Area  March 2016 2040 
 

Implications for Target Update 

The scenario planning work that has been done indicates that programs and actions adopted as part of 

metropolitan land use and transportation plans are a feasible and effective way to achieve the state’s 

GHG emission reduction goals.   These efforts also show that policies and actions that reduce 

emissions also generate significant additional benefits or Oregon communities and citizens.   

Since targets are intended to be used as metropolitan areas update their plans, it is important to 

recognize that metropolitan areas are starting to look beyond 2035.   If targets are to be useful and 

relevant to metropolitan planning and to achieving the state’s GHG reduction goal, it would make 

sense to update targets to identify reductions needed by 2040 and potentially beyond.     

                                                           
7 The Middle Rogue and Albany Area MPOs were designated as MPOs in 2013 and are currently preparing their first regional 
transportation plans.   
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State and federal laws to reduce GHG emissions from light vehicles 

Additional studies by ODOT, DEQ, ODOE about light vehicle 

emissions  
 

Review Factors    

“The commission shall consider ….   

 New or revised federal and state laws or programs established to reduce greenhouse gas 

emissions from light vehicles;  (OAR 660-044-0035(2)(b)) 

 Additional studies or analysis conducted by the Oregon Department of Transportation, the 

Department of Environmental Quality, the Oregon Department of Energy or other agencies 

regarding greenhouse gas emissions from light vehicle travel in metropolitan areas, including 

but not limited to changes to vehicle technologies, fuels and the vehicle fleet;”   (OAR 660-044-

0035(2)(e)) 

Background  

The Legislature, through HB 2001 and SB 1059, directed that targets identify the level of GHG 

reduction that each metropolitan area needs to achieve in order for the state to be on a trajectory to 

meet its 2050 goal of reducing emissions to 75% below 1990 levels.   In addition, the Legislature 

directed that targets should identify the emission reduction needed above and beyond the reductions 

expected from improvements in vehicle technology and fuels and changes to the vehicle fleet.   

Accordingly, the target rules  adopted in 2011 include detailed assumptions about the vehicle 

technology, fleets and fuels expected to be in place in 2035.   State and federal laws and regulations set 

requirements that affect each of these factors.   Targets were based on information and analysis 

available in 2011 as set forth in the Agencies’ Technical Report.    The resulting baseline assumptions 

included in the rule are shown in Tables 1 and 2 from the target rules reproduced below:   
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In adopting the target rules, the commission anticipated that forecasts of future vehicle technology, 

fuels and fleet mix would likely change, as new information became available and as new programs are 

adopted at the state and federal level.   The results of this work can help refine or revise assumptions 

used to set targets.    

(5)  The greenhouse gas emissions reduction targets in this division are intended to guide an 
initial round of land use and transportation scenario planning over the next two to four years. The 
targets are based on available information and current estimates about key factors, including 
improvements in vehicle technologies and fuels. Pursuant to OAR 660-044-0035, the commission 
shall review the targets by June 1, 2015, based on the results of scenario planning, and updated 
information about expected changes in vehicle technologies and fuels, state policies and other 
factors.  (OAR 660-044-0000) 

Analysis 

In preparing this report, DLCD conferred with ODOT, DEQ and the Oregon Department of Energy to 

assess the effect of new laws, programs and regulations as well as additional studies conducted by the 

agencies – or other groups – regarding future forecasts for emissions from light vehicles.   The results 

of this review are summarized and discussed below.   

New Information about Vehicle Technology, Fleet and Fuels  
The Targets adopted in 2011 were based on detailed estimates about vehicle technology, fleet and fuels that will be 
in place by 2035.   In 2012 and 2013, ODOT conducted additional analysis as it prepared the Statewide 
Transportation Strategy (STS) indicating that some assumptions have changed. 

 
Change in outlook for 2035 

Forecasts for 2035 

Target Rule (2011) Statewide Transportation 
Strategy (STS) (2013) 

More Electrics (EVs)and Plug In 
Hybrids  (PHEVs) 

8% of new cars 
2% of new trucks 

23% of new cars 
20% of new trucks 

Slower fleet turnover 8 years 9 years 

More pickups/ SUVs ~30% fleet ~33% of fleet 

Fewer CO2 per VMT ~180 grams per mile ~170 grams per mile 
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Vehicle Technology/ Fuel Economy  

New regulations that affect vehicle fuel economy have been put in place at both the state and federal 

level.   

 In 2012 and 2013, Oregon DEQ, EPA and USDOT adopted closely harmonized greenhouse gas 

emission and fuel efficiency standards for automobiles and light trucks through the 2025 

model year.  At the end of that period, new vehicles are required to have a fleet average CO2 

equivalent fuel efficiency of 54.5 mpg.   

 

 In 2013, the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) joined eight other states by 

adopting California’s Zero Emission Vehicle (ZEV) standards that require increasing 

percentages of new vehicle sales to be emission free vehicles.     

 

These new regulations have allowed the agencies involved to make more detailed estimates of future 

trends in vehicle technology and likely emissions outcomes: 

 In adopting the Low Emission Vehicle Rules, DEQ concluded that the new requirements would 

by 2025 result in a fleet average fuel efficiency for light-duty cars and trucks of more than 50 

miles per gallon.8   This improvement is consistent with estimates used in the 2011 Target 

Rulemaking.  

 

 DEQ anticipates that Oregon’s decision to opt for California emission standards is likely to 

result in much more rapid adoption of battery electric vehicles (EVs) and plug-in hybrid 

vehicles (PHEV) than previously expected, which over time will produce corresponding 

reductions in emissions.    

 

The California Air Resources Board (CARB) publically projects that meeting AB32 by 
2050, new light duty vehicle sales need to be 100% ZEVs. That means all Battery 
Electric and Fuel Cell Vehicles. Oregon has adopted California’s LEV and ZEV 
programs and is required by the Clean Air Act to maintain requirements identical to 
California’s.   Therefore, if Oregon continues to implement California’s rules it’s 
possible we may reach 100% ZEV sales by 2050. However, California’s ZEV regulation 
often includes provisions that reduce the stringency of ZEZ requirements in the states 
that “opt in” to the California program.   If that practice continues, we might expect the 
ZEV requirements to be about 15% less effective in Oregon.    

While there is no guaranty Oregon will continue to implement the ZEV program, it is 
worth noticing that lifecycle ZEV costs are comparable to conventional vehicles with 
gasoline at $4 per gallon. In addition ZEV performance is increasing and ZEV costs are 
decreasing. The economics of ZEVs coupled with Oregon’s strong environmental ethic 
make this goal plausible. 

The AB 32 Climate Change Scoping Plan Update issued May 2014 shows the fleet 
average GHG targets for the light duty fleet to be 125 g CO2/mi. in 2030 and 100 g 

                                                           
8
 http://www.oregon.gov/deq/EQC/Documents/2013AgendaDocs/December2013/P_LEV_StaffReport_final.pdf 
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CO2/mi. in 2035. Those figures equate to new vehicle fleet average fuel efficiencies of 
71 mpg in 2030 and 89 mpg in 2035.9  

Fuels 

The target rules are based in part on estimates of the carbon content of the fuels by light vehicles.    

Forecasts for 2035 are based on assumptions about the mix of fuels that Oregon motorists are 

expected to use and estimates of carbon emissions associated with those fuel sources.   Estimates 

include both tailpipe emissions, and emissions from production and transportation of energy (i.e. the 

full “wells-to-wheels” estimate of carbon emissions.)   ODOE and DEQ monitor and forecast Oregon’s 

energy sources and their carbon footprint. 

ODOE advises that the sources of Oregon’s motor vehicle fuels are getting and expected to get “dirtier” 

as the state’s oil source shifts from cleaner Alaskan oil to other sources, including Bakken formation 

shale oil.   This shift in fuel source is expected to increase carbon emissions per mile in 2035. 

The 2011 target rules assume that the carbon content of fuels will be reduced by 20% by 2035.   The 

reduction in carbon content is expected largely to occur through the state’s adoption and 

implementation of the Clean Fuels Program, which is Oregon’s version of California’s Low Carbon 

Fuel Standard (LCFS).      

On January 7, 2015, the Oregon Environmental Quality Commission approved the rules which 

lay out the next phase of the Oregon Clean Fuels Program. The rules took effect February  1, 

2015. The approved rules:  

 Establish clean fuel standards to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from Oregon’s 
transportation fuels by 10 percent over a 10-year period, implementing House Bill 2186, 
which the Oregon Legislature passed in 2009.  

 Require importers of transportation fuels – owners of the fuel when it crosses into Oregon 
– to reduce the average carbon intensity of fuels they provide in Oregon to meet the annual 
clean fuel standards. To meet the standards, regulated parties can choose a variety of 
strategies, including incorporating more lower-carbon biofuels, natural gas, biogas, 
propane or electricity into their fuel mix, or purchase clean fuel credits from providers of 
clean fuels.  

 Allow providers of clean fuels to generate and sell clean fuel credits for the fuels they 
provide in Oregon.  

 Establish fuel supply and fuel price deferrals to contain the program’s cost.    
 The Clean Fuels Program currently has a required sunset date of Dec. 31, 2015. The 2015 

Oregon Legislature will consider whether or not to remove the sunset. If the Legislature 
removes the sunset, DEQ will continue to implement the program beyond 2015. If the 
Legislature does not remove the sunset, the program cannot be implemented. 10 
 

  

                                                           
9 See page 47, paragraph 4. at: http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/document/updatedscopingplan2013.htm 
10 DEQ, Oregon Clean Fuels Program, http://www.deq.state.or.us/aq/cleanFuel/  
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Vehicle Fleet 

No new state or federal programs have been adopted that guide composition of the vehicle fleet (i.e. 

percentage of automobiles v. light trucks (pickups and sport utility vehicles or the rate of fleet 

turnover (measured by the average age of light vehicles).   

In preparing the STS, ODOT concluded that changes to the vehicle fleet were likely to be slower than 

those assumed in the target rules.    Several factors contribute to this change: 

 The eight-year fleet turnover forecast anticipated a shift from current trends in Oregon (of a 

10-year turnover) to shorter turnover reflecting experience in the Northeastern US, where use 

of road salt causes vehicles to wear out more quickly.   

 Since 2008, fleet turnover has been slow.   The recent recession has caused people to hold on 

to vehicles longer.   In addition, with households driving fewer miles per year, vehicles last 

longer and need to be replaced less often.   

 The target rules also assumed a reduction in the share of the light vehicle fleet made up of light 

trucks.   With a slowing of fleet turnover, the transition from light trucks to passenger cars has 

also slowed.    

 

More recent analysis confirms that changes in the vehicle fleet are occurring more slowly than 

expected:   

 In 2014, the federal Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) found that the average age of vehicles 

increased from 10.1 years in 2007 to 11.3 years in 2012.11 

 

 Also in 2014, IHS Automotive forecast that this trend would continue with the average age of 

vehicles likely to remain at 11.4 years through 2015, then rise to 11.5 years by 2017 and 11.7 

years by 2019.12 

One encouraging trend, A growing share of light truck sales are made up of more fuel efficient  

“crossovers” or crossover utility vehicles (CUVs)  – vehicles built on a car platform that include 

features of sport utility vehicle (SUV).   Crossovers are generally smaller and get better mileage than 

other light trucks (i.e. pickup trucks, full size vans and sport utility vehicles.)     

Addressing Uncertainty 

It is worth noting that detailed forecasts of future vehicle technology, fleet and fuels are based on a 

series of assumptions about how the future will unfold.   While the assumptions that were used to 

develop the target rules and the STS are believed to be reasonable, a range of outcomes are possible 

that would affect the forecasts of VMT and GHG emissions.   Here are several examples to illustrate 

how different assumptions might affect outcomes: 

Demographics:   Higher population could lead to more VMT, even at constant VMT per capita 

Economy:   Higher income could lead to higher VMT per capita, and affect ability to purchase 

new vehicles 

Fuel Price:   Low fuel prices could increase VMT per capita and reduce demand for high MPG 
                                                           
11

 Bureau of Labor Statistics, America’s Aging Autos, Beyond the Numbers, May 2014, p. 1 
12 IHS Automotive, Average Age of Vehicles on the Road Remains Steady at 11.4 years,  June 9, 2014. 
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vehicles 

Vehicle Technology: EV efficiency and range or lack of supporting infrastructure  might 

dampen market demand. 

Fleet mix:  Slower than expected reduction in share of light trucks given 10.5 year historical 

fleet turnover 

Liquid Fuels: Delay in implementation of Oregon Low Carbon Fuel Standard would result in 

less reduction in carbon emissions per mile.  

Electric Power Generation Emissions:   Higher carbon intensity of electric generation would 

increase carbon emissions per mile.   

Land Use:  Low operating costs (fuel, improved MPG) might result in more dispersed 

development patterns and higher VMT  

Technology:   Adoption of autonomous/driverless vehicles might change travel behavior and 

land use patterns.   

 

Implications for Target Rule Update 

Targets identify emission reductions that are needed above and beyond expected reductions from 

improvements to reduce vehicle emissions (i.e. improvements to vehicle technology, fleet and fuels).    

The results of scenario planning confirm that state and federal programs to improve vehicle fuel 

economy, promote the electrification of the vehicle fleet and reduce the carbon content of fuels are 

critical to meeting overall state goals to reduce GHG emissions from light vehicle travel.   Without 

these efforts, metropolitan targets would likely need to be much higher in order to meet the state’s 

GHG reduction goals. Consequently, new or revised forecasts about vehicle technology, fleet and fuels 

are key factors to consider in assessing whether targets are adequate to keep the  state  ‘on track’ to 

meeting its 2035 and 2050 goals.    

Information provided by ODOT, DEQ and ODOE indicate a mix of positive and negative changes.  

Since 2011 the outlook for vehicle technology and fuel economy has improved, while expectations for 

changes to the vehicle fleet have become more conservative.   More detailed analysis is needed to 

identify the net effect of these changes and to set targets for 2040 or beyond. 
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State plans setting GHG emission reduction goals 
 

Review Factor    

“The commission shall consider ….   State plans or policies establishing or allocating greenhouse gas 

emissions reduction goals to specific sectors or subsectors;”   (OAR 660-044-0035(2)(c)) 

Background 

Targets and scenario planning are viewed as part of a statewide effort to meet the state’s adopted goal 

of reducing greenhouse gas emissions to 75% below 1990 levels by 2050.   State goals for GHG 

reduction are set forth in HB 3543 adopted by the 2007 Legislature.    

The 2011 Targets were set at levels that assume that emissions from light vehicle travel in 

metropolitan areas will be reduced in proportion to the share of emissions generated by light vehicles 

in 1990.   The commission agreed that this was a reasonable assumption absent any broader state 

policies or plans that set different goals for individual sectors or subsectors.     The Commission 

anticipated that targets may need to be revised if statewide plans or policies set a different goal for 

either the transportation sector as a whole, or for light vehicles or metropolitan areas.   

The 2035 GHG targets were also set at a level that would put the state on a path or trajectory that 

would meet the state’s 2050 goal of reducing greenhouse gas emissions to 75% below 1990 levels.   In 

the 2011 Agencies’ Technical Report, ODOT, DEQ and ODOE recommended that targets assume a 

steady, year-by-year reduction in emissions to meet the target goal.   They calculated that a 5.1% per 

year reduction in emissions would be needed for the state to reach the 2050 goal.   The 

recommendation is reflected in the following chart: 

 

 

Analysis 

Targets for 2035 were set at a 

level that puts the state on a 

path that will meet its 2050 

goal: to reduce GHG emissions 

to 75% below 1990 emission 

levels.   The 2011 Agencies’ 

Technical Report advised that 

reductions of 5.1% per year 

would be needed to meet the 

2050 goal.   In short, 2035 is on 

point along the path to meeting 

the state’s 2050 goal.   Between 

2035 and 2050, additional 

reductions of about 5% per 

year will be needed.     
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While the state has not developed a formal plan or set of policies that allocate responsibility for 

meeting the statewide GHG reduction goal to specific sectors, several notable efforts have occurred 

over the last three years.   

 In December 2012, Governor Kitzhaber released a 10-Year Energy Action Plan.  The plan presents 

three core strategies in which the state can play a lead role in innovation, policy development and 

market transformation: 

1. Meeting 100 percent of new electric load growth through energy efficiency and conservation. 

2. Enhancing clean energy infrastructure development by removing finance and regulatory 
barriers to attract new investment and pursue promising new technologies. 

3. Accelerating the market transition to a more efficient, lower-cost and cleaner transportation 
system, including strategies for fleet vehicle conversion and access to cleaner-burning and 
more efficient vehicles.13 

The transportation element of the plan endorses continuation of the OSTI program to support 
metropolitan scenario planning as an effective strategy to reduce GHG emissions from the 
transportation sector while creating healthier, more livable communities and greater economic 
opportunity.   The relevant Action Item in the plan calls for:  

The state, including DLCD, DEQ, and ODOT will continue to partner with MPOs to use 
scenario planning to quantify and forecast potential economic, environmental and equity 
impacts from different approaches as we look to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from the 
transportation sector. 14 

 
 In July 2012, the Oregon Department of Energy (ODOE) produced a detailed economic analysis of 

alternative actions for reducing energy use and GHG emissions to support the Governor’s 10-Year 
Energy Action Plan.15   The study evaluated the cost-effectiveness of a broad range of strategies in 
reducing GHG emissions and energy use.   Findings from the study indicate that a number of the 
key actions called for in scenario planning and the Statewide Transportation Strategy are among 
the most cost effective means available to reduce greenhouse gas emissions on a $/per ton abated.   
Key actions found to be highly cost effective include:  carsharing, pay-as-you-drive insurance 
(PAYD), increasing walking and biking mode share; parking management, transportation demand 
management, eco-driving, and land use strategies supporting infill, mixed use and transit oriented 
development.   
 

 In 2013, the Oregon Global Warming Commission (OGWC) submitted its most recent report to the 

legislature.   The report summarizes state efforts and provides recommendations to the 

legislature.16   Overall, the OGWC finds that the state is “on track” to meet its emissions goal in 

large part because the great recession has reduced economic activity.  The GWC concludes that a 

recovering economy means Oregon will not be on track to meet its 2020 and 2050 goals.    

 

 In March 2013, the Oregon Transportation Commission (OTC) accepted the Statewide 

Transportation Strategy (STS), which outlines a series of actions for further consideration to 

                                                           
13 Governor’s Ten-Year Energy Action Plan, December 2012,  
http://www.oregon.gov/energy/pages/ten_year/ten_year_energy_plan.aspx  
14 10-Year Energy Action Plan, December 2012, page 35 
15 The Center for Climate Strategies, 10-Year Energy Action Plan Modeling, Greenhouse Gas Marginal Abatement Cost Curve 
Development and Macroeconomic Foundational Modeling for Oregon, July 2012.   
16 Oregon Global Warming Commission: Report to the Legislature 2013.   
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reduce GHG emissions.   In preparing the STS, ODOT and OTC found that the passenger subsector 

could meet the state’s 75% reduction goal by 2050, but that other transportation subsectors (i.e. 

air and freight movement) would likely be unable to meet the 75% goal.   However, the STS did not 

recommend specific goals or targets for individual subsectors. 

 

 In March 2014, ODOT developed an STS Short-Term Implementation Plan that calls for continued 

support of metropolitan scenario planning and related efforts as a key element of STS 

implementation.   

Implications for Target Rule Update 

While the state has not yet adopted a statewide plan that formally allocates responsibility for meeting 

GHG reduction goals, the state’s commitment to achieving the 2050 GHG reduction goal remains in 

place.   In addition, the state through the STS and the Governor’s 10-Year Energy Action Plan has 

reaffirmed the importance of metropolitan planning efforts to reducing emissions. 

Without additional state-level policy direction about how responsibility for meeting GHG goals will be 

met, it’s unclear whether the share of emissions reduction to be accomplished from light vehicle travel 

in metropolitan areas should be changed.   
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Policies and recommendations in the Statewide Transportation 

Strategy 
 

Review Factor    

“The commission shall consider … Policies and recommendations in the Statewide Transportation 

Strategy adopted by the Oregon Transportation Commission;”   (OAR 660-044-0035(2)(d) 

Background  

SB 1059, which directed LCDC to adopt targets to guide scenario planning by metropolitan areas, also 

directed ODOT and the OTC to prepare a Statewide Transportation Strategy (STS), identifying a set of 

state level actions and policies to support state efforts to meet the state’s greenhouse gas emissions 

goals for the transportation sector.   

In adopting the targets, the commission recognized that a combination of state and local efforts, 

including the Statewide Transportation Strategy, would be needed to reduce greenhouse gas 

emissions: 

(6) Success in meeting the targets will require a combination of local, regional and state 
actions.  State actions include not only improvements in vehicle technology and fuels, but 
also other statewide efforts to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from light vehicle travel. 
These efforts—which are programs and actions to be implemented at the state level—are 
currently under review by the Oregon Department of Transportation as part of its Statewide 
Transportation Strategy to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. As metropolitan areas develop 
scenario plans to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and compare them to the targets in this 
division, it is incumbent that metropolitan areas and the state work as partners, with a shared 
responsibility of determining how local and statewide actions and programs can reach the targets. 
(OAR 660-044-000) 
 

Metropolitan areas use assumptions about statewide policies and programs, such as gas taxes, pay-as-

you-drive insurance and eco-driving, as inputs to their analysis towards meeting GHG reduction 

targets.    

Analysis 

In March 2013, the Oregon Transportation Commission accepted the Statewide Transportation 

Strategy (STS) developed by ODOT.17   The STS identifies a range of policies, programs and actions 

that, if implemented, would result in significant reductions in GHG emissions from the transportation 

sector.    

The STS looks out to 2050 and covers the entire transportation sector.   The STS finds that the 

“passenger” subsector, which included metropolitan light vehicle travel, is likely to meet state’s 

reduction goal, but that air and freight sectors are not likely to reach 75% reduction by 2035. 

The STS also confirms the need for a comprehensive and coordinated set of actions to reduce GHG 

emissions from light vehicle travel in metropolitan areas.   The STS identifies a number of strategies 

that affect metropolitan areas, or that would be implemented in large part through metropolitan 

                                                           
17 http://www.oregon.gov/ODOT/TD/OSTI/Pages/STS.aspx  
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transportation and land use plans.    The key strategies affecting metropolitan area planning are 

summarized in the following table. 

Trajectories for Key STS Strategies  
The STS developed by ODOT identifies a range of land use and transportation strategies that would be 
effective in reducing greenhouse gas emissions from passenger travel.    The STS includes “trajectories” 
that show the rate of implementation of key strategies that would be needed over the next 30-40 years to 
meet the state’s GHG reduction goal.   While adopted metropolitan transportation and land use plans 
would make progress in carrying out each of these strategies, substantial new efforts would be needed in 
most areas, including funding public transit, and increasing bike and pedestrian travel.   

STS Strategies 2010 2035 2050 
Strategy 14 – Urban Growth Boundaries 
Create full-service healthy urban areas to accommodate most expected population growth within existing Urban 
Growth Boundaries (UGB) through infill and redevelopment 

UGB expansion 

 

UGBs expand at 15% rate of population growth 

Strategy 9 – Intracity Transit Growth and Improvements 
Investing in public transportation infrastructure and operations to provide more transportation options and 
help reduce single-occupancy vehicle travel. 

% increase in miles of service per capita over 
2010 

 
-- 

Metro – 100% 
Other MPOs – 

125-600% 

Metro -350% 
Other MPOs – 

 150% - 1000% 
Strategy 10 – Bicycle and Pedestrian Network Growth 
Encourage local trips, totaling twenty miles or less round-trip, to shift from single-occupant vehicle (SOV) to 
bicycling, walking, or other zero emission modes. 

Share of short trips made by walking, cycling Less than 10% 15-30% 30-40% 

Strategy 13 – Compact, Mixed-Use Development 
Promote compact, mixed-use development to reduce travel distances, facilitate use of zero- or low-energy 
modes (e.g., bicycling and walking) and transit, and enhance transportation options. 

% of urban households living in compact, 

mixed use neighborhoods 

20% 30% More than 30% 

Strategy 7 – Transportation Demand Management 
Support and implement technologies and programs that manage demand and make it easier 
for people to choose transportation options. 
% of urban area employees in TDM programs 
% of urban households in TDM programs 

5-20% 
5% 

15-40% 
10-70% 

25-50% 
20-80% 

Strategy 5 – Parking Management 
Promote better management and use of parking in urban areas to support compact, mixed-use development 
and use of other modes, including transit, walking and bicycling. 

% of workers in MPOs that pay for parking 0-15% 5-30% 15-50% 

Strategy 3 - Operations and Technology 
Fully optimize the transportation system through operations and technology, including Intelligent Transportation System 
technology, including incident response, ramp-metering, and coordination of traffic signals. 

% of drivers practicing eco-driving 
% arterial streets with coordinated traffic 
signals 

- 
- 

60% 
- 

70% 
95% 
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While the STS does not direct any specific actions or policies, the ODOT has developed a short-term 
implementation plan18 to consider several of the actions identified in the STS over the next five years.   
One action element of the Short-Term Implementation Plan is a commitment to support scenario 
planning and strategic assessments by metropolitan areas: 

 

 Program #4:   Strategic Assessments and Scenario Planning.    Actions:  Work with 
metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs) and associated jurisdictions on Strategic 
Assessments and scenario planning efforts, providing technical assistance and negotiating 
financial support. 

ODOT will also be preparing a mid-range implementation plan, outlining additional actions to be 

considered between 2017 and 2032.   

Implications for Target Rule Update 

Targets measure the combined effect of state and local policies to reduce greenhouse gas emissions 

from light vehicle travel in metropolitan areas.   The results from the STS and metropolitan scenario 

planning indicate that state policies and actions have a significant effect in reducing emissions and are 

complementary to regional and local actions that encourage reduced driving and increased use of 

alternative modes.    

  

                                                           
18

 http://www.oregon.gov/ODOT/TD/OSTI/docs/STS/AttachA_STS%20Short-Term%20Implementation%20Plan_20140127.pdf  
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Statewide Transportation Strategy  

The Oregon Statewide Transportation Strategy (STS): A 2050 Vision for Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction, was 
accepted by the Oregon Transportation Commission on March 20, 2013. It is a state-level scenario planning effort that 
examines all aspects of the transportation system, including the movement of people and goods, and identifies a 
combination of strategies to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions.  
 
The STS identifies the most effective GHG emissions reduction strategies in transportation systems, vehicle and fuel 
technologies, and urban land use patterns. Beyond reducing GHG emissions, these strategies appear to lead to other 
benefits, including improved health, cleaner air, and a more efficient transportation system. These strategies will serve as 
the best tools available to help meet the state’s GHG reduction goals while supporting other societal goals such as livable 
communities, economic vitality and public health. The STS is neither directive nor regulatory, but rather points to 
promising approaches that should be further considered by policymakers at the state, regional, and local levels. As 
summarized below and illustrated in the following graphic, the STS includes the following three phases:  

 Phase I was the development of the STS document and public outreach. This phase concluded with the OTC's 
acceptance of the STS in March 2013. 

 Phase II includes the development and execution of a series of implementation plans that define what STS 
strategies ODOT will pursue, how, and when. For activities outside the jurisdictional authority of ODOT, other 
agencies and organizations will need to determine their own course forward. Read additional information on 
STS implementation. 

 Phase III is the monitoring and adjustment phase which includes the tracking of progress over time and the 
periodic assessment and modification of the STS. Phase III is anticipated to be an on-going process. 
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Changes in population, metropolitan boundaries, land use and 

development patterns  
 

Review Factor    

“The commission shall consider …. Changes in population growth rates, metropolitan planning area 

boundaries, land use or development patterns in metropolitan planning areas that affect light vehicle 

travel in metropolitan areas;”   (OAR 660-044-0035(2)(f)) 

Background  

Targets are based in part on expected population growth and are set on a per capita basis, 

representing the reduction needed to achieve a level of GHG emissions that is 75% below 1990 levels 

by 2050.   Targets were based on forecasts of state and metropolitan population growth available in 

2011.  Changes to metropolitan area boundaries and development patterns might affect growth of 

emissions in individual metropolitan areas or the ability of metropolitan areas to achieve emissions 

reduction.   

Analysis 

State population growth.   The state population forecast for 2035 has been revised downward.   The 

Agencies’ Technical Report (prepared in 2011) assumed Oregon’s population in 2035 would be 5.9 

million.    In December 2013, the Office of Economic Analysis (OEA) produced a new forecast, which 

indicates state population in 2035 will be 5.5 million, or 400,000 fewer residents than previously 

forecast. 19  OEA forecasts lower growth due to slowing of in-migration to Oregon.   While official 

forecasts have been lowered, there is speculation that  population will grow more rapidly than 

expected because Oregon will be less affected by climate change than other areas of the country.20 

Metropolitan population growth.   Change in metropolitan share of total growth / change in shares of 

individual metropolitan areas.    

New metropolitan areas.    In 2013, two new metropolitan areas were designated within Oregon:  

Albany Area, and Middle Rogue (Grants Pass area).      

Changes to MPO boundaries.   Minor changes in MPO boundaries have been made.  

Metropolitan development patterns.    Outside the Portland metropolitan area, there is limited 

information is available about changes in development patterns within metropolitan areas.      

Implications for Target Rule Update 

Slightly lower population growth forecast for 2035 means slightly less reduction in emissions will be 

needed to meet state GHG reduction goals.  At the same time, MPO transportation plans are now 

looking beyond 2035, many to 2040.   Goals or targets for 2040 have not been set, but would need to 

reflect continued year by year reductions in emissions to keep the state on track to meet its 2050 

goals.   In addition, the commission should decide whether or not to set GHG reduction targets for the 

state’s two new metropolitan areas.  

                                                           
19

 http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OEA/docs/demographic/County_forecast_March_2013.xls 
20

 http://www.oregonlive.com/opinion/index.ssf/2014/09/david_sarasohn_prepare_for_cli.html 
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Other efforts by metropolitan areas to reduce GHG emissions  
 

Review Factor    

“The commission shall consider …. Efforts by local governments in metropolitan areas to reduce 

greenhouse gas emissions from all sources;” (OAR 660-044-0035(2)(g) 

Background  

During the target rulemaking process, local governments and others expressed concern that targets 

for reducing emissions from light vehicle travel were overly prescriptive about reducing auto travel as 

a means to achieve GHG reduction.   Several suggested that the state targets should give local 

governments more flexibility about how to achieve reductions in greenhouse gas emissions, for 

example, through improved energy conservation efforts or better home and building insulation.   This 

factor asks that the commission evaluate whether other efforts by local governments are helping to 

achieve the state’s overall goal to reduce GHG emissions. 

Analysis 

Several local governments have adopted local goals or programs to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.   

 In 2009, the Portland and Multnomah County adopted a Climate Action Plan21.   The plan sets a 

40-year goal and roadmap for reducing community-wide GHG emissions by 80%.   A 2012 

progress report outlines specific actions that the city and county have taken and are considering to 

achieve this goal.  The adopted plan includes objectives for 2030 to reduce VMT per capita by 30% 

from 2008 levels and create neighborhoods where 80-90% of city and county residents can walk 

or bicycle to meet daily needs.  An update of the plan is currently in process.  

 In July 2014, Eugene adopted a Climate Recovery Ordinance (CRO)22.   The ordinance sets a city-

wide 2030 goal of reducing fossil fuel use by 50% below 2010 levels.   The ordinance directs the 

city council to adopt numerical two and five year targets and benchmarks for achieving the goal.   

In addition, city staff is directed to report on progress every two and five years, to assess progress 

and advise the council about the need for additional actions to achieve the benchmarks.   A 

comparison of Eugene’s CRO Goals with the target rules indicates that the CRO goals, which call 

for a 50% reduction in fuel consumption by 2030, is somewhat more ambitious than the 20% 

GHG reduction target.23   

 In Corvallis, a community group - the Corvallis Climate Action Plan Task Force – has developed 

and proposed a Climate Action Plan for adoption by the city.   The draft plan is similar to the 

Eugene plan in that it proposes that the city adopt a goal to reduce fossil fuel use. 

 Several cities have been worked with ODOT and state agencies to install electric vehicle charging 

stations. 

  

                                                           
21

 The Portland and Multnomah County Climate Action Plan website:  https://www.portlandoregon.gov/bps/49989  
22 http://www.eugene-or.gov/archive.aspx?amid=&type=&adid=3237  
23 Josh Roll, Central Lane MPO, “Relating the state GHG reduction target to Eugene Climate Recovery Ordinance”, September 10, 
2014.   Roll concludes meeting GHG targets will reduce fuel use by 43-45% by 2030, short of the city’s 50% reduction goal.   
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Implications for Target Rule Update 

While there have been some notable efforts by local governments in the last several years to 

acknowledge the problem of climate change and to take steps to reduce emissions, these efforts are 

not widespread.   Local efforts like the Portland-Multnomah County Climate Action Plan and Eugene’s 

Climate Recovery Ordinance are encouraging.   For example, the planning and monitoring framework 

established by the CRO, if implemented, would be an effective approach to achieving emission 

reductions at the local level.   

While there continue to be opportunities for local governments to reduce emissions from other 

sectors, it’s not clear at this time that such efforts would replace or reduce the need to reduce 

emissions from the transportation sector.   In addition, the economic analysis that has been done 

indicates that efforts to reduce vehicle emissions are feasible, cost effective and create other important 

benefits for Oregon communities and citizens.   
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Input from local governments and MPOs 
 

Review Factor    

“The commission shall consider …. input from affected local governments and metropolitan planning 

organizations;” (OAR 660-044-0035(2)(h) 

Background  

Targets and the voluntary approach to scenario planning set forth in SB 1059 were developed in close 

coordination with local governments and metropolitan areas.    SB 1059 was drafted in response to a 

2010 report by the MPOGHG Task Force, which included representatives from each of the state’s 

metropolitan areas.   Likewise, Target Rulemaking Advisory Committee (TRAC) included many of the 

same individuals.   Both processes reflect an agreement that strong cooperation between local 

governments and the state is the most appropriate way to make progress: 

Success in meeting the targets will require a combination of local, regional and state actions.  ….As 
metropolitan areas develop scenario plans to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and compare 
them to the targets in this division, it is incumbent that metropolitan areas and the state work as 
partners, with a shared responsibility of determining how local and statewide actions and 
programs can reach the targets.24 

Analysis 

In preparing this report, the department met with and interviewed metropolitan area planning staff, 

and met with the Oregon MPO Consortium.   In addition, the department is providing a draft of this 

report to metropolitan local governments and MPOs to obtain their comments and suggestions about 

whether amendments to the target rules or other actions are warranted.    

 Overall, local governments and MPOs have expressed support for continuation of the state’s 

current voluntary approach to scenario planning.   There is also consensus that a Metro-like 

requirement to adopt and implement a preferred scenario that meets state targets is not 

appropriate.   And, while they favor the voluntary approach metropolitan areas continue to 

express concern about the adequacy of resources provided and available to for metropolitan 

areas for land use and transportation planning.  Some suggested that the state should, in 

addition to supporting voluntary efforts, add financial incentives to encourage metropolitan 

areas to engage in scenario planning and carry out other actions to reduce greenhouse gas 

emissions. 

 

 There is broad agreement that scenario planning is most effective when it evaluates a broad 

range of outcomes, beyond GHG emissions, including public health, air quality, household 

transportation costs, energy use, etc.  Metropolitan areas that have conducted scenario 

planning indicate that the public and decision-makers are much more supportive of efforts to 

reduce GHG emissions when they are able to understand the full range of outcomes and 

benefits to the community.      

 

                                                           
24

 Target Rule, OAR 660-044-0000(6) 
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 The metropolitan areas that have conducted scenario planning indicate that additional work 

should be done to integrate efforts to reduce greenhouse gas emissions into the ongoing 

regional transportation process.   “Mainstreaming” GHG reduction into regional plan updates 

would make efficient use of the limited resources available for metropolitan planning.   

 

 Local governments observe that scenario planning shows that increased funding (especially for 

transit) as well as new and expanded state programs and incentives to promote transportation 

options are needed to achieve GHG emission reduction goals.   MPOs and local governments 

are looking to ODOT and the state to provide leadership on providing needed funding and 

carry out state-level programs and actions that are identified in the State Transportation 

Strategy.   

 

 The metropolitan areas that have conducted scenario planning indicate that there is a need for 

additional planning and state support to translate the high-level strategic recommendations 

from scenario planning, for actions like more transit service, or expanded employer 

transportation incentives, into specific local plans and actions.     

 

 MPOs and local governments are also interested in developing modeling or analysis tools (or 

adapting existing travel or emissions models) to enable them to conduct a more precise 

analysis of GHG outcomes as they update metropolitan transportation plans.     (GreenSTEP 

and RSPM, are strategic models, which have been helpful in identifying an overall approach 

for GHG reduction, but are operate too high a level to be useful for implementation of a 

preferred strategy through transportation system planning.)    

Implications for Target Rule Update 

Because scenario planning is conducted by metropolitan local governments and MPOs, their views 

about various factors used to set targets and guide scenario planning are important.     

Local decision-makers continue to be concerned about new state mandates and adequacy of funding 

to long range metropolitan planning efforts and needed improvements to the transportation system.     
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Land use feasibility and economic studies  
 

Review Factor    

“The commission shall consider …. Land use feasibility and economic studies regarding land use 

densities;” (OAR 660-044-0035(2)(i) 

Background  

During development of the target rules, several stakeholders expressed concern that the higher 

density land use patterns that might be needed to accomplish emission reductions would not be 

economically feasible or practicable, especially in Oregon’s smaller metropolitan areas. 

Analysis 

National Studies 

An increasing number of national studies indicate changing demographics and consumer preferences 

are leading to increased demand for multifamily housing and a preference for more walkable, compact 

mixed use development patterns.    

In 2013, a Federal Reserve report indicated that long-term demographic changes are causing a 

fundamental shift in housing demand in favor of multifamily housing:   

The longer term outlook is especially positive for multifamily construction, reflecting the aging 
of the baby boomers and an associated shift in demand from single-family to multifamily 
housing. By the end of the decade, multifamily construction is likely to peak at a level nearly 
two-thirds higher than its highest annual level during the 1990s and 2000s. Notwithstanding 
renewed growth, the level of single-family construction is likely to remain moderate. By the 
end of the decade, it is likely to peak at a level comparable to what prevailed just prior to the 
housing boom. Thereafter, single-family construction is projected to contract at a moderate 
rate.25 

 
A National Association of Realtors Survey in 2013 found that: 
 

Most Americans now want to live in a walkable neighborhood where they can walk to shops 
and restaurants and parks, and many are willing to give up a large yard to do so. There is also a 
strong interest in having access to public transportation. 

What is most revealing as an indicator of the current state of the real estate market is that the 
walkable community was preferred by recent movers (those who moved in the past three 
years) by 20 points (58% to 38%); and for those who plan to move in the next three years, the 
walkable neighborhood was preferred by an 18 point margin (57% to 39%).26 

In 2014, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) reached similar conclusions:   

Several trends point to a sustained increase in demand for infill development and a market 
opportunity for developers. Consumer preferences for the amenities that infill locations offer 
are likely to grow as changing demographics affect the housing market. In the next 20 years, 

                                                           
25 Jordan Rappaport, The Demographic Shift from Single-Family to Multifamily Housing, Federal Reserve Bank of Kansas City, 
Economic Review, 2013. 
26 Joseph Molinaro, National Association of Realtors 2013 Community Preference Survey.  http://www.realtor.org/reports/nar-
2013-community-preference-survey 
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the needs and preferences of aging baby boomers, new households, and one-person 
households will drive real estate market trends— and infill locations are likely to attract many 
of these people. As more people choose to live in infill neighborhoods, employers are following, 
and vice versa. Many corporations are moving to infill locations, in part because they recognize 
the competitive advantages of being closer to the central city.27 

Oregon Studies 

Studies of changes in development trends and the outlook in Oregon’s metropolitan areas are limited.   

The most detailed work has been done for the Portland metropolitan area by Metro.    

 In September 2014, Metro released its most recent Urban Growth Report28.   The report indicates 

that development over the last six years (from 2007-2012) showed a shift toward more infill, 

multifamily development and higher densities.   Metro reports: 

o  58 percent of the net new residential units built inside the UGB were through 

redevelopment (46 percent) or infill (12 percent) and 42 percent were on vacant land. 

o new residential development was evenly split between multifamily and single-family units 

with a total of 12,398 single-family and 12,133 multifamily residences built 

o The average density of new single-family development was 7.6 units per acre (5,766 square 

foot average lot size) and multifamily development was 41.8 units per acre. 

 

 State Office of Economic Analysis agrees housing demand will shift increasingly in favor of 

multifamily housing:  “Economists and real estate experts agree that a larger share of multifamily 

is to be expected, certainly relative to the single family boom of the 1990s and 2000s. With credit 

availability still tight and a changed perspective on ownership following the bubble, expectations 

are that the higher share of the population in rental units will continue.”29 

 

 The Department of Land Conservation and Development has commissioned an analysis of 

historical land use efficiency in Oregon’s cities in conjunction with the preparation of 

administrative rules to implement the new urban growth boundary amendment process set forth 

in ORS 197A.300 through ORS 197A.320, adopted by the Oregon Legislature in 2013. The analysis 

has been prepared by the University of Oregon Community Service Center. Preliminary results of 

the analysis show that residential densities for single-family residential development in Oregon 

outside of the Portland Metropolitan Region have shown steady increase since 1990. This trend is 

apparent throughout the state, and is especially pronounced in larger cities.  Additional research 

conducted by DLCD staff using decennial census data and building permit information from larger 

cities within the state shows that the percentage of multi-family development  within these cities 

has been increasing as a result of development approved and built during the 2000 to 2013 period. 

One of the goals of the rules to be adopted to implement the new urban growth laws codified at 

ORS 197A.300 through ORS 197A.320 is to continue these trends toward greater efficiency of new 

residential development within the state.  

 

                                                           
27

 Smart Growth and Economic Success, EPA Office of Sustainable Communities, Febuary 2014, p i.   
28 Metro, 2014 Urban Growth Report, Revised Draft, September 2014, http://www.oregonmetro.gov/sites/default/files/2014-
urban-growth-report-Revised-Draft-FINAL.pdf  
29 Josh Lerner, Office of Economic Analysis, “Portland Housing Outlook”, Oregon Economic News, November 6, 2014.  
http://oregoneconomicanalysis.com/2014/11/06/portland-housing-pt-4-outlook/  
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Implications for Target Rule Update 

The STS and scenario planning work done by Metro and Central Lane show that compact, mixed use 

development patterns are an important element of an overall strategy to reduce emissions.   National 

studies indicate that market trends are supportive of increased densities and walkable mixed use 

development.   Detailed study in Oregon is limited to the Portland metropolitan area, but that result is 

positive, indicating that higher density, mixed use development is increasingly economically feasible.   

Much less data is available for Oregon’s other metropolitan areas, although each area can point to 

individual mixed use developments in downtowns and town centers.      
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State support for scenario planning and public engagement  
 

Review Factor    

“The commission shall consider …. State funding and support for scenario planning and public 

engagement;”  (OAR 660-044-0035(2)(j) 

Background  

In developing the target rules, the commission recognized that without additional state funding from 

metropolitan areas would lack resources needed to conduct scenario planning.    HB 2001 and SB 1059 

committed the state to provide funding to support scenario planning work by the Portland and 

Eugene-Springfield metropolitan areas, and to support voluntary efforts by other metropolitan areas.    

Analysis 

ODOT and DLCD through the Oregon Sustainable Transportation Initiative (OSTI), have provided 

financial and technical assistance to metropolitan areas to support scenario planning. 

Technical Support 

ODOT has developed modeling tools to help metropolitan areas estimate greenhouse gas emission 

reductions and other important outcomes, such as transportation and energy costs for households and 

public health impacts.    This includes the state-level GreenSTEP model, and a newer version, the 

Regional Strategic Planning Model (RSPM)30 designed for use by metropolitan areas.   Both models 

are designed to evaluate high level combinations of policies and actions aimed at reducing greenhouse 

gas emissions. 

Support for Public Engagement 

ODOT has provided funds to Metro and Central Lane to conduct public outreach as part their scenario 

planning work.   Metro’s work included a broad range of public involvement efforts over a four year 

period, including polling, on-line surveys, workshops and focus groups as well as more than 70 public 

meetings to develop and review its proposed scenario.    Central Lane’s two-year public outreach 

process has included public meetings, a telephone survey, stakeholder workshops and development of 

an online scenario feedback tool called “Future Builder.” 

In addition, ODOT has prepared a GHG Communications Best Practices guide31 to help local 

jurisdictions and MPOs frame conversations about GHG reduction in ways that resonate with people. 

Support for Scenario Planning and Strategic Assessments 

 As provided in HB 2001, ODOT – has provided substantial funding support for Metro’s 

Climate Smart Communities Scenario project and Central Lane’s scenario planning.  ODOT 

has also provided funding for a “strategic assessments” in Corvallis (completed in July 2014) 

and in the Rogue Valley (now getting underway.)    

                                                           
30 Regional Strategic Planning Model, 
http://www.oregon.gov/ODOT/TD/OSTI/Pages/tools.aspx#Regional_Strategic_Planning_Model  
31 http://www.oregon.gov/ODOT/TD/OSTI/docs/Media/Primer6.pdf  
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 In 2012, ODOT and DLCD, working together through the Oregon Sustainable Transportation 

Initiative (OSTI) produced Scenario Planning Guidelines32 and an online GHG Emissions 

Reduction toolkit33.    

 In reports to the 2013 and 2014 Legislatures, ODOT has expressed its continued commitment 

to provide funding to metropolitan areas to support voluntary scenario planning.   In February 

2014, through the Short-Term Implementation Plan for the STS, ODOT committed to provide 

continued support for strategic assessments and scenario planning over the next five years 

(2014-2019).   The Short-Term Implementation Plan commits ODOT to work with 

metropolitan areas and negotiate financial support on a case by case basis.   

 

Program #4:   Strategic Assessments and Scenario Planning  

ODOT STS, Short Term Implementation Plan, February 2014   
Actions Work with metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs) and associated 

jurisdictions on Strategic Assessments and scenario planning efforts, 
providing technical assistance and negotiating financial support.  
 

 

Level of Effort   
Moderate to High. Although the level of technical expertise of each MPO 
varies, the amount of support needed from ODOT for individual assessments 
is generally low. If all four MPOs (Corvallis, Bend, Salem-Keizer, and Rogue 
Valley) simultaneously request to engage in this process, the level of effort 
increases.  

ODOT evaluates requests for funding on a case-by-case basis and must 
consider available resources at the time of the request and will negotiate 
funding levels with each MPO. Funds support MPO data gathering and 
reporting.  

ODOT commits technical staff resources (as available) to run the analysis and 
produce results (approximately one-quarter of one position for a six month 
period for each Strategic Assessment). DLCD helps with data collection and 
reporting from their budget.  

If an area is interested in full-scale scenario planning ODOT will evaluate the 
amount of support available and negotiate accordingly. The level of effort for 
ODOT would be high with any full-scale scenario planning project, including 
significant staff and financial resources.  

 

Implications for Target Rule Update 

State funding and support have been and continue to be essential to enabling metropolitan areas to 

conduct scenario planning.   Metropolitan areas are fully subscribed with work needed to meet other 

federal and state planning requirements.   Since scenario planning is voluntary, without state support, 

local efforts to engage in or pursue scenario planning are likely to be limited.    

                                                           
32 Scenario Planning Guidelines, http://www.oregon.gov/ODOT/TD/OSTI/Pages/Scenarios.aspx  
33 GHG Reduction Toolkit, http://www.oregon.gov/ODOT/TD/OSTI/Pages/Scenarios.aspx  
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Light vehicle travel from outside metropolitan areas  
 

Review Factor    

“The commission shall consider …. The share of light vehicle travel within a metropolitan area not 

attributable to residents of that area;” (OAR 660-044-0035(2)(k) 

Background  

HB 2001 and SB 1059 directed that targets address emissions 

from “light vehicle travel in metropolitan areas”.    This includes 

travel that begins and ends within metropolitan areas, as well as 

“external trips” (i.e. trips that either pass through the 

metropolitan area or begin or end outside of the metropolitan 

area).   Metropolitan areas have expressed concern that they have 

little ability to affect external trips, and asked that the 

commission consider this issue further as it evaluates the target 

rules.   Detailed information about external travel was not 

available at the time targets were set, but the issue was expected 

to be evaluated in subsequent efforts, including by ODOT as part 

of the Statewide Transportation Strategy.   

Analysis 

There is little new information available about external travel patterns near metropolitan areas.    

ODOT reports that it did not conduct additional study of external travel as part of its modeling for the 

Statewide Transportation Strategy. 

Metro Urban Growth Report estimates that Metro’s “capture rate” – the percentage of housing in the 

seven county area that includes Metro will occur within Metro’s UGB – will decline slightly for single 

family homes and increase slightly for multi-family homes.   “The forecast distribution indicates 4% 

decrease in the total number of single-family units captured by local governments inside the UGB 

(from 68% in 2010 to 64% in 2035, and a slight (1%) increase in the number of multifamily units 

captured by local governments inside the UGB (from 83% in 2010 to 84% in 2035.” 34   

Scenario planning has not produced more detailed information.   Models developed by ODOT to 

support metropolitan planning (GreenSTEP, RSPM) estimate travel by metropolitan area households.   

Non-metropolitan travel is estimated “off model” by factoring growth of non-metropolitan households 

based on current trends using traffic count information.   

ODOT has suggested that the commission may want to consider changing the targets to apply to what 

its models are designed to measure – travel by metropolitan households.    In addition, metropolitan 

areas with high levels of external trips – such as the Salem-Keizer area – remain concerned that 

targets that include external trips will make it more difficult for them to meet targets than areas with 

lower rates of external travel.   

  

                                                           
34

 Metro, Staff Report to Ordinance 12-1292, November 2012, p.5 

Targets are for emissions from “light vehicle 

travel in metropolitan areas”.   This includes 

trips made within metropolitan areas as well 

as that portion of “through” trips and trips to 

or from nearby areas that occurs within a 

metropolitan area. 
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Implications for Target Rule Update 

Estimating the amount of metropolitan GHG emissions that come from external travel remains a 

perplexing but important issue.  

Emissions from external travel are important because metropolitan travel patterns clearly extend 

beyond metropolitan area boundaries.   While metropolitan areas have limited ability to affect 

external travel, metropolitan area policies do have some effect.   For example, it is important to 

understand whether metropolitan efforts to reduce GHG emissions might push development to 

outlying areas or increase travel to and from outlying areas. 

The factoring approach used to estimating travel by non-metropolitan households appears to work 

reasonably well.   Nonetheless, the scenario planning work that has been done to date has provided 

little new information about the effect of external travel on metropolitan area GHG emissions.   

Without better information, it is unclear how the targets should be changed.        

Additional studies or analysis to evaluate how GHG emission outcomes differ for external and internal 

travel would be helpful.     
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Strategic Assessment of 
Transportation and Land Use 

Plans and Policies  
Frequently Asked Questions 

What is a strategic assessment? 
A strategic assessment evaluates the region’s adopted plans and policies, 
assesses how far those plans help the region reach its goals over the next 20 
years, and identifies alternative paths to achieving those goals. It also identifies 
the value of state-led actions such as newer clean vehicles and fuels. Largely a 
technical exercise, the assessment provides information that can help inform 
decisions about the future, helping communities to understand where the 
current path will take us and what options exist for the region. This can inform 
plan updates and general decision-making. Additional work may be desired to 
help answer specific policy questions or to evaluate scenarios to formulate a 
vision for the region. If additional work is desired, support for scenario 
planning or additional analysis may be provided. You can view a short video 
about strategic assessments at 
http://www.oregon.gov/ODOT/TD/OSTI/Pages/scenario_planning.aspx. 
 
The purpose of the strategic assessment is to estimate travel and emissions likely to result if adopted 
plans are implemented and current trends continue. The assessment can provide information about: 

• Household travel costs 
• Transportation and energy costs 
• Air quality 
• Mixed-use development 
• Health impacts 

• Vehicle miles traveled 
• Travel delay 
• Fuel consumed 
• Walk trips and bike miles  
• GHG emissions  

How does it work? 
A strategic assessment uses the Regional Strategic Planning Model (RSPM) to estimate future 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and other outcomes based on state and local conditions. ODOT and 
DLCD staff work with MPO and local government staff to gather the data needed to develop the 
model inputs, and ODOT staff run the model. ODOT and DLCD staff then work with the MPO staff 
to develop a report of the model outputs. The report also includes possible next steps for the region.  

Why should our region conduct a strategic assessment of our plans? 
The results of a strategic assessment can help the region determine whether current plans and trends 
are achieving the outcomes the region wants to see, and identify potential actions to better meet the 
region’s goals. The results of the assessment can also help local governments better understand issues 
and quantify the effect of adopted policies as they review and update the area’s transportation plans 
and make investment decisions. It can also bolster collaboration on policies such as transit, parking, 
and state-led actions such as implementation of pay-as-you-drive insurance, by quantifying the value 
of such policies. The effort can inform the public of new policies and the tradeoffs of alternative 
paths to meet regional goals. In addition, the information provided in the assessment is intended to 
help local officials decide whether to pursue a more comprehensive analysis of land use and 
transportation options through formal scenario planning.  

http://www.oregon.gov/ODOT/TD/OSTI/Pages/scenario_planning.aspx�


Attachment #4 
(Agenda Item 6) 

How will the results of a strategic assessment be used? 
It is entirely up to the region and individual jurisdictions how the information is used. A strategic 
assessment can inform planning efforts and general decision-making and can be further expanded 
upon to develop a detailed vision and even performance measures of interest to the area. It is 
important to note that conducting a strategic assessment does not obligate a region to conduct 
scenario planning nor to make any changes to current plans. 

What is RSPM? 
The Regional Strategic Planning Model (RSPM), a regional-level version of the award-winning 
GreenSTEP model, is a model ODOT has developed specifically for planning in metropolitan areas. 
The RSPM allows smaller geographic areas to quantify the potential future effects of existing or new 
policies. These might include various transportation and land use strategies to meet state GHG 
reduction targets and other regional goals. The RSPM models the households in the metropolitan 
planning area, and assigns specific attributes and land use characteristics to each household to 
determine their travel and emissions. This modeling tool is strategic, in that it supports analysis 
when there are a number of unknowns about the future. RSPM is a valuable new addition to the 
region’s planning toolbox. It can help a region understand future trends and identify policy actions to 
reach local goals. Traditional models, such as urban travel demand models, can be used to help 
implement the regional vision and specific policy actions identified by the RSPM analysis. 

How long does a strategic assessment take to complete? 
The timeline for a strategic assessment can vary from region to region, but because a strategic 
assessment is primarily a technical exercise based on adopted plans, it can generally be completed 
within about six months.   

How much staff time is required to complete a strategic assessment? 
The amount of staff time required on the part of the MPO is relatively small, mainly to coordinate 
with local jurisdictions and with ODOT and DLCD staff on information-gathering efforts for RSPM 
inputs. The time and effort required on the part of the local government staff could vary depending 
on the level of interest and desired involvement by the local governments.  

Is there funding available to help our region complete an assessment? 
Yes, funding is available from ODOT through an intergovernmental agreement to offset MPO staff 
time costs for the strategic assessment effort. In addition, technical assistance from ODOT and 
DLCD is provided at no cost to the MPO. Dedicated funding is available for this work through the 
end of the biennium.   
 
More questions? Contact us! 
Scott Turnoy 
Oregon Department of Transportation 
scott.turnoy@odot.state.or.us  
503-986-6576 

Bob Cortright 
Oregon Department of Land Conservation & Development 
rcortright@dlcd.state.or.us  
503-934-0020 
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