AGENDA
Rogue Valley Metropolitan Planning Organization

Policy Committee

Date: Tuesday, October 25, 2016

Time: 2:00 p.m.

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

Phone : Ryan MacLaren, RVCOG, 541-423-1338

RVMPO website : www.rvmpo.org

1. Call to Order/Introductions/ReView AgeNnda ...........cccererieiieninin e Mike Quilty, Chair
2. Review/Approve Minutes (AttaChment #1)........ccooiveriiiieiiieii e enes Chair
3. Public Comment, Items not on the AZENda ..........cocuereiiiiieiiiie e e Chair

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

Public Hearing:
e Chair will read public hearing procedures

4. Transportation Improvement Program (T1P) & Regional Plan Amendments............ Ryan MacLaren

Background: The Policy Committee will hold a public hearing to review and consider adoption of
the following amendments to the 2015-2018 Transportation Improvement Program
and the 2013-2038 Regional Transportation Plan:

e 1-5: Medford Viaduct Protective Right of Way Purchase

Attachment: #2 — Memo, RTP / TIP Amendments

Action Requested: ~ Approve Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) / TIP amendments.

Discussion Items:
5. Project Evaluation Criteria and Ranking Process for STBG and CMAQ Funds................. Dan Moore

Background: The project solicitation process for the 2019-2021 Surface Transportation Block Grant
(STBG) and Congestion Mitigation Air Quality (CMAQ) program funds is currently
underway with December 2 being the deadline for jurisdictions to submit their project
applications. Per the request of the Policy Committee at their September 2016 meeting,
this agenda item will provide a review of how project applications are evaluated and
weighted by staff, prior to Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) project funding
recommendation to the Policy Committee.
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Attachments: #3 — Memo, CMAQ Emissions Benefits Analysis (example)
Action Requested: None — discussion item
6. RVMPO Planning UPALE..........coouiiiiiiiieiieiieie ettt sneenne s Dan Moore

e Update on Advisory Committee on Metropolitan Transportation Planning and Greenhouse Gas
Reduction Targets (memo attached).

7. PUDIIC COMMEBNT ... Chair

8. Other BUSINESS / LOCAI BUSINESS .......ccviiiiiiiiisiesii sttt sb bbbt Chair
Opportunity for RVMPO member jurisdictions to talk about transportation planning projects.

ST o | 1010 ] =T o SR Chair
The next M PO P olicy Committee me eting i s s cheduled for T uesday, November 22 at2: 00 p.m. inthe
Jefferson Conference Room, RVCOG, Central Point.

e The next MPO PAC meeting is sc heduled for Tuesday, November 15 at 5:30 p.m. in
the Jefferson Conference Room, RVCOG, Central Point.

e The next MPO TAC meeting is scheduled for Wednesday, November 9 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 RVCOG, 541-664-6674. 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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ROGUE VALLEY MPO POLICY COMMITTEE

SUMMARY MINUTES

SEPTEMBER 27, 2016

The following attended:
MPO Policy Committee

Member

Art Anderson
Colleen Roberts
Darby Strickler
Rich Rosenthal
Ruth Jenks
Mike Zarosinski

Tonia Moro

Staff
Dan Moore

Bunny Lincoln

Others Present -
Name

Alex Georgevitch
John Vial

Mike Baker

Organization
ODOT

Jackson County
City of Talent

City of Ashland
City of Eagle Point
City of Medford

RVTD

Organization
RVCOG

RVCOG

Organization
City of Medford

Jackson County

ODOT

Phone

774-6353

941-1494

Phone

423-1361

944-2446

Phone

774-2114

ROGUE VALLEY COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION — POLICY COMMITTEE
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1. Call to Order / Introductions/ Review Agenda -
In the a bsence of t he Chair and V ice C hair, Art A nderson called th e me eting to o rder at
2:00:p.m. The Committee began with introductions.

2. Review / Approve Minutes -
Dan Moore passed out copies of the Application Packet for STBG and CMAQ Projects.

The Chairman asked if there were any additions or corrections to the previous meeting minutes.

On a motion by Rich Rosenthal, seconded by Tonia the minutes the previous meeting were
approved as presented. Art Anderson abstained.

3. Public Comment -
None.

Public Hearing:
Mr. Anderson read the procedure for the public hearing.

2015-2018 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) & 2013-2038 Regional
Transportation Plan Amendments (RVTD sponsored)

Dan Moore presented the September 20, 2016 memo, explaining that the Policy C ommittee is
being asked t o consider a pproval of t he f ollowing a mendments to t he 2013 -2038 R egional
Transportation P lan and 2015-2018 T ransportation Improvement P rogram. T he 21 -day public
comment period and public hearing were advertised in the Medford Tribune, and information has
been av ailable on the R VMPO w ebsite since that date. The R VMPO T AC has recommended
approval of the amendments.

The amendments include:

A. Amendment to RTP & TIP: RVTD-5339 Bus & Facilities Program-Small Urban
(15-17) KN 19954

Description: Bus replacement for small urban public transit service.

FFY: 2016

Federal Funds: $ 852,435  Match: $ 97,565 (State) Total: $ 950,000

Total All Sources: $ 950,000

B. Amendment to RTP & TIP: RVTD-5310 FTA Enhanced Mobility Program (2016)
Description: Mobility management, purchase service. Designed to assist veterans
achieve more mobility.

FFY: 2016

Federal Funds: $ 401,786  Match: § 50,223 (State) $50,223 (RVTD)

Total: $ 502,232

Total All Sources: $ 502,232

The Chair opened the public hearing

In support: None received

ROGUE VALLEY COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 2
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In opposition: None received
The Chair closed the public testimony.

On a motion by Tonia Moro, seconded by Darby Strickler, the Amendments to RTP &
TIP: RVTD-5339 Bus & Facilities Program-Small Urban (15-17) KN 19954, and the RVTD-5310
FTA Enhanced Mobility Program (2016 were unanimously approved by voice vote.

Action ltems:

5. Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP) Amendments

Dan M oore e xplained that the UPWP budg et ne eds to be amended to reflect changes in the
amounts of FHWA and FTA 5303 planning funds allocated to the MPO. FHWA planning funds
for the R VMPO need to be reduced $43,537 from $465,431 t 0 $421,894. FTA 5303 pl anning
funds need to be reduced $850 from $84,588 to $83,738. Combined, FTA 5303 and FHWA fund
reductions for the RVMPO total $44,387. The reason for the reductions in funding is that ODOT
revised the funding estimates without notifying the RVMPO until after the UPWP was adopted
and the IGA sent for signature.

The RVMPO was inadvertently left off of a February, 2016 email notification from ODOT that
went out to the Oregon MPOs with the changes to MPO funding allocations. A total of $44,387
needs to be deducted from some of the current UPWP work tasks to balance the budget.

A list of proposed deductions was shared with the TAC. In order to accommodate the reductions,
some staff hours were reallocated to other projects (i.e., RVTD Transit Plan, Rogue River TSP
and Gold Hill LSNP). Most UPWP tasks have contingency funds built into the budget that can
be used, if necessary, on the task budgets below that are being reduced. There is approximately
$27,000 in contingency funds available. The original and revised budget sheets are attached to
this memo. The proposed deductions will not affect the MPQO’s ability to complete the work tasks
identified for reductions. If the MPO had the correct funding amounts to begin with, the work
task budgets below would have been proposed for the FY2017 UPWP.

The T AC voted una nimously vot ed to recommend P olicy C ommittee a pproval of the UPWP
changes.

Proposed UPWP Amendments:
1. Under Task 2.0 Short Range Planning, Subtask 2.1 T IP A ctivities; deduct $8,537 in FHWA
planning funds.

Subtask 2.1 Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP); Annual Projects
Listing

Work Task Budget: $92,787-$82,250

FHWA MPO Planning Funds $82;37% $73,834
FTA 5303 Metropolitan Planning Funds, $8,000
RVMPO Dues, $1,500

In-Kind Match, $916

ROGUE VALLEY COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 3
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2. Under Task 2.0 Short Range Planning, Subtask 2.2 A ir Quality Conformity; deduct $6,000 in
FHWA Planning funds.

Subtask 2.2 Air Quality Conformity/SIP Implementation
Work Task Budget: $29,687 $23,687

FHWA MPO Planning Funds, $23;000 $17,000

FTA 5303 Metropolitan Planning Funds, $6,000
RVMPO Dues, $0

In-Kind Match, $687

3. Under Task 2.0 S hort Range Planning, Subtask 2.3 Local Jurisdiction Technical A ssistance;
deduct $2,000 in FHWA planning funds.

Subtask 2.3 Local Jurisdiction Technical Assistance (state Transportation System
Plan/Other)

Work Task Budget: $5,229-$3,229

FHWA MPO Planning Funds, $3,000 $1,000

FTA 5303 Metropolitan Planning Funds, $2,000

In-Kind Match, $229

4. Under Task 3.0 Long R ange P lanning, S ubtask 3.2 R TP I mplementation/Safety, R egional
Problem Solving integration; deduct $2,000 in FHWA planning funds.

Subtask 3.2 2013 - 2038 RTP Implementation/Safety, Regional Problem Solving
Integration

Work Task Budget: $14;416 $12,416

FHWA MPO Planning Funds, $4,006-$2,000

FTA 5303 Metropolitan Planning Funds, $8,000

MPO Dues, $1,500

In-Kind Match, $916

5. Under Task 3.0 Long Range Planning, Subtask 3.3 R TP Update; deduct $20,000 in FHWA
planning funds and $850 in FTA 5303 planning funds.

Subtask 3.3 2017-2042 RTP Development and Adoption
Work Task Budget: $142,251-$121,304

FHWA MPO Planning Funds, $82,060 $62,060

FTA 5303 Metropolitan Planning Funds, $16,267 $15,417
RVMPO Dues, $1,494

In-Kind Match, $1,862 $1,765

Region 3 Planning Funds, $40,568

Mr. Moore also explained the automatic, formulaic matching funds reductions. The cuts will not
create ad verse impacts on the various projects. The MPO traditionally has a contingency fund
that carries over from year to year, but it is not expected that this will be needed to cover this
change in funding dollars.

On a motion by Ruth Jenks, seconded by Colleen Roberts, the Unified Planning Work

ROGUE VALLEY COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 4
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Program (UPWP) Amendments were approved by the Policy Committee on a unanimous

vote.

6.

RVMPO Planning Update -

The P roject F unding A pplications (FFY 2019 — 2021) were p resented t o t he P olicy
Committee. The MPO can move forward with applications for CMAQ funded projects,
with the caveat that the available amounts may change. CMAQ funding levels shown are
the reduced amount provided by ODOT in April. Projects are projected with inclusion of
Salem and Eugene. Half of the STBG funds go to RVTD. The TAC did not want to wait
until O DOT decided on funding formulas, and that the risk (that funding levels might
change) w as worth taking. Dec. 2 " is the de adline for applications. The e valuation
measures were included in the packets. Project evaluations will be made on a n umber
system, with Staff reviewing all the applications. The TAC will make recommendations
to the P olicy C ommittee, with presentations also being made to the C ommittee b efore
final d ecisions ar em ade. O DOT m anagementan dt he O TCa ret akingt he
comments/objections m ade on be half of M etro and the s outhern Oregon MPOs on the
inclusion of Salem and Eugene in the current CMAQ funding pool. All CMAQ funded
projects are subject to air quality review.

Staff will go over the Funding Application scoring protocols at the next meeting.

The new manager will begin his job on October 31,

The RTP update is moving forward. A ir Quality Conformity analysis is underway now,
and Staff is currently addressing

Alternative Measures are under review.

The Oregon Metro Planning Consortium is meeting on October 7", The local MPOs will
be represented.

The Greenhouse Gas Advisory Committee will meet on Oct 4™,

7. Public Comment
None received.

8. Other Business / Local Business

Tonia Moro spoke about the new RVTD routes.

9. Adjournment
The meeting was adjourned at 2:48 p.m.

Scheduled Meetings:

RVMPO PAC Tuesday, Nov. 15th @ 5:50 pm
RVMPO TAC Wednesday, Oct. 12th @ 1:30 pm
RVMPO Policy Tuesday, Oct. 25th @ 2:00 pm

ROGUE VALLEY COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 5
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Regional Transportation Planning

Ashland ¢ Central Point « Eagle Point » Jacksonville » Medford ¢ Phoenix sTalent « White City
Jackson County « Rogue Valley Transportation District « Oregon Department of Transportation

October 18, 2016

RVMPO Policy Committee

Ryan MacLaren, Associate Planner
RTP/TIP Amendments

The Policy Committee is being asked to consider approval of the following amendment to the 2013-2038 Regional Transportation Plan and

2015-2018 Transportation Improvement Program.

The 21-day public comment period and public hearing were advertised on October 5™ in the Medford Tribune, and information has been
available on the RVMPO website since that date. The RVMPO TAC has recommended approval of the amendment listed. Information on the

project(s) is listed, below:

A. Amendment to RTP & TIP: 1-5: Medford Viaduct Protective Right of Way Purchase

Description:

This property is currently bare ground. The owner is preparing to construct a large multi- story apartment building off of Almond Street
within very close proximity to the existing bridge structure. It is likely that at a minimum, ODOT will widen the structure to add shoulders, although

additional widening could also occur. Even the most minimal widening will require acquisition of this property. Early acquisition is desired so the
Department will not have to remove a new building and relocate numerous tenants at a substantially increased cost. The Department has already reached
out to the developer and city official.

. . . RTP Project| . ) Federal Federal Required Match Other
Project Name |Project Description Air Quality Status Key # [Federal Fiscal Year Phase Total Fed+Req Match Total All Sources
Number $ Source $ | Source Source
ODOT
Planning
Design $ - $ - $ -
|5 Medford X Acquisition of vacant 20045 Land Purchase | $ 897,300 [STP-FLX $ 102,700 ODOT $ 1,000,000 $ 1,000,000
Viaduct Protective Exempt - Table 2, —
. property for 920 Utility Relocate
Right of Way rotective ROW I-5 Safety i
Purchase P Construction $ $ y
Other $ - $ B
Total FFY 15-18 $ 897,300 $ 102,700 $ 1,000,000 $ 1,000,000
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Rogue Valley

= 1 Metropolitan Planning Organization
_ a Regional Transportation Planning
- A
Ashland « Central Point » Eagle Point « Jacksonville « Medford + Phoenix *Talent « White City
Jackson County « Rogue Valley Transportation District « Oregon Department of Transportation
DATE: October 10, 2016
TO: RVMPO Policy Committee
FROM: Dan Moore, AICP, Planning Program Manager

SUBJECT:  Project Evaluation Criteria and Ranking Process for STBG and CMAQ Funds

The project solicitation process for the 2019-2021 Surface Transportation Block Grant (STBG)
and Congestion Mitigation Air Quality (CMAQ) program funds is currently underway with
December 2 being the deadline for jurisdictions to submit their project applications. Per the
request of the Policy Committee at their September 2016 meeting, this agenda item will provide
a review of how project applications are evaluated and weighted by staff, prior to Technical
Advisory Committee (TAC) project funding recommendation to the Policy Committee.

RVMPO Evaluation Measures, Project Funding Criteria Table

The table on the following page provides the evaluation criteria used by applicants and staff in
the project submittal and review process. The criteria are directly related to national, MPO, and
Regional Transportation Plan goals and requirements. In the project application, the applicant
provides information for each applicable criteria using the “How Measured” section of the table.

Project Evaluation Scoring Sheet
Utilizing the information provided by the applicant as to how elements of the project support
established criteria, staff completes the Project Evaluation Scoring Sheet. This is done by

applying a “Low”, “Medium”, “High” score/weight for how well each criteria is fulfilled using
both best judgement (subjective) and data driven results. A grey-colored table is provided on the
scoring sheet that outlines specific calculations and data to be used for certain criteria.

Additionally, for projects seeking CMAQ funding, the blue “CMAQ Qualification” table is
completed by staff to determine how well each project may benefit air quality. This is done by
using information provided by the applicant and calculations approved by ODOT to determine
various benefits such as the projects expected reduction in carbon monoxide per year, for the
lifetime of the project, and a cost/benefit ratio (dollar invested per kg reduced).

TAC Recommendation to Policy Committee for Funding Projects

Staff presents the completed evaluation scoring sheet to the TAC in the form of a . The TAC
does an in-depth review of the results and uses the completed scoring spreadsheet as a tool to
inform their project funding recommendation to the Policy Committee.
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RVMPO Project Evaluation, 2019 - 2021 |
CMAQ Qualification
Mobility C Vitality/Livability Transporation Options Resource Conservation C PMy, (RVMPO CMAQ' Pr_"gra"‘
Amount Functional VMT Reduction CMAQ $ A o = Priorty
App # Agency Project Name/Description Total Cost Under- | Housing . Total | Mitigate Increase . Total ")
Requested Class Congest | Connec- Total - " Freight Total Encourage " > AQ GHG Reduct o . Lifespan Leverage Total
safety | o uct | tiity | FServed (D) | iy | Served | @Transit | Mixed Use @ | wiiblity | OVREU | i Vode Bike Ped Transpo | Enviro |, o e) © NewTech| Facility ) ) Efficency | o (®) | (Federal share) | RESOUree g Reduct X|  $/Reduct \gReduct X|  $/Reduct o || G
sered | @ranat ot | ifespan | Miles/¥r (7) | Grant$/Mile Conservtn kgReduct/yr | $/kg | on T Lifespan [ & Reduet/yr */ke lifespan | Lifespan || Retrofit | Reduction

Pop: Emp:
. w e | g 0 0 #DIV/0! #DIvV/0!| 0

Pop: Emp:
, p: o | 0 0 0 #DIV/0! #DIV/O!| O

Pop: Emp:
. w e | g 0 0 #DIV/0! #DIV/0!| 0O

Pop: Emp:
\ p: o | o 0 0 #DIV/0! #DIV/O!| O

Pop: Emp:
. w e | g 0 0 #DIV/0! #DIvV/0!| 0

Pop: Emp:
] p: o | 0 0 0 #DIV/0! #DIV/O!| O

0 = No identifiable link to criteria

1 = Low, Does little to fulfill criteria

2 = Medium, contributes to criteria
3= High Strongly supports criteria

1. RVMPO TAZ Data: w/in 1/2-mile of improvement

2. Based on Transportation Needs Assessment for Tradtionally Underserved Populations and Title VI & Env. Justice Plan
1 = Minor population impact, investment located within Title VI & EJ Plan mapped population area

2= ion impact, i located within/all an Area of Concern (in Needs Assessment)
3 = Significant population impact, project addresses identified need in Needs Assessment

3. RVTD pop., employment from Land Use Conditions Summary, RVTD District Boundary Assessment, Spring 2011

4. Assumes one truck/day @ each station (21*365); Trucks stop for 10 hrs. rest

5. Air Quality --Benefit considers: Emission reductions beyond those identified in CMAQ analysis; Cost effectivenes of air quality improvement
(based on VMT reduction and population served); and Overall results of CMAQ analysis

6. Greenhouse Gas Reduction -- Benefit considers: Support for efficient urban form (downtowns and activity centers, compact and mixed-use
development, transportation options); Reduced combustion vehicle use; and Shift to lower-carbon fuel. Scoring as follows:

1= Addresses one of three category criteria
2 = Addresses two of three category criteria
3 = Addresses all three category criteria

7. VMT reduction per TPR allowance of 10% VMT reduction for adding sidewalks and bike facilities in Activity Centers; assumed 5% VMT reduction in
all other locations. Annual VMT Reduction = daily VMT reduction (Less ADT*TripDistance)*365.

Note: If benefit is less than 1 kg, the cost over the lifespan is equal to the $ amount requested
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ROGUE VALLEY METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION
REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLANNING

Ashland « Central Point « Eagle Point « Jacksonville « Medford » Phoenix sTalent « White City
Jackson County # Rogue Valley Transportation District » Oregon Department of Transportation

CMAQ Project Analysis

Project Name: E. Nevada Street Extension
Applicant: City of Ashland
Date of Analysis: January 31, 2014

Project Description

The E. Nevada St. extension project involves construction of a new 0.12 mile paved roadway,
including a bridge, which links the existing terminus of E. Nevada St. and N. Mountain Ave.,
providing balance and mobility to the transportation system. Nevada St. is classified as an
avenue in the City’s Transportation System Plan. The project provides an additional route for
local and regional multimodal east-west travel. The new project will include bicycle lanes,
sidewalks, parkrow, providing connectivity to the Bear Creek Greenway and allow for a future
transit route.

Analysis

Implementation of this project will impact PM( emissions based on assuming a trip distance
reduction and a mode shift. The analysis will examine reductions in PM;,. PM10 emission
factors for paved roadways are derived from the RVMPO Air Quality Conformity Determination
(AQCD) for the 2013 — 2038 RTP.

Assumptions used in this analysis:

1. Volume (ADT) = 2,977 (based on 10/16/2013 TPAU analysis, predicted Peak Volume =
13% of ADT)

2. Trip Distance Reduction (miles) = 1.5 (estimated trip distance reduced: N. Mountain Avenue,

E. Nevada Street to Siskiyou Boulevard)

Project Length (miles) = .12

Trip Length (miles) = 5.4 (average vehicle trip length in RVMPO)

Paved Road PM( Production Rate = 0.00069 kg/mile (RVMPO AQCD, Hi ADT)

Days of use = 365

AN

PMjig Analysis
Daily Paved Road PM |, Production = (Project Length*0.00069*ADT) = .2465 kg
VMT Reduction #1 = (ADT*Trip Distance Reduction) = (2,977 x 1.5) = 4,465.5
VMT Reduction #2 = (ADT*5% bike/ped mode shift reduction*Trip Length) = 148.85
Daily PM o Reduction = ((VMT Reduction #1 + #2)*0.00069 kg) = 3.1839 kg
Daily Benefit Reduction Less Production = (3.1839 kg - .2465 kg) =2.9374 kg
PM3o Annual Reduction = (2.9374 kg/day*365 days) = 1,072.15 kg
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Ore On Department of Land Conservation and Development
g 635 Capitol Street NE, Suite 150
Salem, Oregon 97301-2540

Kate Brown, Governor Phone: (503) 373-0050
Fax: (503) 378-5518

www.oregon.gov/LCD

Advisory Committee on
Metropolitan Transportation Planning and
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Targets

Policy Approaches to Integrating and Improving
Metropolitan Planning Requirements in the
Transportation Planning Rules

Advisory Committee Meeting #4
October 4, 2016

Background

Chapter 660, Division 12 of the Oregon Administrative Rules (known as the Transportation
Planning Rules, or TPR) includes requirements for how local governments and Metropolitan
Planning Organizations (MPOs) in metropolitan areas coordinate planning for land use and
transportation systems to increase transportation choices. There are two reasons why we are re-
examining these planning requirements in the TPR:

e Scenario planning for Greenhouse Gas (GHG) reduction is closely related to metropolitan
land use and transportation planning. There is an opportunity to better integrate GHG
emissions reductions efforts into planning; and

e The existing metropolitan planning process in the TPR can be confusing and difficult to
administer.

Integrating Scenario Planning for GHG Emissions Reduction

Scenario planning efforts have now occurred to some degree in half of the state’s metropolitan
areas. A common set of actions have been identified that must be taken in order to meet GHG
emissions reductions goals. These actions are similar to those that metropolitan areas have been
required to undertake under the TPR to increase transportation choices. A better integration of
GHG emission reductions planning with other land use and transportation planning efforts will
reduce duplicative efforts and improve coordination.

Improving the Existing Metropolitan Planning Rules

As changes to the TPR are contemplated, a number of issues with the existing rules have been
identified by staff and members of the advisory committee. The existing metropolitan planning
requirements in the TPR are fragmented and often difficult to follow. Assignment of
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responsibility among local governments in the metropolitan area and the MPO is not clear. The
rules attempt to provide for a coordinated planning process in concert with the federally-required
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), but in practice this has rarely worked. MPOs focus on
updating the RTP that is required to receive federal funding, and do not have the time or
resources to complete state planning requirements. Cities and counties have a wide range of
issues at hand, and metropolitan transportation planning requirements are not at the top of the
list.

A more detailed list of issues identified by members of the advisory committee and by staff is
included as an appendix to this memo. These issues include:

e There are too many local and regional plans and requirements;

e The Regional Transportation System Plan (RTSP) is duplicative and doesn’t add value;

e Federal requirements are growing in complexity;

e  MPOs have limited resources;

e The existing rules are confusing and ambiguous;

e There are questions about how the state may place requirements on MPOs;

e Adopting an RTSP is a land use decision to be made by local governments, MPOs do not
have land use authority;

e Local governments may be hesitant to adopt a regional plan;

e Mobility goals often conflict with land use goals;

e There is a lack of data to monitor performance standards and benchmarks;

e Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) reduction measures are difficult to meet, and alternative
measure requirements are vague; and

e Changes in geography and modeling tools limit the ability to track progress over time.

Scope of this Memo

Applicability to Certain Metropolitan Areas

These changes are mainly intended to apply to the seven smaller metropolitan areas in Oregon,
and not the Portland metropolitan area. Metro has a role as the MPO for the metropolitan area,
but also has regional land use planning abilities and responsibilities as the only metropolitan
service district in the state. Many of the issues about proper governmental roles do not apply in
the same way to Metro and the local governments in the Portland metropolitan area. State
metropolitan planning requirements will continue to not apply to the two small Oregon portions
of Washington State-based metropolitan areas.

Policy Approaches

This memo describes several broad approaches for changing the process of transportation
planning in metropolitan areas, but does not get to a level of details that would include the
substance of rule amendments. This committee will be asked to make a recommendation about
the preferred approach to the Land Conservation & Development Commission (LCDC) in late
2016 or early 2017, but the current process will not get to the point of drafting new rules. The
work to implement the recommendations, including amendments to the TPR could be conducted
later in 2017 by reconvening this advisory committee, or recruiting a new committee. This
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advisory committee is also working on a related effort to update GHG targets, and those updates
are expected to be adopted in the current process.

The potential changes to the TPR could fall into one of three categories, each requiring a
different level of staff and committee effort:

e (larification — The TPR status quo would be largely maintained, with clarification
throughout as needed to address ambiguity in responsibilities or other specific issues.

e Menu of Options — More substantial changes to the rules would give cities and counties
more options for how they increase transportation choices, including options for who
does the planning work, how performance is measured, and benchmarks.

e Reorganization — The portions of the TPR having to do with transportation planning for
all cities and counties (rules 0010 through 0055) would be reorganized, to integrate the
requirements for cities and counties in metropolitan areas, and to give more options for
those cities and counties.

There are also policy options that would require statutory changes. These are outside the scope of
this memo, which explores policy options within LCDC’s existing rulemaking authority.

Clarifying Responsibilities for Metropolitan Planning

Role of MPOs

The ambiguity in the current TPR can give the impression that MPOs are required to comply
with some of the rules. The rule amendments would clearly give the responsibility to cities and
counties for state-required work, so that MPOs can focus on federal requirements. Of course the
cities, counties and the MPO would coordinate, and could even choose to collaborate on
planning projects, but the TPR would be clear that cities and counties, not MPOs, will be held
responsible for meeting state requirements to increase transportation choices. Although MPOs
would not have obligations under the TPR, the rules would recognize the importance of federal
requirements (e.g. 23 USC 124, 49 USC 5303, and 23 CFR 450) and ensure that local
transportation system plans provide the information that MPOs need to prepare the RTP.

Role of Cities and Counties

Cities and counties within a metropolitan area would be individually responsible for meeting
state planning requirements. Of course, cities and counties could choose to cooperate to do the
planning work in several ways:

e Lighter regional cooperation: Each city or county plans individually for their geography.
Information from local plans is used by the MPO to create the RTP.

e Moderate regional cooperation: Cities and counties work together on a regional planning
document that meets state planning requirements. Each city or county incorporates
relevant sections of the regional planning document in into their local transportation
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system plan. Information from the regional document and from local TSPs is used by the
MPO to create the RTP.

e Heavier regional cooperation: Cities, counties, and the MPO enter into an
intergovernmental agreement to create a single document that meets state requirements
and federal requirements as the RTP. The document is adopted by cities, counties, and
the MPO policy board.

Local governments would choose the level of regional cooperation they desire in order to
accomplish the required planning efforts.

Exemptions

Small cities (e.g. population below 2,500) in metropolitan areas could be exempted from state
requirements to plan for increasing transportation choices, either automatically or by request.
Counties that have direct land use authority for a significant population (e.g. over 2,500) outside
of city limits but inside the metropolitan area would be included, but other counties could be
exempted. Counties with territory in multiple metropolitan areas would only be required to
address the requirements in their primary metropolitan area. Exempted jurisdictions would be
welcome to plan for increasing transportation choices on a voluntary basis.

Options for Increasing Transportation Choices

All cities and counties would have a wider menu of options to meet planning requirements to
increase transportation choices:

e Option A: Cities and counties could use a set of standards and benchmarks defined by the
state to measure increasing transportation choices. This would be a “safe harbor”
provision. Local transportation system plans would show how the selected projects would
meet the benchmarks.

e Option B: Individual cities or counties could develop their own set of standards and
benchmarks to measure increasing transportation choices, subject to review and approval
by LCDC. Local transportation system plans would show how the selected projects
would meet the benchmarks.

e Option C: Regions under heavy regional cooperation could develop and implement a
scenario plan that meets the GHG emissions reduction target for the horizon year of the
RTP, and benchmarks measuring progress towards the scenario. Local transportation
system plans would show how the selected projects would meet the benchmarks in the
adopted scenario.

e Option D: Regions under heavy regional cooperation could develop and implement a plan
that results in a 5% reduction in VMT per capita at the 20-year horizon of the RTP.

Some of these choices are similar to requirements in the existing rules to increase transportation
choices. The updated rules would make it clear that cities and counties have a choice in how they
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meet the requirements, and would provide a wider range of options. Cities and counties could
change options when updating plans.

Topics for future discussion

This memo explores some broad policy approaches for amending the TPR requirements for the
metropolitan transportation planning process. It does not attempt to address all of the issues that
would need to be resolved to amend the TPR. Listed below are some, but not necessarily all, of
the issues that would be need to be discussed at future meetings of this advisory committee, or in
a future process that follows from these the recommendations of this advisory committee.

Reporting on Standards

The TPR requirements for reporting have not worked well. Reporting requirements would need
to be revised to reflect the chosen policy approach, to clarify responsibilities, and to set a
workable schedule.

Timing & Frequency of Plan Updates

The existing rules were written in a time when Periodic Review requirements would ensure that
local jurisdictions regularly revisit planning requirements. Now, most jurisdictions do not have to
engage in Periodic Review. Aside from the federal RTP updates, there are few triggers to
provide for updates to local and regional plans. The TPR could require updates to local TSPs
when benchmarks are not met, or on a regular schedule.

Consistent Horizon Years

Currently, regions have a multitude of local and regional transportation and land use plans,
population forecasts, and models that start and end at different years. This makes coordinated
development of plans difficult. Updated rules should allow for easier coordination of horizon
years, likely based on RTP horizon years.
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Summary of Comments on Metropolitan Planning Experiences
Overview

At the second advisory committee meeting on July 6, participants were asked a series of
questions about the existing metropolitan transportation planning requirements, and how they
were working for each area. Metropolitan areas were asked about their progress toward adopting
and reviewing Regional Transportation System Plans (RTSPs), the required inclusion of
standards and benchmarks demonstrating increasing transportation choices, and ongoing
evaluation of progress towards meeting those benchmarks.

Participants from metropolitan areas provided information about successes, areas that were not
working well, and some suggestions for improvements. Advisory committee participants not
affiliated with a metropolitan area were asked to respond more generally on their views of the
issues or difficulties local governments face with the existing rules, and to also provide
suggestions for improvement.

This memo provides a general summary of many of the common issues raised at the second
advisory committee meeting. This summary is not intended to be an exhaustive list of every
concern expressed. This memo includes a summary of process, legal, and technical issues, as
well as a summary of potential opportunities for improvement.

Summary of Process Issues

e There are too many plans and requirements. In many areas, local Transportation
System Plans (TSPs), RTSPs, and Regional Transportation Plans (RTPs) have plan
elements, geographies, and timeframes that are both overlapping and inconsistent. Some
of the requirements for these plans are the same or very similar. However, other mandates
require additional work, or work that varies enough from other requirements to require
duplicative work.

e The RTSP is duplicative and doesn’t add value to the planning process. As mentioned
above, the RTSP is often seen as duplicative with other local and regional planning
efforts. There are questions about how the RTSP actually affects transportation planning
decisions.

e Federal requirements are growing in complexity. With the continued implementation
of performance requirements mandated by MAP-21 in 2015’s federal transportation bill,
FAST, metropolitan areas are faced with increasing levels of planning and reporting
complexity. While it may be possible to leverage some of these activities for state-
required planning efforts, the current state of these requirements continues to be in flux as
federal administrative agencies have continued to develop and refine requirements over a
number of years.

e MPOs have limited resources. Federal planning funds delivered to Metropolitan
Planning Organizations (MPOs) for development of the RTP cannot be used to complete
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state required RTSPs. Funding for planning at all levels is limited and using resources to
complete duplicative or unnecessary work is not productive.

The rules are confusing. There is ambiguous language in the Transportation Planning
Rules (TPR) concerning the roles and responsibilities of local governments in
metropolitan areas as well as the MPOs themselves. The rules could be clearer about who
does what, and should respect the scope of responsibility of each entity.

Summary of Legal Issues

There is questionable legality of state mandates on federally-required organizations.
The state may have limited ability to place requirements on MPOs, which are creations of
federal transportation planning requirements. MPOs are required to be chartered by the
governor, however, and other states do have a more robust set of responsibilities for their
MPOs.

Adopting an RTSP is a land use action. MPOs are not land use planning agencies, and
have limited authority. The TPR does require land use actions to be taken by local
governments. However language regarding adoption of RTSPs is not clear, and has been
interpreted differently in different places.

Local governments are hesitant to adopt a regional plan. Some participants noted that
local jurisdictions are apprehensive about adopting plans that include areas outside their
planning areas. There are also concerns about how local governments set and follow up
on regional benchmarks.

Mobility goals often conflict with land use goals. Some requirements for performance
on state highways and some local streets are in conflict with the urbanizing character of
many communities in metropolitan areas. Some changes to the Oregon Highway plan
(OHP) and TPR in recent years have addressed this in some cases. More work may be
needed.

Summary of Technical Issues

There is a lack of data availability to appropriately monitor benchmarks. This is an issue
of resources for data collection activities, as well as a lack of clear responsibility for
collecting and analyzing data. Participants noted that local and regional data sources were
not always in alignment.

The VMT reduction measure is difficult to meet, and alternative measures are vague.
The TPR has been evolving over the years to address VMT reduction in metropolitan
areas. The original requirement was a large reduction in VMT per capita. When this was
found to be unreasonable, a variety of alternatives were added to the rule. However these
rules are not clear. Different metropolitan areas handle these rules in varying ways.

Changes in geography and model limit the ability to track progress over time. The
boundaries of MPOs change as often as every ten years. In some cases, as with the Rogue
Valley MPO, these changes can be substantial and include new jurisdictions. MPOs also
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continue to update models used to plan for the future. These changes over time make it
hard to compare “apple to apples” from one year to the next, and over the planning
horizon.

Summary of Potential Opportunities
These are potential opportunities mentioned by advisory committee participants.

e Merge processes to achieve overlapping goals. Many participants noted that the varied
concerns about duplicative plans and requirements could be addressed by merging
multiple processes. Issues to be worked out would include concerns about jurisdiction,
geographies, and roles of plans and organizations.

e Require TSPs to have performance measures. Current rules are ambiguous about the
responsibility to adopt performance measures, what performance measures should
measure, and how they are to be used over time. Clear requirements to adopt performance
measures as part of TSPs may address some of these concerns.

e MMAs, corridor plans, and other localized planning often show reductions in VMT.
Recent revisions to the TPR have introduced the Mixed-Use Multimodal Area (MMA) as
a tool for communities to allow denser development in appropriate areas by accepting
more congestion. This tool has not yet been extensively adopted, but its availability as
well as local corridor and district planning that has occurred in many communities points
the way towards reducing Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) in key areas. Future rules could
emphasize this work.

e Rewrite the TPR with clear purpose, goals, and responsibilities. Many of the issues that
have been identified have to do with unclear rules and responsibilities, and duplication of
effort over multiple plans, entities, and geographies. Rewriting portions of the TPR could
rationalize and clarify how transportation planning work is accomplished in metropolitan
areas in Oregon.
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