AGENDA
Rogue Valley Metropolitan Planning Organization
Technical Advisory Committee

Date: Wednesday, June 11, 2014

Time: 1:30 p.m.

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

Phone: Sue Casavan, RVCOG, 541-423-1360

RVMPO website : www.rvmpo.org

1. Call to Order/Introductions/Review AgeNnda ...........cocceverieeiienieneenie e, Mike Kuntz, Chair
2. Review/Approve Summary Minutes (AttaChMENT #1) .......ccviiiiiiiiiiereee e Chair
3. Public Comment (Items not 0N the AQENda).........cccveiueiieiiereiie e Chair
Action Item:

4. Regional Transportation Plan and TIP AmMendments............cccocevviinninieninneene e Andrea Napoli

Background: ODOT is requesting to amend into the 2012-15 TIP & 2013-2038 RTP the
OR 140: Exit 35 Blackwell Road project and the OR 273: Preacher Landslide project.
Both projects are currently in the Draft 2015-2018 STIP.

Attachment: #2 - Memo, Project Maps

Action Requested: Forward recommendation to approve amendments.

Discussion Items:

5. Discretionary Funding Project Evaluation SCOriNg........cccccovvvevveieiiienieie e Andrea Napoli
Background: During the recent 2016-2018 CMAQ/STP project prioritization process, TAC members
had requested that the process be brought to the TAC as a discussion item.
Attachment: #3 — Memo, Evaluation Example, Score-Rank-Fund Sheet, Evaluation Measures
6. Surface Transportation Program (STP) Funds for Sidewalk Infill...............ccccoervnnennn Jonathan David
Background: Discuss the use of future STP funds to construct sidewalks in the MPO. The idea would

be to dedicate an amount of funding that would rotate from jurisdiction to jurisdiction on
a yearly basis to fund the construction of sidewalks near schools and transit stops.


http://www.rvmpo.org/�

7. RVACT TAC Draft BylawWs...ccccceiteeeeunnreeeeeeeeeeennsceeeceeeesesssssssssseessssssassssssssssssssssssssssssssssssnssssns Pat Foley

Background: RVACT members made a recommendation that RVMPO and MRMPO TAC members
form a committee to provide technical assistance in the evaluation of future Enhance-It
Projects.
Attachment: #4 — RVACT TAC Draft Bylaws
8. MPO Planning UPAALE .........coouiiiiiiiieiieiiee ettt st nne e Jonathan David
S U1 o] [ Tol @00 0] 4 [=] o SRR Chair
10. Other BUSINESS / LOCAI BUSINESS ......cuoiiiiiiiiieiie ettt sttt Chair

Opportunity for RVMPO member jurisdictions to talk about transportation planning projects.

o T U] 10 T o SRR ORPRPRR Chair

e The next regularly scheduled RVMPO TAC Committee meeting: Wednesday, July 9,
2014, at 1:30 p.m. in the Adams Room at the Medford Library.

e The next RVMPO Policy Committee meeting is scheduled for Tuesday, June 24, 2014,
at 2:00 p.m. in the Jefferson Conference Room, RVCOG, Central Point.

e The next RVMPO PAC meeting is scheduled for Tuesday, July 15, 2014 at 5:30 p.m. in
the Jefferson Conference Room, RVCOG, Central Point.

**Please Note: Alternative Measures Steering Committee Meeting Immediately Follows
(All RVMPO Technical Advisory Committee members are encouraged to attend )**

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.



RVMPO TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
ALTERNATIVE MEASURES STEERING COMMITTEE DISCUSSION

1. Review Alternative Measures Technical Memorandum #1 ... Dan Moore

Background: The purpose of this project is to conduct an analysis of the seven adopted Alternative
Measures to determine the region's progress in meeting the 2010 and future 2015
Benchmark targets - and if necessary - modify the existing Alternative Measures to
comply with the Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) that meet local needs and are
consistent with local objectives.
Technical Memorandum #1 describes the proposed methodologies and the data needed
or analyzing the seven Alternative Measures.

Attachment: #1 Alternative Measures Steering Committee - Technical Memorandum #1

Action Requested: Review and comment on proposed methodologies.



Attachment #1
(Agenda Item 2)

SUMMARY MINUTES
Rogue Valley Metropolitan Planning Organization
Technical Advisory Committee

May 14, 2014
The following people were in attendance:
RVMPO Technical Advisory Committee

Voting Members in Attendance:

Alex Georgevitch City of Medford
John Adam City of Medford
Josh LeBombard DLCD

Kelli Sparkman ODOT

Kelly Madding Jackson Caunty
Kevin Caldwell City of Phoenix
Matt Samitore City of Central Point
Mike Kuntz, Chairman Jackson County.
Mike Faught City.of Ashland
Paige Townsend RVTD:

Robert Miller City of Eagle Point
Tom Humphrey, Vice Chairman City of Central Point
Zac Moody City of Talent
Others Present:

PAC Members: Mike Montero, Ron Holthusen, Brad Inman, Mike Stitt, Al Willstatter, Mike Quilty
and David Chapman
KarensSwirsky, DLCD, Anne Russett, ODOT, Bianca Petrou, Medford

RVCOG Staff
Jonathan David, Dan Moore, Andrea Napoli, Pat Foley

1 Call to Order / Introductions/ Review Agenda

Mike Kuntz called the meeting to order at 1:35 p.m. A quorum was present. Those present
introduced themselves# Agenda changes: Delete Item 4 - Transportation Improvement Program &
Regional Plan Amendments. Move Item 6 — Strategic Assessment — after Public Comment.

2. Review / Approve Minutes

Kuntz asked committee members if there were any additions or corrections to the April 9, 2014
meeting minutes. John Adams made a motion to approve the minutes. The motion was seconded by
Tom Humphrey. Minutes were approved with one abstention.

3. Public Comment (Items not on agenda)
No public comment was forthcoming.



4. Strategic Assessment

Jonathan David explained that ODOT and DLCD previously made a presentation to the Policy
Committee regarding this Strategic Assessment. The Policy Committee directed us to have a joint
TAC/PAC presentation for discussion and then to make a recommendation at the next PAC meeting.

Anne Russett, ODOT Planner (Salem) and Karen Swirsky, DLCD gave a presentation focusing on
the Strategic Assessment.

Background: In 2007 the Legislature passed a bill to reduce Greenhouse Gas emissions statewide
with a goal to reduce Green House emissions 75% below the 1991 leveldy2050. In order to obtain
that goal ODOT and DLCD established the Oregon Sustainable Transportation Initiative.
Scenario Planning: Helps to answer — What changes to land use and transportation plans, policies
and programs are needed to reduce GHG emission from light vehicle travel in MPOs.
e The Portland Metro Area and the Central Lane MPQdare currently engaged in required
Scenario Planning efforts. For other areas Scenario. Planning is voluntary
Strategic Assessment: Described as one component ofsScenario Planning. StrategicAssessments
are voluntary. It is a technical process that uses RSPM to.evaluate‘adopted plans.
e Corvallis Area MPO is currently involved in the Strategic/Assessment process.
Regional Strategic Planning Model (RSPM): RSPM evaluates.a full range of factors that affect
household travel and emissions. Specifically designed for regional, planning.
e Inputs: Regional Context, Community:Design, Marketing &incentives, Fleet & Technology
and Pricing.
e Outputs: Environment, Land Use, Mobility, Equity.and Economy.
Project Coordination: How can the Strategic Assessment enhance major projects in region?
e RVMPO RTP Update((April 2017) — some data is interchangeable; RSPM allows testing of
some planning scenarios.
e Alternative Measures Analysis (June 2015) = RSPM will provide useful information about
how region is currently performing.
ODOT & DLCD Support: ODOT gprovides.technical'support and funds to MPO for Strategic
Assessment-relatedwork (stafftime).
Schedule: AApproximately,a 6-month.process after IGA is signed. Model work could begin this fall.
Next Steps: 1. TAC recommendation to,Policy Board, 2. Letter from Policy Board to ODOT
expressingsupport for completing Strategic Assessment and 3. IGA with ODOT.

Per discussion/guestions/comments:
1. The TAC isinot prepared to make a recommendation today but would like ODOT/DLCD to
come backand,present the Corvallis results.
ODOT/DLCD will provide:

1. Comment: To understand how the Strategic Assessment model could take into account the
special oddity of the Rogue Valley area especially asit relates to the non-attainment air
quality.

2. Question: What happens if the Portland Metro does not meet their goals?

a. Do not know the answer. Will get that information to Jonathan David.
3. Question: What are they measuring for green house gases?
a. There is a definition which will be provided to Jonathan David.
4. Presentation on the Corvallis Strategic Assessment process.
5. Request: Bring a modeler when you come back so that technical questions can be asked.



5. Air Quality Consultation

Dan Moore reported that the MPO has initiated the consultation process for doing an air quality
conformity determination for the 2015-2018 STIP and doing updates to the Regional Transportation
Plan. Handout “Draft Pre-analysis Consensus Plan for the Conformity Analysis”: This information
has been sent to our inter-agency consultation group for review and concurrence (Public Highways,
FDA, ODOT, EPA and Oregon Department of Air Quality). The data was reviewed.
Question/Clarification: Does RVMPO Version 3.0 model take into consideration changes that
Medford made as a part of their TSP?

6. Medford’s Urban Reserve Transportation/L and-Use Coneept Plan

(Handout: Coordination on Medford’s transportation and land-use eoncept plan for its urban
reserve)

John Adams reported that under the Regional Plan cities are,required to do cenceptual planning of
their urban reserves. Medford’s Public Works and Planning Department has done a lot of this work
in laying out streets and land uses. John reviewed theawork that has been done by the City using an
overhead map. Medford is required to collaborateswith,the MPQ. If there is more tosbe done the
City is willing to come back for another presentation.

7. M PO Planning Update

Jonathan David mentioned that there have been discussions regarding the formation of a TAC to
serve the RVACT. The assumption is both the:\RVMPO TAC and thesMRMPO TAC would be
members of the TAC. RVCOG’s staff is currently working on the MRMPOs RTP and the TIP.

8. Public Comment

Mike Quilty said that when the Pelicy Committee voted on/the UPWP we did it with a twenty
minute public hearing« We appreciate the work that the TAC and staff put into this beforehand
because it made it very easy.to for us to make a decision.

0. Other Business/ L ocal Business
Mike Kuntzsaid that the,county'is close to launching their TSP update
JonathandDavid, regarding Eagle Paint, said that we were able to get the MRMPO to approve new
vehicle.
10.  Adjour nment
The meeting was adjourned at 3:45 p.m.



Attachment #2
(Agenda Item 4)

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: June 4, 2014
TO: RVMPO Technical Advisory Committee
FROM: Andrea Napoli, Associate Planner

SUBJECT: RTPand TIP Amendments

The TAC isrequested to make a recommendation to the Policy Committee on the proposed RTP
and T1P amendments described below. The Policy Committee will hold a public hearing at
2:00pm on Tuesday, July 22, 2014 to consider adoption.

1. ODOT, OR 140 Exit 35 Blackwell Road: Add center turn lane, widen shoulders, add bike
lanes

ODOT isrequesting this project be amended into the 2012-15 TIP & STIP and the 2013-2038
RTP project list. This project is currently part of the Draft 2015-2018 STIP.

Project Name Key Number PE Amount

OR 140 Exit 35 Blackwell Road 18975 410,000

Background per ODOT

The OR 140: Exit 35 to Blackwell Road project is programmed for construction in 2017 in the
2015-2018 Draft STIP. OR 140 is astatewide level rural highway and a designated freight route
that does not currently meet state highway standards. The existing highway has inconsistent
highway widths, narrow shoulders in some locations, unprotected left turns and a section of the
highway that does not meet highway geometric standards. In order to deliver the project for an
early 2017 bid let date to enable the contractor to mobilize timely for the paving season,
immediate approval of the PE phase is necessary.

2. ODOT, OR 273 Preacher L anddlide: Buttresslandslide at upper road section

ODOT isrequesting this project be amended into the 2012-15 TIP & STIP and the 2013-2038
RTP project list. This project is currently part of the Draft 2015-2018 STIP.

Project Name Key Number PE Amount

OR 273 Preacher Landsdlide 18899 248,000
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Background per ODOT

The highway alignment has a hairpin turn which crosses over the same landslide area twice.
This recurring landslide has been causing problems to adjacent land owners since about 2005,
although more recently the upper roadway crossing was affected. The lower roadway crossing
has been affected for many years (since the mid 1990's) by slide debris overtopping the inside
ditch line and adjacent travel lane. Since about 2011 the highway has been closed severa times
in the winter due to significant disruption to the roadway alignment and surface at the upper
roadway crossing. The propose scope of work is to buttress the upper roadway crossing with the
removal or stabilization of the landslide debris between the two roadway crossings. The project
does not currently have funding allocated for construction. Upon allocation of construction
funding, there will be a narrow seasonal window to complete construction in FFY 2017. In
addition, a projected, lengthy right of way process, require an immediate approval of the PE
phase of this project.
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#1
2013-2038 RTP Amendment #2013-38 06
Add ODOT OR 140 Exit 35 Blackwell Road, KN18975
PROJECT Conformity
NUMBER LOCATION DESCRIPTION TIMING COST Status
Add center turn
OR 140: Exit 35 lane, widen Exempt-
907 Blackwell Road shoulders, add Sl 210,000 Table 2
bike lane
2013-15 TIP Amendment #12-15 53
Add ODOT OR 140 Exit 35 Blackwell Road, KN18975
Federal R ired
Project Project PRTP ; Air Quality Kev # Federal Fiscal Ph Federal ¢ erslatfr?uwe F LTSI
Name Description le(r)r{?)(;r Status ey Year SRl i/latc}?q
$ Source $ Source
ODOT
Planning $
18975 FY2014 Design $ 367,893 $ 42,107 ODOT $ 410,000
Add center Land
OR 140: turn lane Purchase $
Exit 35 . ! Utility
Blackwell widen 907 Exempt (Table 2) Relocate $ )
Road shoul(_iers,
add bike lane Construction $ -
Other
Total FFY12-15 $ 367,893 $ 42,107 $ 410,000
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#H2
2013-2038 RTP Amendment #2013-38 07
Add ODOT OR 273 Preacher Landslide, KN18899
PROJECT Conformity
NUMBER LOCATION DESCRIPTION TIMING COST Status
OR 273: Preacher | Buttress landslide Exempt-
908 Landslide at upper road Sl SZLETI Table 2
2013-15 TIP Amendment #12-15 54
Add ODOT OR 273 Preacher Landslide, KN18899
Federal R ired
Project Project PRTP ; Air Quality Kev # Federal Fiscal Ph Federal ¢ erslatfr?uwe F LTSI
Name Description NS%‘;; Status ey Year SRl (:Aatcr?q
$ Source $ Source
ODOT
Planning $ -
18899 FY2014 Design $ 222,530 M240 $ 25,470 ODOT $ 248,000
Land
OR 273: Buttress Purchase $ -
Preacher landslide at 908 Exempt (Table 2) Utility
Landslide upper road Relocate $ -
Construction $ -
Other
Total FFY12-15 $ 222,530 $ 25,470 $ 248,000
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OR 140 - |I-5:

Exit 35 to OR 62

Project Limits
(MP -8.14 - 0.0)

140
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OR 140-I-5:

Exit 35 to OR 62
¥
. City

Project Limits
(MP -8.14 - 0.0)

Central
Point
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OR 273 Preacher Landslide

[Preacher Landslide|

OR 273

-5

Callahan's


hwym43u
Callout
Preacher Landslide

hwym43u
Text Box
I-5

hwym43u
Text Box
OR 273

hwym43u
Callout
Callahan's
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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: June 3, 2014
TO: RVMPO Technical Advisory Committee
FROM: Andrea Napoli, Associate Planner

SUBJECT: Discretionary Funding Scoring and Criteria, TAC Discussion

Members of the TAC have expressed interest in discussing the discretionary funding project
ranking process and established scoring criteria. Questions have been raised as to the influence
that the scoring has in regards to individual TAC member project rankings, and if the intent of
the scoring and prioritization process based on the criteriais therefore being fulfilled.
Additionally, for clarification purposes, TAC members have expressed interest in reviewing
language in the Evaluation Measures Table. Specifically, language used in the “Evaluation
Criteria’ and “How Measured” sections.

Background

The existing project prioritization criteria and scoring process originated from 2004 FHWA
direction requiring the MPO to implement a “thorough selection process’ for projects seeking
STP funds, similar to the CMAQ project selection criteria at that time. The process was revised
in 2011 to asingle (STP and CMAQ) eva uation process with the intent noted in the RTP as: to
help implement the organizational goal of strategically using RVMPO funding to pursue 2013
RTP Goals (goals noted on the attached RVMPO Evaluations Measures table) and to clearly
identify the greatest benefit to the region through comparison with other proposed projects.

Attached are the following discussion supporting documents:
1. RVMPO 2016-2018 Project Scoring Sheet
2. RVMPO 2016-2018 Total Project Score and TAC Final Ranking Sheet
3. RVMPO Project Evaluation Measures Table



Table: RVMPO Project Evaluation, 2016 - 2018, Staff Draft
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| CMAQ Qualification
Community Vitality/Livabilit Transporation Options Resource Conservation CMAQRIcESD
ansporation Options )
Avability " CO (Medford UGB) PM,, (RVMPO area) Priority
Amount | Functional VMT Reduction CMAQ $
App # Agency Project Name/Description Total Cost Housing 5 Total | Mitigate Increase Lifespan | Leverage Total 6
e Class Safety C"':fe“ Connec- |, ¢ ved (1) T‘:fl’,' EIPOD | orvansit | Mixed Use | FreiENt _T‘_’;;’_' SOV Reduct i’l‘“’"'a:e Bike Ped ranspol | IER SRS A;_‘ GHGReduct |\ rech| Facility EfnciencyBiMiveacsi N R (Fede el Presctrce 1'::]:1 fotal \gReduct X|  $/Reduct \gReduct x| $/Reduct | Diesel | congestion
fecucth(Revity Mobility | 2) | goutes (3) (@) fiLhiblity . Mode options | 1mpacts | "t (%) ) Lifespan | Miles/¥r (7) | Grant $/Mile ®) Share) | Conservtn kg Reduct/yr | $/kg Lifespan e || FERLEAT s/kg Lifespan Lifespan || Retrofit | Reduction
1 Ashland Chip Seal $605,319 | $543,152 | residential 0 0 2 TBD 2 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 (1] 3 3 0 0 3 3 20 [ 89.7% | 12 $ 543,152 na na na na 122,640 | $ 4 2,452,800 | $ 02 No No
17
2 |Ashland E. Nevada Street Extension $5,489,000 | $1,961,600 | collector 0 2 3 E;Tzl:zs(gn 5 3 0 0 0 3 2 3 2 3 10 1 2 2 0 0 0 20 |35.7%| 5 $ - na na na na 1,072 |$ 1,830 na na No Yes
) 23
3 |central Point |Beebe/Hamrick Traffic Circle $1,584,304 | $1,346,701 | collector 3 3 2 E:’p’f:s‘;s(‘n 8 1 2 3 0| 6 1 1 2 3 7 0 2 2 0 2 3 w |85.0%| 9 $ 1,346,701] na na na na 1877 |$ 717 37,540 |$ 36) No Yes
) 30
E. Main St./Stevens Rd. Pop: 4771
4 Eagle Point ‘r;‘pm'vem'ents" ’ $3,370,000 | $2,995000 | arterial 3 2 3 | emp:6os(y) | 8 1 0 3 0 4 2 3 3 3 11 2 2 2 0 2 R 08.9% | 11 $ 1,878,000 na na na na 533 $ 3,523 10,660 | $ 176 No Yes
3,500 ADT _ _ 34
5 Jackson County Ele:_:o"a'A“iVETra"Spma‘io" $200,000 | $179,460 N/A 3 2 3 TBD 8 TBD 0 3 0 3 3 3 3 3 12 0 2 2 )] 3 10 | 89.7% | 9 $ = na na na na na na na na na na
l_ 1 1 32
Pop: 2946
6 [tackson County |Table Rock Rd 7,995,000 | $3,508900 | arterial 3 3 2 |emp3seo(y| 8 3 0 0 3 6 1 2 3 2 8 2 2 1 0 j 0 20 | 45.0% | 8 $ 3,598,900| 6,851 |$ 525| 137,020 26| 533 |$ 6752| 10660 |$ 338 No Yes
13,000 ADT . | | | 30
7 Medford Barnett Road Adaptive Timing $375,000 $275,000 |major arterial 2 3 0 40,300 ADT 5 3 0 0 2 5 0 0 [} 1] N 0 N N 3 2 3 20 | 73.3% | 11 $ 275,000( 26,750 | $ 10| 535,000 1 1,390 S 198 27,800 |$ 10| No Yes
21
Pop: 5226
8 Medford Columbus Ave Extension $5,520,000 | $1,000,000 |major arterial| | (Q 2 2 | Emp:sor(y) | 4 3 0 0 2 5 1 1 2 1 4 Y 1 1 0 0 0 20 | 18.1% 5 $ 1,000,000 7,880 |S$ 127| 157,600 6| 1,009.0 |$ 991 20,180 |$ 50( No Yes
11,200 ADT 19
Foothill Rd. - Hillcrest to Pop: 2091
9 Medford McAndrews $13,000,000 | $3,000,000 |major arterial| | 2 3 2 |emp:2sos(y| 7 3 0 3 2 8 1 2 3 8 2 1 2 0 3 1 20 (23.1%| 9 $ 3,000,000( 5902 |$ 508| 118,046 25| 762 $ 3,939 15232 |$ 197| No Yes
16,000 ADT 32
Springbrook - Cedar Links to major Pop: 6692
10 |Medford p:e'afant ! $4,400,000 | $1,000,000 m"elcm 3 2 3 | emp:os7() | 8 3 0 2 2 7 2 3 3 3 11 2 2 2 0 3 2 20 [ 22.7% | 11 $ 1,000,000 7,536 |S$ 133 150,720 7 646 S 1,548( 12,920 |$ 77| No Yes
9,500 ADT 37
11 |RvcoG Hybrid Vehicle $12,180 $10,929 N/A 1] 0 0 N/A (1] N/A 0 0 1] (1] 2 2 0 1] 4 0 2 3 3 0 0 12 | 89.7% 8 $ 10,929 11 $ 9,935 13 828 0.03 $ 10,929 0.3 $ 10,929 No No
12
12 [RVTD Clean Fuel Fleet $180,000 | $161,514 N/A 2 0 0 TBD 2 TBD 1] 0 0 (1] 0 2 0 0 2 0 2 3 3 0 0 12 | 89.7% 8 $ 161,514 36 S 4,487 432 374 15 $ 107,676 18 $ 8973 No No
12
13 [RVTD Valley Feeder Pilot Project $111,445 | $100,000 N/A 2 0 3 TBD 5 TBD 2 0 1] 2 2 3 0 1] 5 0 2 2 3 1] 3 3 89.7% | 10 $ 100,000{ 2535 |$ 39| 7,605 13| 1,800 $ 56( 5400 |[$ 19/ No No
22

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: Population, employment w/in 1/2-mile of improvement

2. Environmental Justice populations served based on Justice & Title VI Plan_and Title VI & EJ Maps.

Scoring based on project benefit to protected

& mapped conc above RVMPO regional averages:

1 = Minor population impact, one class served
2 = Moderate population impact, two classes served
3 = Significant population impact, three or more classes served

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 : Emission red:s beyond those i
(based on VMT reduction and population served); and Overall results of CMAQ analysis

in CMAQ analysis; Cost effectivenes of air quality improvement

6. h Gas -- Benefit

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

2 Support for efficient urban form (downtowns and activity centers, compact and mixed-use

7. VMT reduction per TPR allowance of 10% VMT reduction for adding sidewalks and bike lanes in TODs, downtowns and recognized 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




1. Staff Criteria-Based Scoring

2. TAC Final Project Ranking/Prioritization

3. TAC Project Funding Recommendations
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Project Sum of Total Difference
Agenc Project Evaluation Score Agenc Project Total Cost Amount Individual Agenc Project Total Cost Original Amount | CMAQ Funding | STP Funding N ded (Fundsd |
i Name/Description |(total from all four e Name/Description Requested |TAC Member i Name/Description Requested Recommendation | Recommendation ecommer:l € Rt.ecommfe‘e
i i for Funding minus Original
categories) Rankings *
Request)
Springbrook - Ced Jack Jack
Medford | Pringprook-tedar 37 HIGH | 29°°"  ITable Rock Rd $7,995,000 | $3,598,900 41 ackson Table Rock Rd $7,995,000 $3,598,900 $3,498,900 $3,498,900
Links to Pheasant County County ($100,000)
E. Main St./St Rd. Jack Regi | Acti Jack Regi | Acti
Eagle Point ain St./Stevens 34 ackson eglonal Active $200,000 $179,460 37 ackson eglonal Actlve $200,000 $179,460 $179,460 $179,460
Improvements County Transportation Plan County Transportation Plan $0
Jack Regi | Acti E. Main St./St Rd. Eagle Point [E. Main St./St Rd.
ackson eglonal Active 32 o e | LD S A $3,370,000 | $2,995,000 36 agle Foin I St $3,370,000 $2,995,000 $1,332,497 $1,104,043 $2,436,540
County Transportation Plan Improvements e Improvements ($558,460)
Foothill Rd. - Hill tt Foothill Rd. - Hill tt Foothill Rd. - Hill tt
Medford | o0 tierestto 32 Medford | oo Herestiol $13,000,000 | $3,000,000 36 Medford oot Herestiol 13,000,000 | $3,000,000 $3,000,000 $3,000,000
McAndrews McAndrews McAndrews i)
Jack
Ca;u ;‘t’; Table Rock Rd 30 RVCOG  |Hybrid Vehicle $12,957 $12,957 | N/A perTAC RVCOG Hybrid Vehicle $12,957 $12,957 $12,957 $12,957 "
Central Beebe/H ick Traffi E. Nevada Street E. Nevada Street
e eebe/Hamrick Traffic 30 Ashland evada Stree $5,489,000 | $1,961,600 35 Ashland ** evada Stree $5,489,000 |  $1,961,600 $1,528,100 $1,528,100
Point Circle Extension Extension ($433,500)
E. Nevada Street Springbrook - Ced Valley Feeder Pilot
Ashland evada stree 23 Medford | Pr"eLrook-tedar $4,400,000 | $1,000,000 33 RVTD SR AL $111,445 $100,000 $100,000 $100,000
Extension Links to Pheasant Project S0
Valley Feeder Pilot Central Beebe/H ick Traffi Total Fundi
RVTD atey reeder o 22 entra eebe/Hamrick Traffic | o) cor 304 | 1,346,701 32 il Al $7,931,397 $2,824,560 $10,755,957
Project Point Circle Recomendation:
B tt Road Adapti Valley Feeder Pilot
Medford |0 oo noad Adaptive 21 RVTD =l lseelarAl $111,445 $100,000 32 Total Available: $7,931,397 $2,824,560 $10,755,957
Timing Project
Medford Colum?us Ave 19 Balance:
Extension S0 S0 S0
Ashland Chip Seal 17
RVCOG Hybrid Vehicle 12 **A motion was made by the TAC (3/12/14) to refund EP
and Ashland for $12,957 they split in STP funds to fund
RVTD Clean Fuel Fleet 12 the COG hybrid. On 3/13, a remaining $10,929 in CMAQ
was found. Of that, Ashland has been fully refunded
(from EP STP) and EP had a net refund of $4,450 and will
continue to be owed $2,028.
*Rankings tallied from the following RVMPO TAC Members
Harris (Ashland) Kuntz (Jackson Co.)
Johnson (Ashland) Horlacher (ODOT) High
Humphrey (Central Point) Sparkman (ODOT)
Samitore (Central Point) Adam (Medford)
LeBombard (DLCD) Georgevich (Medford) Medium

Upston (Eagle Point)
Miller (Eagle Point)
Madding (Jackson Co.)

Caldwell (Phoenix)
Sullivan (RVTD)
Townsend (RVTD)

Note: No input from Jacksonville or Talent

Low




RVMPO Evaluation Measures — Goals and Project Funding Criteria
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Highlighted = Scoring most questioned during ranking process.

RVMPO Goal 2034 RTP Goal SAFETEA-LU | MAP-21 MPO Requirements Evaluation Criteria How Measured
1. Safety or security issue addressed; Accident/injury Describe safety problem, and how project would reduce number and severity of crashes. (If project
oo ) ) o reduction demonstrates air quality benefit it will be evaluated for CMAQ.)
Plan for, develop and maintain a balanced Enhance the integration and connectivity of the 5C i Tefireduce del Level of Service | Cidlet Juced HDV be calculated o T
multi-modal transportation system to address transportation system, across and between -~ongestion relietireduce delay €Ve! Ol Service Improvement, idie time reduced. | Mmay DE calculated Separate y._( 0 .
existing and future needs. modes for people and freight. qualify for CMAQ project must provide cost-effective congestion mitigation that provides an air
1 quality benefit. If project adds capacity, it will not be considered for CMAQ.).
M obility 3. Promote connectivity (more direct travel, network infill) Describe connectivity feature. If project reduces VMT it could help the region meet greenhouse
Increase accessibility and mobility. emission requirements.
Optimize safety and security of the Increase safety of the transportation system. 4. Population # served (ADT; pop/jobs w/in %2-mi) Provide traffic count; estimate # jol?s and population that yvill be servgd bylthis project. ijective is to
transportation system. . . show the numbgr of people who will be served by the project. Staff will eshmatg population & _
Increase security of the transportation system. employment using RVMPO model data. Numbers generated will be used to estimate VMT reduction
and air quality benefit.
1. Benefitlimpact on senior, disabled, low-income, or Does the project impact protected populations based on RVMPO Environmental Justice Plan
Use transportation investments to foster Protect and enhance the environment, promote | minority populations
compact, livable communities. Develop a plan | energy conservation, improve quality of life, and 3 'Sypport Alternative Measure 2: increase housing on Does the project promote or support an increase in housing along transit (If VMT reduction can be
Continue to work that builds on the character of the community, | promote consistency between transportation transit route directly linked)
%ommunity Foward more fully I(?uztlai?ysgﬁféo the environment and enhances gg;%vn?rgzr:je?:srﬁg?ned growth and 3. Support Alternative Measure 5:Increase % housing in Is'the project located in a downtown, activity center, designated TOD or other mixed-use
Vitality & mtegratmgl ' ' downtowns, mixed use/ pedestrian friendly areas (residential/employment) area? Does the project support, or is it part of, a high-density (at least 10-
Livability transportation gnd Support AIterngtive Measure 6: _Incregse % employmentin | unites/acre for housing) area? Describe the relationship
land use planning. Use ransporaton investments o fostr Support economic vitality espedially by enabling downtowns, mixed use/ pedestrian friendly areas
. " global competitiveness, productivity and 4. Benefit to freight movement, commercial traffic Describe the benefit to movement of commercial vehicles. (If project reduces truck VMT or
economic opportunities. . - . .
efficiency. emissions — esp. pre 1986 trucks — project will be evaluated for CMAQ).
1.Encourage/support SOV reduction; Reduce auto Does the project reduce SOV use; what elements of project contribute?
dependence.
. . 2. Support Alternative Measure 1: increase transit, bike, | Describe how the project will increase use of alternative modes
iransportation Lnnc(;e::;?lggm?fglon Use incentives and other strategies to reduce ped mode share _ _ _ _ -
i ' , reliance on single-occupant vehicles. 3. Support Alternative Measure 3: increase bike facilities | Provide total length of qualifying bicycle lane.
Options transportation options. on collectors, arterials
4. Support Alternative Measure 4: increase sidewalks on | Provide total length of qualifying sidewalks
collectors, arterials in TOD areas
1. Address/mitigate environmental impacts Describe project’s benefit to natural environment. Does project include conservation features (ex.
permeable surface)
2. Air quality benefit, long term including NOX and VOC. | If there are air quality benefit in addition to responses provided to RED-TEXT criteria, describe.
Maximize efficient use of transportation Promote efficient system management and Emission reductions and cost/benefit analysis will be done based on responses provided to
infrastructure for all users and modes. operation. items in red. Numbers supplied or staff-generated for Mobility item 4 will be used in this
analysis.
3.Reduce greenhouse gas emissions (CO)+ Does the project reduce reliance on travel by combustion vehicles, or shift to lower-carbon fuel? (It's
Incorporate anticipated that projects contributing to the Alternative Measures will reduce GHG emissions.)
4 environmental and 4.Use emerging/new technology Describe technology to be incorporated into project.
Resource energy conservation 5. Preserves existing transportation asset How does the project extend the life of facility without the construction of new facilities? Does the
Conservation into the RVMPO project refurbish existing facility? (If facility is transit, bike or pedestrian it will be considered for
planning process. CMAQ evaluation.)
Encouragg use of cgst-effegtive emerging _ Emphasize the preservation of the existing 6.Reduce VMT _ Redugtion fgrmula base@lon project type. . '
technologies to achieve regional transportation transportation system 7.Improve system efficiency Describe efficiency: Facility able to handle greater ADT without expansion; Improve other
goals. ' transportation function with smaller investment; reduced operational costs; other?
8. LIfespan Useful life of investment. For roadway projects, uniform lifespan applies as determined by
predominate material used: concrete = 30 yrs; asphalt = 20 yrs; bike lanes = 20 yrs.
9. Other public, private funding sources (leverage) List overmatch, other funds

Goals and Project Funding Criteria-Table

Items in red will be part of CMAQ funding evaluation unless specifically disqualified (adds capacity, maintains existing facility/service)

(1) Greenhouse gas emissions can be reduced by reducing congestion, increasing operational efficiency, supporting alternative modes
reducing use of combustion vehicles, and shifting to lower-carbon fuels (http://www.deq.state.or.us/ag/committees/lowcarbon.htm).



http://www.deq.state.or.us/aq/committees/lowcarbon.htm�
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BYLAWS
ROGUE VALLEY AREA COMMISSION ON TRANSPORTATION (RVACT)
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE (TAC)

Articlel

Name

This committee shall be known as the Rogue Valley Area Commissio
Technical Advisory Committee (RVACT TAC).

Transportation

Articlell

Purpo!

This committee will provide technical support to‘the . CT will assigm'tasks to the

ACT [action]. /{ Comment [MB1]: May not require action.

Formatted: Indent: Left: 0.29", No bullets or
numbering

<’——[ Formatted

‘h[ Formatted

Provide meeting support
=  Provide meeting venue

Articlelll

M ember ship - Voting

Section 1: Membership of the Committee



The committee will composed of RVMPO TAC and MDMPO TAC members, outside

jurisdictions (Cave Junction, Shady Cove, Butte Falls) and representatives for rail, air trucking

and bicycle-pedestrian modes.

John Adam ... City of Medford

Jeff Alvis Jacksonville Public Works Director
Kevin Caldwell Phoenix Planning Director

Alex Georgevitch Medford Transportation Planner

Maria Harris City of Ashland

lan Horlacher ODOT Area Manager Rep

Tom Humphrey Central Point Community Development Dire
Karl Johnson Ashland Public Works Assistant Engineer
Wayne Kauzlarich... ODEQ

Mike Kuntz Jackson County

Kelly Madding Jackson County Planning

Robert Miller Eagle Point Director Public W

Zac Moody City of Talent

Matt Samitore Central Point Deputy Pu

Kelli Sparkman OoDOT

Amy Stevenson Jacksonville Planning

Jon Sullivan RVTD

Paige Townsend RVTD Senior Plan
Mike Upston Eagle Point Princip
Chuck DelJanvier Josephine County
lan Horlacher
John Krawczyk
John Vial

Josh LeBombard
Kelli Sparkman

Butte Falls

ycle/Pedestrian

Section 2: Appointment and Tenure of Committee Member ship

a.  Each jurisdiction/agency with membership on the committee shall appoint its
representatives. The RVACT shall [ratify all committee appointments.

Attachment #4
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b.  Members shall serve until they are replaced by their jurisdictions.

Section 3: Voting Privileges

/{

Comment [MB2]: What if they didn’t? For
example a known disruptive person is appointed.
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a.  Each member shall be entitled to one vote on all issues presented at meetings at which the —{ comment [MB3]: “cach” or “all"? )
jurisdiction is present.

ArticlelV

M eetings
Section 1: Regular Meetings

a.  [The committee shall hold its regular meeting on the first (1*') Tuesday of each month when
a RVACT meeting is schedule.?

Comment [MB4]: Recommend you do this on off
months, identify location

Section 2: Special Meetings

a
a.  Special meetings may be called by the chair, Mce-chair ith two days notice\. ~—{ comment [MB5]: Unusual
Comment [MB6]: Calendar or business days? }
b. rThe person or persons calling such special meeting shall fix the time and place for holding fa ectolicnalliegUICItS
of such meetlng ‘ Comment [MB7]: There are certain legal }
requirements that must be followed.

Section 3: Conduct of Meetings

a.  Official action may be taken by the ittee when a quo is present.
b. A quorum shall exist when the majority of member jurisdictions are present. /{Comment [MB&]: Interesting concept that could J
allow a minority to vote.
c.  Thevoting on all ming beforeithe TAC shall be by vote. Any member may
ask for a ‘Sup: ajorit o thirds of Veting members plus one) roll call \vote if Comment [MB9]: Plus one is exceptionally
consensus (unanimity) cannot be reached on an RVACT decision item/issue. The ayes :’s"t”j‘;;'az",’l;ugﬁ;m"”ty Much more common use

and nays shall be

Comment [MB10]: Requires a vote first. Super
majority benefit would be nullified.

ArticleV

Officersand Duties

Section 1: Officers
a.  The officers of the committee shall be a chair and vice-chair to be elected by the TAC.

Section 2: Term of Office

a.  [The officers shall hold office for a period of one year. | —{ comment [mB11]: )

Section 3: Duties

a.  The chair shall preside at all meetings and is entitled to vote on all issues.
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b.  The vice-chair shall perform all duties of the chair in the chair’s absence.

Article VI

Amendmentsto Bylaws

Section 1

a.  These bylaws may be amended or repealed or new bylaws may opted by a Super

Majority vote of two-thirds plus one of the members of the co resent at any ~{ comment [MB12]: Same as commentabove.
des amending the bylaws
hall be given to the

which the bylaws are to be considered.
Section 2

a.  Amendments to the bylaws shall become effectiv:

Approved by the RVACT:

Jackson County Co-Chai Date

Josephine County Co-Ch Date
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Rogue Valley
Metropolitan Planning Organization

~——
"W 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: June 2, 2014
TO: RVMPO Technical Advisory Committee
FROM: Dan Moore, Planning Coordinator

SUBJECT: Technical Memorandum #1: Alternative Measures Analysis Methodologies

Background
On April 3, 2001, the Land Conservation and Development Commission approved seven

Alternative Measures adopted by the RVMPO in place of the Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)
reduction standard contained in the state Transportation Planning Rule (TPR). The Alternative
Measures meet requirements for an alternative measure of reduced reliance on the automobile as
specified in OAR 660-012-0035(5). It isimportant to notethat at the timethe Alternative
M easur es wer e developed by the MPO and approved by L CDC, the RVM PO included the
cities of Phoenix, Medford and Central Point and Jackson County. This raises questions
concerning the baseline (year 2000) Alternative Measures percentages from which five (5) year
benchmarks were established (approximately 10% increase every 5 years), and how this relates
to the present-day RVMPO planning area. The RVMPO expanded in 2002 to include Ashland,
Talent, and Jacksonville, and in 2012 to include Eagle Point.

The RVMPO completed an analysis of the 2005 Alternative Measures benchmark targets in 2007
— 2008 (see Table 1, Page 3 below), based on the larger MPO. The full 2008 benchmark analysis
report is included in the 2013-2038 RVMPO Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), Appendix B.

The purpose of this project is to conduct an analysis of the seven adopted Alternative Measures
to determine the region's progress in meeting the 2010 and future 2015 Benchmark targets - and
if necessary - modify the existing Alternative Measures to comply with the Transportation
Planning Rule (TPR) that meet local needs and are consistent with local objectives. For
example, one modification might be to redo the baseline percentages to reflect the larger MPO
area (post-2001).

Technical Memorandum #1 describes the proposed methodologies and the data needed for
analyzing the seven Alternative Measures which include:

Measure 1 - Transit and Bike/Pedestrian (Ped) Mode Share

Measure 2 - % Dwelling Units (DUs) within ¥ mile walk to 30 minute Transit Service
Measure 3 - % Collectors/Arterials with Bike Facilities

Measure 4 - % Collectors/ Arterials in Transit Oriented Development (TOD) areas with
Sidewalks

5. Measure 5 - % Mixed-Use Dwelling Units (DUs) in New Development

ApwnhpE

RVMPO is staffed by Rogue Valley Council of Governments « 155 N. First St. « P O Box 3275 « Central Point OR 97502 « 541.664-6674
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6. Measure 6 - % Mixed-Use Employment in New Development
7. Measure 7 - Alternative Transportation Funding

Proposed M ethodologies for Analyzing Alter native M easures

Measure 1: Transit and Bicycle/Pedestrian Mode Share

Mode share to be determined by utilizing data output from RVMPOV3.1 (or v4.0 if available)
travel demand model, 2012 Household Survey, Rogue Valley Transportation District (RVTD)
ridership and passenger survey data, and 2010 Census information.

Measure 2: Percent of Dwelling Units Within ¥4 Mile Walk of Thirty-Minute Transit Service
Geographic Information System (GIS) mapping software will be used for the Measure 2 analysis.
The data will be compiled by utilizing GIS and Jackson County Assessor tax codes for (existing)
2014 taxlots to determine the total of non-vacant housing in the RVMPO in 2014. Using GIS, the
analysis will look at total dwelling units in the RVMPO area compared to those dwelling units
that are within % mile of the 30-minute transit service.

Measure 3: Percentage of Collectors/Arterials with Bicycle Facilities

GIS software will be utilized to determine the total linear feet of collectors and arterial roadways
within the RVMPO. Then, each RVMPO arterial and collector roadway will be analyzed to
determine the presence of dedicated bike lanes using Jackson County GIS data, inventories from
jurisdictions, completed urban roadway upgrade projects, aerial photos, Google Map, and
windshield surveys (as necessary).

For purposes of this analysis the RVMPO will inventory dedicated bike lanes at least four feet in
width or wider. The 2007-08 benchmark analysis used the different categories of bikeways as
depicted in Appendix B. The 2007-08 analysis was not consistent with the Measure #3 baseline
established for the year 2000 (see Table 1 below), which only accounted for bike lanes four feet
in width or wider.

Measure 4: Percentage of Collectors and Arterialsin TOD Areas With Sidewalks
For purposes of this entire analysis - not just this specific measure - a TOD area is considered to
be one of three things:

1. A transit-oriented development

2. An activity area, and/or

3. A downtown/central business district.

GIS software will be utilized to determine the total linear feet of collectors and arterial roadways
in TOD areas within the RVMPO. Then, each RVMPO arterial and collector roadway in the
TOD areas (as defined above and indicated on TOD/Activity Center Map on Page 9) will be
analyzed to determine the presence of sidewalks using Jackson County GIS data, inventories

Tech Memo #1 — Alternative Measures Analysis Methodologies 2
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from jurisdictions, aerial photos, Google Map, and windshield surveys (as necessary). A review
of urban roadway upgrade projects noted in Measure #3 applies to this measure as well.

Measure 5: Percentage of New Dwelling Unitsin Mixed-Use/Pedestrian-Friendly Areas
Measurements here will be determined by researching building permits and comparing the ratio
between new dwelling units in TODs (considered a mixed-land-use overlay) and total new
dwelling units in the MPO from 2000 to 2014. Procedures for evaluating Measure 5 are
described in Appendix A below.

Measure 6: Percentage of New Employment in Mixed-Use/Pedestrian-Friendly Areas

Data and measurements here will be estimated through review of annual employment files issued
from the State of Oregon Employment Division. The percentages will represent a ratio of new
employment in TODs (mixed-use developments) as compared with total new employment in the
MPO. Procedures for evaluating Measure 6 are described in Appendix A below.

Measure 7: Alternative Transportation Funding

This represents funding committed to transit or bicycle/pedestrian/TOD projects. Amounts listed
are intended to represent half of the RVMPQ’s established accumulation of discretionary Surface
Transportation Program (STP) funding. As of 2007 this amount was determined to be $1.4
million. The specific sums shown as benchmarks and the target for this measure are estimates
based on the best financial forecasts available at the time the measure was adopted (2002). The
actual financial commitment of this measure is half of the total STP allocation.

Tech Memo #1 — Alternative Measures Analysis Methodologies 3
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Table 1 — Alternative M easur es and 2007 Benchmark Analysis Results

Benchmark | Measured | Benchmark Benchmark Target
Measure How Measured 2000 2005 2007 2010 2015 2020
The percent of total daily ofrdai A 0 .
trips taken by transit and /;)rdia|s|y %daily trips At’ﬂa'sly % daily trips | % daily trips /ir?a'sly
the combination of P p P
Measure 1: bicycle and walking
Transit and (non-motorized) modes. transit:
bicycle/pedestrian | Determined from best transit: 1.0 | transit: 1.2 0.9 ’ transit: 1.6 transit: 2.2 transit: 3.0
mode share available data (e.g., bike/ped: bike/ped: bike/. ed: bike/ped: bike/ped: bike/ped:
model output and/or 8.2 8.4 7p3 ’ 8.4 9.8 11
transportation survey :
data).
Measure 2: Determined through GIS
S mapping. Current
% Dwelling Units ; o
(DUs) wiin ¥ mile | SStmates are that 34% 12% 20% 34% 30% 40% 50%
walk to 30-min of DL_Js are within %2 mile
transit service ' walking distance of
RVTD transit routes.
Determined through GIS
. mapping. Current
(’)\2 egzﬁgiti'rs and estimates are that 37%
arterials w/ of collectors and 21% 28% 37% 37% 48% 60%
bicycle faciliies | 2rterials in the MPO
have provisions for
bicyclists.
Measure 4: Determined through GIS
% Collecto-rs and metl_pplr:g. Currtehntt 560
e estimates are tha () o o ® 0 o o
g:;e;;a\l;/m TOD of collectors and 47% 50% 55% 56% 64% 75%
sidewalks arterials in TOD areas
have sidewalks.
. Determined by tracking
%eaisxuefg-ﬁée DUs building permits - the
in new ratio between new DUs 0% 9% 10% 26% 41% 49%
development in TODs and total new
P DUs in the region.
Estimated from annual
Measure 6: employment files from
0, i o -
% Mixed use St:;_\te represents the 0% 9% 17% 23% 36% 44%
employment in ratio of new employment
new development | in TODs over total
regional employment.
Funding committed to
transit or
Measure 7: bicycle/pedestrian/TOD
S projects. Amounts
Alternative $1.4 - - -
. shown represent Y2 of N/A $950,000 o $2.5 Million $4.3 Million | $6.4 Million
Transportation ) 4 Million
Funding the MPO s estimated
accumulation of
discretionary funding
(STP).
Tech Memo #1 — Alternative Measures Analysis Methodologies 4
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Appendix A
RVM PO Evaluation Proceduresfor Alternative Measures5 & 6

The following steps set out a process for evaluating development in RVMPO cities to show
progress toward meeting the benchmarks and targets for mixed-use housing and employment
growth, as established in the RVMPQ’s Regional Transportation Plan, Alternative Measures.

Information gathered (from building permits issued) is to be recorded on the attached chart.

Step 1. Determine location of development (from maps in previous task)

1. If development is within the Downtown area, and is not auto oriented (gas station, storage
facility, or drive-through commercial), it qualifies. Check box and go to Step 2.

2. If development is within a TOD site, appropriate box and go to Step 2.

3. If development is adjacent to an existing neighborhood activity center, as noted in
previous mapping task, and is vertically or horizontally mixed use (single structure with
residential and commercial uses, check box and go to Step 5.

4. 1f none of the above, check “Not qualify” and enter “No” in far right column. Go to Step
2.

Step 2. Determinetype of development
1. s the project residential? If yes, enter number of total units and units per acre (or the
equivalent) on chart. Go to Step 3.

2. Is the project retail commercial (generally Community Commercial or Regional
Commercial), office (Service Commercial or Professional Office), or light industrial? If
yes, go to Step 4.

Is the project mixed use, generally combining uses in 1 and 2 above? If yes, go to Step 5.
4. 1f none of the above, project does not qualify. Enter “No” in far right column. Go to Step
4.1 to determine number of jobs associated with this project.

w

Step 3. Determine whether residential development counts toward meeting benchmarks

1. Determine the number of units per acre, or the equivalent, i.e. one home on a 4,356 sq. ft.
lot would be 10 homes per acre, meeting the standard for Alternative Measure 5. Enter
number on chart. If number is 10 or greater, go to next question. If number is smaller than
10, enter “No” in far right column.

2. s the project within ¥ mile (measured as actual walking distance from the nearest edge
of projects and following the most direct pedestrian walkway, existing or proposed) of a
significant retail center (20,000 sq. ft. or larger)? If yes, go to next question. If no, enter
‘No” in far right column.

3. Isthere a completed pedestrian walkway connection to the retail center above and no
significant (more than 120 feet) out-of-direction travel required for the pedestrian? A
completed pedestrian walkway is defined as a facility that is:

a. Identified by the city as a public sidewalk along a street,
b. An off-street multi-use path meeting city design standards, or

Tech Memo #1 — Alternative Measures Analysis Methodologies 5
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c. A pathway that replicates a sidewalk in parking lots, including physical separation
from vehicles, and sidewalk-like features. Where street crossing are included as
part of the pedestrian route to connect with the retail center, these crossing should
not be unprotected crossings of streets carrying significant traffic volumes, or
where speeds exceed 30 mph. If there is a completed walkway connection, the
project qualifies. Enter M5 in the far right column. If not, enter “no.”

Step 4. Determine whether commercial and industrial development counts toward meeting
benchmarks

1.

Determine the number of jobs to be created, using the appropriate formulas, and enter
result on chart:
e Commercial — divide building square footage by 600 sg. ft., equals number of jobs;
e Office — divide building square footage by 500 sg. ft., equals number of jobs; or
e Light Industrial — divide building square footage by 1000 sq. ft. equals number of
jobs
Does the building front the street (so parking between building and street) and have a
main entrance from that street? If yes, go to next question. If no, enter “No” at far right.
Does the project include a vertical mix of uses (single structure with above floors used
for residential office use, and a portion of the ground floor for retail/commercial or
services)? If yes, the project qualifies. Enter M6 at far right. If no, go to next question.
Is the project located within ¥4 mile of higher density residential development (10 or
more units per acre) measured as actual walking distance from the nearest edge of the
project and following the most direct pedestrian walkway (existing or proposed as part of
this project)? If yes, go to next question. If no, enter “No” at far right.
Is there a complete (or proposed as part of this project) pedestrian walkway between the
project and the residential development identified in this section? If yes, the project
qualifies. Enter M6 in column at far right. If no, the project does not qualify.

Step 5. Determine whether mixed-use project outside of TOD areas qualifiestoward
meeting benchmarks

1.

2.
3.

Enter number of residential units in chart. Calculate number of units per acre following
step 3.1.

Enter number of jobs following step 4.1

Does the building front the street (no parking between building and street) and have a
main entrance from that street? If yes, go to next question. If no, enter “No” at far right.
Is the project within ¥ mile (measured as actual walking distance from the nearest edge
of the project and following the most direct pedestrian walkway, existing or proposed as
part of this project) of an existing major transit stop as defined by the state Transportation
Planning Rule. If yes, the project qualifies. Fill in M5 and M6 in the far right column. If
no, the project does not qualify. Enter “No” in far right column.

Tech Memo #1 — Alternative Measures Analysis Methodologies 6
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RVMPO Alternative Measures5 & 6 Tracking Chart

January 2000 — June 2014

(City)

Housing Housing Commercial Qualifies

Development name Location: Type of Development
Address (res/com/mixed use)2 # units 3 # units/ # Jobs s (AM 5,AM 6,

Legal Description 1 acre 4 or No) 6

o Downtown

o TOD

o Activity Center
o Not Qualify

o Downtown

o TOD

o Activity Center
o Not Qualify

o Downtown

o TOD

o Activity Center
o Not Qualify

o Downtown

o TOD

o Activity Center
o Not Qualify

el N

Location: address and legal description; and check area that applies (if none applies, also enter “No” in far right column).
List one of three uses: Residential, Commercial/Industrial, Mixed Use.
If residential, list number of units.

Lot-size determination: distinguish whether lot is greater or less that .10 acre (i.e. one home on a 4,356 sq. ft. lot is equivalent to 10
homes/ac., meeting the standard for Alternative Measure 5).
To be filled out for all commercial uses (retail, industrial, manufacturing, etc.). List potential employment by the following standard (from
Medford TSP):

o Commercial — divide building square footage by 600 sg. ft. equals number of jobs

o Office — divide building square footage by 500 sq. ft. equals humber of jobs

o Light Industrial — divide building square footage by 1000 sq. ft. equals number of jobs

Alternative Measures determination. For qualifying dwellings enter AM5; for qualifying commercial enter AM6; mixed use enter AM5 &
AMBG; for developments that don’t qualify enter “No.”

Tech Memo #1 — Alternative Measures Analysis Methodologies 7
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Appendix B
Alternative Measures Benchmark Analysis
Types of Bikeways Inventoried in 2007

The 2007 Alternative Measures benchmark analysis inventoried bikeways within the RVMPO as
outlined below.

Existing bike lanes from Medford TSP

3-ft shoulders with bike signage painted on street (bike picture in the shoulder)
4-ft shoulders with bike signage painted on street

5-ft shoulders with bike signage painted on street

3-ft shoulders with bike signage painted on street and a posted road sign

4-ft shoulders with bike signage painted on street and a posted road sign

No shoulder, posted road sign

Unmarked 4-ft + (plus) shoulder

Again, the 2007 benchmark analysis for Measure #3 was not consistent with the 2000 baseline
analysis. Below are some examples of what was accounted for in the 2007 analysis.

Shared Roadway: Bicyclists and motorists ride in the same travel lanes. There are no specific
dimensions for shared roadways. They are usually narrow, so a motorist has to cross over into
the adjacent travel lane to pass a cyclist. Shared roadways are common on neighborhood
residential streets, on rural roads and low volume highways.

Tech Memo #1 — Alternative Measures Analysis Methodologies 8
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Shoulder Bikeway: A shoulder bikeway is a paved shoulder that provides a suitable area for
bicycling, reducing conflicts with faster moving motor vehicle traffic. Most bicycle travel on the
rural state highway system, and on many county roads, is accommodated on shoulder bikeways.

Bike Lane: A portion of the roadway designated for preferential use by bicyclists. Bike lanes
are appropriate on busy urban thoroughfares. They may be used on other streets where bicycle
travel and demand is substantial. Bike lanes are marked to call attention to their preferential use

by bicyclists.

Tech Memo #1 — Alternative Measures Analysis Methodologies
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