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Following contains all comments received as of 10 pm, October 30, 2007, during and just prior to
(at open house) the public comment period established for the 2031 Regional Transportation Plan:

Opened August 3, 2007
Closes November 5, 2007
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The Central Lane Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO), the
federally designated regional transportation planning

CENTRAL LANE organization for the Eugene-Springfield-Coburg area, is updating
‘ ‘ - its long range and short range transportation plans.

- The public comment period for the draft short range plan, the
. ‘ FY08-11 Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program

(MTIP), is now open through 5 pm August 6, 2007.

- ’ . The preliminary draft long range pian, the 2031 Regional

M P o Transportation Plan (RTP), will be available for first viewing at
the open house. The public comment period on the RTP will
open on August 3, 2007, through 5 pm September 10, 2007, with
a public hearing scheduled for 11:30 am on August 9, 2007 at

the MPO policy board meeting to be held at the Eugene Public
Library.

Details of these meetings and materials can be accessed at http://www.lcog.org, and are also
available at Lane Council of Governments, 99 E. Broadway, Suite 400, Eugene. Contact Paui
Thompson at 541-682-4283 for more information, or email mpo@icog.org.

PLEASE PROVIDE YOUR COMMENT and submit to LCOG:

Product commenting upon: MTIP RTP

Date of comment:

Address : 5 //%JL k/ 4/'5/ .
A% Ryhus Bl

Email Address (if any) /,JLA & @7“2{/)"527

The MPO maintains a list of interested persons who are contacted when there is news on
transportation related activities within the MPO. Please check if you would like to be added to
this list and to receive an occasional email update.

Please contact me
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The Central Lane Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO), the
federally designated regional transportation planning
organization for the Eugene-Springfield-Coburg area, is updating
its long range and short range transportation plans.

The public comment period for the draft short range plan, the
FY08-11 Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program
(MTIP), is now open through 5 pm August 6, 2007.

The preliminary draft long range plan, the 2031 Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP), will be available for first viewing at
the open house. The public comment period on the RTP will
open on August 3, 2007, through 5 pm September 10, 2007, with
a public hearing scheduled for 11:30 am on August 9, 2007 at
the MPO policy board meeting to be held at the Eugene Public
Library.

Details of these meetings and materials can be accessed at http://www.lcog.org, and are also
available at Lane Council of Governments, 99 E. Broadway, Suite 400, Eugene. Contact Paul
Thompson at 541-682-4283 for more information, or email mpo@icog.org.

PLEASE PROVIDE YOUR COMMENT and submit to LCOG:

Product commenting upon: ” MTIP RTP

Date of comment: > 7 ;%7

Name:

Doty Lorcctr

Address

Email Address (if any)

7

s23¢ (opd Epm@s, (52(9,%16,

The MPO maintains a list of interested persons who are contacted when there is news on
transportation related activities within the MPO. Please check if you would hke to be added to
this list and to receive an occasional email update.

Please contact me
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The Central Lane Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPQ), the
federally designated regional transportation planning

CENTRAL LANE organization for the Eugene-Springfield-Coburg area, is updating
. ‘ - its long range and short range transportation plans.

- The public comment period for the draft short range plan, the
. - FY08-11 Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program

(MTIP), is now open through 5 pm August 6, 2007.

- ' . The preliminary draft long range plan, the 2031 Regional

M P 0 Transportation Plan (RTP), will be available for first viewing at
the open house. The public comment period on the RTP will
open on August 3, 2007, through 5 pm September 10, 2007, with
a public hearing scheduled for 11:30 am on August 9, 2007 at

the MPO policy board meeting to be held at the Eugene Public
Library.

Details of these meetings and materials can be accessed at hitp://www.lcog.org, and are also
available at Lane Council of Governments, 99 E. Broadway, Suite 400, Eugene. Contact Paul
Thompson at 541-682-4283 for more information, or email mpo@lcog.org.

PLEASE PROVIDE YOUR COMMENT and submit to LCOG:

Product commenting upon: MTIP RTP

Addre;s /}/ﬁ M/ﬁ Nz M?p}jﬁy
Email Address (if any) %/4/@/%&/@4//@6/@@\/\/5@7{/5/(_ 7

The MPO maintains a list of interested persons who are contacted when there is news on
transportation related activities within the MPO. Please check if you would hke to be added to
this list and to receive an occasional email update.

Please contact me
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The Central Lane Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO), the
federally designated regional transportation planning

CENTRM. LANE organization for the Eugene-Springfield-Coburg area, is updating
‘ ‘ - its long range and short range transportation plans.

The public comment period for the draft short range plan, the
. - FY08-11 Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program

(MTIP), is now open through 5 pm August 6, 2007.

- ' . The preliminary draft long range plan, the 2031 Regional

M P 0 Transportation Plan (RTP), will be available for first viewing at
the open house. The public comment period on the RTP will
open on August 3, 2007, through 5 pm September 10, 2007, with
a public hearing scheduled for 11:30 am on August 9, 2007 at

the MPO policy board meeting to be held at the Eugene Public
Library.

Details of these meetings and materials can be accessed at hitp://www.lcog.org, and are also
available at Lane Council of Governments, 99 E. Broadway, Suite 400, Eugene. Contact Paul
Thompson at 541-682-4283 for more information, or email mpo@lcog.org.

PLEASE PROVIDE YOUR COMMENT and submit to LCOG:

Product commenting upon‘

Date of comment: ?/ 30/ o 7\
Name: : qu/ MQ /‘9@45‘7[\{(‘4 J Wﬁ@

Address PO @OX /O/yg 59‘% ?}y?ﬁ

Email Address (if any) Kw\/ ﬂ”o%;iﬁ.\q@ew&L Qd;em o .JUS

The MPO maintains a list of interested persons who are contacted when there is news on
transportation related activities within the MPO. Please check if you would hke to be added to
this list and to receive an occasional email update.

Please contact me ><
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IOOO 534 SW Third Ave., Suite 300, Portland, OR 97204 « (503) 497-1000 « fax (503) 223-0073 * www. frlends org
friends Southern Oregon Office « P.O. Box 2442 « Grants Pass, OR 97528 ¢ (541) 474-1155 « fax (541) 474-9389
of Oregon Willamette Valley Office « 189 Liberty St. NE, Suite 307A ¢ Salem, OR 97301 « (503) 371-7261 « fax (503) 371-7596
- : - : Central Oregon Office « P.O. Box 242 « Bend, OR 97709 » (541) 382-7557 « fax (541) 317-9129

Date: August 9, 2007

From: Rob Zako, Transportation Advocate

To:  Central Lane Metropolitan Planning Organization

Re:  Preliminary Draft 2007-2031 Regional Transportation Plan

Executive Summary

The RTP update is required in order to comply with new federal requirements in
SAFETEA-LU. SAFETEA-LU requires that the metropolitan transportation
planning process “promote consistency between transportation improvements and
State and local planned growth and economic development patterns,” i.e., land
use plans. Unfortunately, as the relevant land use plans end in the year 2015
(Eugene, Springfield and Lane County) or the year 2025 (Coburg), it is difficult to
adopt a RTP consistent with those plans through the year 2031. There is no clear
analysis of transportation needs, hence no clear basis on which to select particular
projects. The plan appears to be based on two land use scenarios, one of which is
unrealistic and the other of which promotes the expansion of the Springfield UGB
in advance of that decision being made. The 2007-2031 RTP, in its current form,
doesn’t adequately meet either federal or state requirements for integrated
transportation and land use planning. We recommend several actions the MPO
should take to comply with the spirit and letter of federal requirements.

Dear members of the Central Lane Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO),

Thank you for this opportunity to submit comments regarding the Preliminary Draft 2007-2031
Regional Transportation Plan.

SAFETEA-LU

As you know, the update to the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) is required in order to
comply with new federal requirements in the federal Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient
Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), which President Bush signed
into law on August 10, 2005.*

SAFETEA-LU is a huge 836-page bill that includes many federal earmarks, for example, $1
million for Highway Project #4704 to improve the Interstate-5 interchange at the City of Coburg
and $1 million for Highway Project #4715 to improve transportation around the Federal
Courthouse in Eugene.

! http://www.fhwa.dot.qov/safetealu/
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Fortunately, a fact sheet on metropolitan planning? tells you most of what you need to know for
the RTP update:

Key Modifications
Modifications to the metropolitan planning process include the following:

Metropolitan Planning in General

MPOs will be encouraged to consult or coordinate with planning officials
responsible for other types of planning activities affected by transportation,
including planned growth, economic development, environmental protection,
airport operations, and freight movement. [6001(g)]

The metropolitan planning process is to promote consistency between
transportation improvements and State and local planned growth and
economic development patterns. [6001(h)]

Safety and security of the transportation system are separate planning factors
that are to be considered during the metropolitan planning process. [6001(h)]

A State will have 30 days to reimburse an MPO for planning expenses after
request from the MPO for reimbursement

Long Range Transportation Plan (Plan)

Will be updated every 4 years (unless the MPO chooses to do so more
frequently) in non-attainment and maintenance areas. Attainment areas remain
on a 5-year update cycle. [6001(i)]

Intermodal connectors are added as a transportation facility. [6001(i)]

Include a discussion of potential environmental mitigation activities along
with potential sites to carry out the activities to be included. The discussion is
to be developed in consultation with Federal, State, and tribal wildlife, land
management, and regulatory agencies. [6001(i)]

Transit operators are to be included in the cooperative development of funding
estimates for the financial plan section. [6001(i)]

MPOs are required to consult with State and local agencies responsible for
land use management, natural resources, environmental protection,
conservation, and historic preservation concerning development of the Plan.
[6001(i)]

Representatives of users of pedestrian walkways, bicycle transportation
facilities, the disabled are specifically added as parties to be provided with the
opportunity to participate in the planning process. [6001(i)]

The MPO is to develop a participation plan in consultation with interested
parties that provides reasonable opportunities for all parties to comment.
[6001(1)]

To carry out the participation plan, public meetings are to be: conducted at
convenient and accessible locations at convenient times; employ visualization

2 http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/safetealu/factsheets/mp.htm
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techniques to describe plans; and make public information available in an
electronically accessible format, such as on the Web. [6001(i)]

* The Plan is to be published and made available electronically, such as on the
Web. [6001(i)]

(Emphasis added.)

Consistency between land use and transportation plans

Note especially, as highlighted above, that SAFETEA-LU amends® the scope of the planning
process:

23 U.S.C. 134. Metropolitan transportation planning

(h) Scope of Planning Process.—

(1) In general.— The metropolitan planning process for a metropolitan
planning area under this section shall provide for consideration of projects
and strategies that will—

(E) protect and enhance the environment, promote energy conservation,
improve the quality of life, and promote consistency between
transportation improvements and State and local planned growth and
economic development patterns;

(Emphasis added.)

In brief, it is now federal law that the transportation planning process conducted by the
metropolitan planning organization “promote consistency between transportation improvements
and State and local planned growth and economic development patterns,” i.e., land use plans.

We hasten to note that the highlighted language is new: The explicit federal requirement to
promote consistency with land use plans didn’t exist before SAFETEA-LU.

Challenge of adopting RTP in advance of land use plans

At your meeting in April 2007, staff explained”:

Federal regulations further require that the RTP must be consistent with locally
adopted plans and policies. The difficulty in meeting these requirements arises
from trying to craft a federal long-range RTP that is consistent with local plans,
while planning, in the case of the MetroPlan, 16 years beyond the local
comprehensive plan and TSP. Since the MetroPlan only provides planning and
policy direction through 2015—the first 8 years of the 24-year RTP—it becomes

% A current version of the relevant U.S. Code is available at
http://www4.law.cornell.edu/uscode/html/uscode23/usc sec 23 00000134----000-.html

4 http://www.lcog.org/meetings/mpc/0407/MPC4.f-CoverMemo-RTPHorizon.pdf
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a challenge for the MPO to plan for the additional 16 years without appearing to
“lead” the local planning process.

According to the minutes of that meeting®:

Mr. Vanderpool asked the MPC for direction to model a range of development
patterns from accommodating all growth through 2031 within the existing urban
growth boundary (UGB) at higher than observed current densities to
accommodating growth at currently observed actual densities, including
accommodating a portion of the growth through 2031 beyond the current UGB.
He said the models were not breaking down, the approach met federal
requirements, and it did not appear to cause a lot of work for the MPC.

To the best of our knowledge, at that meeting the Metropolitan Policy Committee (MPC), i.e.,
the MPO policy board, declined to give staff the requested direction. Moreover, the question of
how to develop a transportation plan that is consistent with land-use plans without “leading”
those plans has not been raised again with MPC. Thus the Preliminary Draft 2007-2031 RTP
appears to have been developed without explicit policy direction from the MPC (or for that
matter from the public), at least on the key question of planned land uses.

Unfortunately, the sections of the Preliminary Draft 2007-2031 RTP dealing with these
questions (Part Two of Chapter 4) appear to still be incomplete. Thus at this time it is not
possible to evaluate in detail what land use assumptions the RTP is making.

Transportation needs

Although one might think that a primary purpose of the RTP is to address the transportation
needs of the region, SAFETEA-LU is vague about those needs. SAFETEA-LU does provide:

23 U.S.C. 134. Metropolitan transportation planning
(a) Policy.— It is in the national interest to—

(1) encourage and promote the safe and efficient management, operation, and
development of surface transportation systems that will serve the mobility
needs of people and freight and foster economic growth and development
within and between States and urbanized areas, while minimizing
transportation-related fuel consumption and air pollution through
metropolitan and statewide transportation planning processes identified in
this chapter;

(Emphasis added.)

But the opening paragraphs of the Preliminary Draft 2007-2031 RTP itself do a good job of
explaining transportation needs in a general way:

... Generally, the need for transportation stems from our need to access goods,
services, and other people within and beyond the region. The ease by which we
are able to get from home to school, to a job, to medical services, to shopping and
back again is dependent upon the efficiency and effectiveness of the region’s
transportation system.

® http://www.lcog.org/meetings/mpc/0607/AprilMinutes.pdf




MPC 4.b - Attachment 2 - RTP Comments Received July 30 through October 30, 2007 Page 11 of 42

As the region grows, additional demands are put on the system. With limited
resources, determining the best means for improving the system and meeting
future demand is challenging. ...

(Emphasis added.)

In other words, transportation needs arise out of people’s desire to get from one place to another,
i.e., from one land use to another. Hence it is impossible to consider transportation needs without
also considering land uses.

The Oregon Transportation Planning Rule (OAR Chapter 660, Division 12)° is more explicit
about the requirement to assess transportation needs in developing a transportation (system) plan:

OAR 660-012-0030: Determination of Transportation Needs

(1) The TSP shall identify transportation needs relevant to the planning area and
the scale of the transportation network being planned including:

(a) State, regional, and local transportation needs;
(b) Needs of the transportation disadvantaged:;

(c) Needs for movement of goods and services to support industrial and
commercial development planned for pursuant to OAR 660-009 and
Goal 9 (Economic Development).

OAR 660-012-0005(32) defines “transportation needs” as follows:

“Transportation Needs” means estimates of the movement of people and goods
consistent with acknowledged comprehensive plan and the requirements of this
rule. Needs are typically based on projections of future travel demand resulting
from a continuation of current trends as modified by policy objectives, including
those expressed in Goal 12 and this rule, especially those for avoiding principal
reliance on any one mode of transportation.

Although the requirement in the TPR applies directly to a transportation system plan (TSP), not a
regional transportation plan (RTP), the TPR requires each local governments ensure that its TSP
IS consistent with the RTP. In particular, both types of transportation plans must address the
same identified transportation needs.

“Putting the cart before the horse”: projects before needs
1000 Friends of Oregon is concerned that the MPO is “putting the cart before the horse.”

Looking at the Preliminary Draft 2007-2031 RTP we see a detailed list of projects in a
financially constrained list. Presumably these projects are intended to meet the current and future
transportation needs of the region.

But we see no clear identification of what those needs are. Where did this list of planned
transportation projects come from? Why were these projects selected and not others? What other
projects were considered? Who decided? When did these discussions take place? When was the
public consulted about their needs and which projects would best serve those needs?

® http://arcweb.sos.state.or.us/rulessOARS 600/0OAR 660/660 012.html
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All we can find is the following vague explanation in the Preliminary Draft RTP (Chapter 3,
Page 3):

Summary of Needs Analysis

Transportation needs for the Central Lane area were assessed using standard
methods typically employed in regional transportation planning. The analysis of
needs was based on population and employment growth forecasts consistent with
statewide forecasts. The population and employment forecasts were used to
establish overall demand for transportation.

In particular, we wonder about two large ODOT projects being moved from the illustrative list to
the financially-constrained list since the 2004 update:

#27  Hwy. 126 at Main St.: Construct interchange ($50,000,000)
#30  Hwy. 126 at 52" St.: Construct interchange ($40,000,000)
What needs do these projects serve? Who decided?

Land use scenarios

Although the Preliminary Draft RTP is vague about transportation needs, we surmise that those
needs are based on one or both of two land use scenarios developed by staff without the approval
by the MPO Policy Board.

One of the two land use scenarios is based on “higher-than-observed (but allowable) densities.”
According to the staff memo from April 2007:

However, the RTP will recognize the fact that this primary scenario will
necessarily rely on higher-than-observed (but allowable) densities in order to
accommodate growth through 2031 within the existing UGBs. In so doing, the
RTP will acknowledge the fact that guidance for growth beyond the current
Eugene-Springfield-Lane County comprehensive plan horizon of 2015 (and
beyond the Coburg comprehensive plan horizon of 2025) must come from the
local level. The RTP will expressly state that the primary 2031 RTP scenario is
based on current comprehensive plan guidance, but is modeled only for the
purpose of the federal RTP, and that when new guidance is available at the local
level for growth beyond 2015, the next update of the RTP will reflect that
guidance.

We question how realistic it is to assume that development will occur at “higher-than-observed
(but allowable) densities,” at least absent any changes in local land use regulations that would
promote such higher densities.

The other land use scenario contemplates expanding the urban growth boundary (UGB) in an
unspecified manner. According to the staff memo from April 2007:

The 2031 RTP will also include an illustrative scenario demonstrating what the
performance of the transportation system may be like with allocation of some of
the growth through 2031 outside of the current UGBs. This illustrative scenario
will be in the form of an appendix noting that under currently observed
development densities, and carrying forth all other guidance from the existing
comprehensive plans, allocation of some portion of the anticipated residential
growth through 2031 would need to occur outside of the existing UGBs. The
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illustrative scenario would be developed in coordination with the local
jurisdictions to demonstrate what such a development scenario may look like.

We did not find the appendix that explains this illustrative scenario.

But looking at the financially-constrained project list, we see that all the new arterial links and
interchanges are planned in Springfield:

#27  Hwy. 126 at Main St.: Construct interchange ($50,000,000)
#30  Hwy. 126 at 52" St.: Construct interchange ($40,000,000)

#66  Bob Straub Parkway, 57" St. to Jasper Rd. at Brand S Rd.: Phase 1:
Construct 2-lane arterial between 57" St. and Mt. Vernon; construct turn
lanes at intersections. Improve railroad crossing at Jasper Rd. Phase 2:
Widen to 4-lane plus a median ($10,000,000)

#930 Centennial Blvd./Industrial Ave., 28" St. to 35" St.: Construct 3-lane
urban facility ($3,715,000)

Thus one could conclude that the illustrative scenario contemplates that Springfield will expand
its UGB around Highway 126 (where two new interchanges are planned) and towards the Jasper-
Natron area (where the Bob Straub Parkway will extend from Highway 126 towards Highway
58). In any case, Springfield has made no secret that it believes it will need to expand its UGB
soon. And now under House Bill 3337 (2007), Springfield appears poised to do so without
needing to gain approval from either Eugene or Lane County.

Indeed, by planning all the new roadways near the edge of Springfield, the Preliminary Draft
RTP is, in effect, deciding to expand the UGB, claims by staff that the RTP process will not
“lead” the land use process notwithstanding. After all, once the infrastructure is planned near the
edge of the Springfield UGB, wouldn’t it make sense for future UGB expansions to occur in
areas already planned to be served?

The process leading to the Preliminary Draft RTP appears to be based on two land use scenarios,
neither of which have been discussed in detail by the MPO Policy Board nor made explicit for
the public to consider. But it is appears that the projects selected are aimed to support desired
growth in Springfield, whether or not that growth is yet planned in local land use plans.

We fail to see how such a process “promote[s] consistency between transportation improvements
and State and local planned growth and economic development patterns,” as now required by
federal law.

According to The Metropolitan Transportation Planning Process: Key Issues, A Briefing
Notebook for Transportation Decision-makers, Officials, and Staff”:

Metropolitan transportation planning provides the information, tools, and public
input needed for improving transportation system performance. Transportation
planning should reflect the community’s vision for its future. It should also
include a comprehensive consideration of possible strategies; an evaluation
process that encompasses diverse viewpoints; the collaborative participation of
relevant transportation-related agencies and organizations; and an open, timely,
and meaningful involvement of the public. Transportation planning requires a

" http://www.planning.dot.gov/documents/BriefingBook/BBook.htm




MPC 4.b - Attachment 2 - RTP Comments Received July 30 through October 30, 2007 Page 14 of 42

comprehensive, holistic look at the needs and the future of the region and its
inhabitants as shown in Figure 1.

Emvirenrment Ecanomy Land Use
h ' 4
q ] p
Sefety & __ | |.D BN . >OCial
Health : . " Equity
F k
- L
y i
Mobility & Communities &
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Figure 1: Links between transportation and other societal goals: transportation
decisions affect our society in many ways. Conversely, many of society’s decisions
have an impact on our transportation system.

... A'metropolitan planning organization (MPO) is a transportation policy-making
organization made up of representatives from local government and transportation
authorities. The Federal legislation passed in the early 1970’s required the
formation of an MPO for any urbanized area with a population greater than
50,000. MPOs were created in order to ensure that existing and future
expenditures for transportation projects and programs were based on a continuing,
cooperative and comprehensive (3-C) planning process. Federal funding for
transportation projects and programs are channeled through this planning process.

We do see how the process to update the RTP is continuing, but we fail to see how it is
cooperating nor comprehensive, as required by the “3-C” federal requirements, as we see no
evidence of cooperation to consider future transportation needs, i.e., future land uses.

Conclusion

In brief, we question whether the 2007-2031 RTP, in its current form, adequately meets either
federal or state requirements for integrated transportation and land use planning.

We recommend the Central Lane MPO take the following actions in advance of adopting the
2007-2031 RTP:

1. Staff should provide decision makers and the public with detailed information about the
land use scenarios under consideration: information about higher-density levels, where
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these are projected to occur, and what these would look like, and information about
where UGB expansions are projected.

2. The MPO should gather public input about the land use scenarios, as these relate to the
future transportation needs of the public. Then the MPO should discuss these land use
scenarios, coordinating these discussions with discussions by the local governments
responsible for making land use decisions.

3. Once the underlying land uses and resulting transportation needs are understood, several
alternatives for addressing these needs should be proposed. The public should have an
opportunity to comment on the pros and cons of each alternative approach before a
preferred approach is proposed.

4. The MPO should involve the local governments in these discussions at the decision-
maker level, taking special care to ensure that they understand that adoption of the RTP
will trigger the requirement under the TPR to update local transportation system plans
within one year. Local governments should cooperate with the MPO in assuring that
transportation and land use plans are consistent, or will soon be made so.

5. If, as it likely, such a program will delay the adoption of the RTP, the MPO should
immediately seek permission from the federal government to take the time needed to
adequately comply with federal requirements. Given that SAFETEA-LU contains new
requirements, in particular, a requirement for a higher level of coordination between
transportation and land use planning, it is only natural that it would take more time to
meet this requirement, at least the first time around.

We look forward to the MPO Policy Board considering our concerns and recommendation,
ultimately arriving at an approach that will indeed satisfy requirements for integrated planning,
as well as serve the region’s interests.

Please let me know if you have questions or concerns.

Sincerely,

Ro 3ok

Rob Zako
Transportation Advocate
1280-B East 28" Ave.
Eugene, OR 97403-1616
Phone: (541) 343-5201
Fax: (541) 683-6333
rob@friends.org
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Date: September 9, 2007
From: Rob Zako, Transportation Advocate
To:  Central Lane Metropolitan Planning Organization
To:  Citizen Involvement Committee
Re:  Public Involvement and the Draft 2007-2031 Regional Transportation Plan

Executive Summary

As of Saturday, September 8, the complete final draft RTP is still not available
online to the public. Thus we call on you to continue the public hearing on the
RTP to your October meeting, and to postpone making any final decisions on the
RTP Update until your November meeting at the earliest.

Dear members of the Central Lane Metropolitan Planning Organization,

Government by and for the people

When they faced a hostile government in England, the people of the American colonies issued
their Declaration of Independence:

“... We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created equal, that
they are endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable rights, that among
these are Life, Liberty, and the pursuit of Happiness. That to secure these rights,
Governments are instituted among Men, deriving their just powers from the
consent of the governed. ...”

A few years later, the people of the newly formed United States adopted their Constitution:

“We the People of the United States, in Order to form a more perfect Union,
establish Justice, insure domestic Tranquility, provide for the common defense,
promote the general Welfare, and secure the Blessings of Liberty to ourselves and
our Posterity, do ordain and establish this Constitution for the United States of
America. ...”

Four score and seven years after the Declaration of Independence when the future of the Union
was in doubt, President Abraham Lincoln penned his Gettysburg Address:

“... Itis rather for us to be here dedicated to the great task remaining before us ...
and that government of the people, by the people, for the people, shall not perish
from the earth.”

In 1974, the Oregon Land Conservation and Development Commission adopted the Statewide
Planning Goals, starting with Goal 1 for “Citizen Involvement”:

“To develop a citizen involvement program that insures the opportunity for
citizens to be involved in all phases of the planning process. ...”
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In 1991, Congress adopted the Intermodal Surface Transportation Act. In regard to metropolitan
transportation planning, ISTEA provided that:

“... The process for developing such [metropolitan transportation] plans and
programs shall provide for consideration of all modes of transportation and shall
be continuing, cooperative, and comprehensive to the degree appropriate, based
on the complexity of the transportation problems. ...

“Each long range plan prepared by a metropolitan planning organization shall be
published or otherwise made readily available for public review; ...”

Finally, in January 2007 the Central Lane MPO adopted its Public Participation Plan, the goal of
which is to:

“Establish widespread understanding and support for regional transportation
programs through development of an environment in which citizens, agencies and
other interested parties in the metropolitan area are actively involved in
meaningful and effective dialogue.”

As is clear from this brief history, the United States was formed out of distrust of one
government and sought to form a “more perfect union,” a “government of the people, by the
people, for the people.” The importance of public involvement in transportation planning under
federal law, as well as the importance of citizen involvement in Oregon, are both rooted in the
recognition that government is intended to serve the people, is elected by the people, and uses
monies coming from taxes on the people.

Government by and for the people is the ideal we continue to strive for.

Failures of government

In practice, government sometimes falls short of the idea. In recent years, trust in governments at
all levels has dropped. There are many examples, which you know well.

Just a couple years ago, the country watched in horror as Hurricane Katrina devastated New
Orleans and surrounding areas, our governments apparently not up to the task of preparing for a
clear and imminent danger nor the task of fixing problems in the aftermath.

Just a few months ago, people driving home from work in Minnesota experienced an Interstate
bridge collapsing for no apparent reason.

Here in Oregon, we strive to do better. But even here there is a strong current of distrust for
government at all levels. Proposed Lane County taxes have been voted down numerous times. Th
November 207 ballot will feature several referendums on actions local elected officials are
seeking to take: gas taxes and downtown development.

Against this backdrop, you must continue to do all you can to earn and retain the trust of the
public you serve.

Public hearing on the Regional Transportation Plan
Why are these considerations relevant?

The last time the Central Lane MPO held a public hearing on the RTP was in December 9, 2004.
Roughly 40 people showed up to testify. Because it was urgent to update the RTP in order to
ensure that federal transportation funds continued to be available, that public hearing was
truncated and many people left feeling like their opinions we not seriously considered.
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But at the time, some members of the Central Lane MPO offered personal assurances that the
next update of the RTP would be more comprehensive and that there would be adequate
opportunities for the public to engage in the process.

Now three years later, we have a problem. A major issue for the current update is ensuring that
the transportation plans are integrated with and consistent with land use plans. A challenge is the
fact that that the Eugene-Springfield Metro Plan goes through only the year 2015 and the
updated RTP goes through the year 2031. | and others continue to raise this issue, and to ask for
more detail to help us better understand the issues and the options for moving forward.

But as of this weekend, just a few days before the only public hearing on the RTP scheduled for
September 13, 2007, a complete draft of the RTP is still not available online. Yes, there is a list
of projects to be built, but there is still no available detailed explanation of how these projects
relate to the current and expected land uses that will generate the traffic that gives rise to the
need for these projects.

[Update: As of Sunday morning, the complete Draft 2007-2031 Regional Transportation Plan is
finally available online.]

It isn’t reasonable to expect the public to digest and offer meaningful comments on a plan that
isn’t available until just a few days before the only public hearing.

Call for continuing the public hearing to the October meeting

Fortunately, unlike the prior time when it was essential to adopt the RTP update by a certain
“drop dead” date, staff has indicated that there is no such urgency this time. Although it would
be nice to adopt the RTP update in October, it would be fine to adopt later.

As such, we call on you to continue the public hearing on the RTP to your October meeting,
and to postpone making any final decisions on the RTP Update until your November
meeting at the earliest.

As a general rule, you should strive to ensure that the public has at least 30 days to review the
RTP, including at least two weeks before any public hearing, not merely to have a public
comment period that extends for that time but when the complete document isn’t yet available.

(Personally, I will aim to offer initial comments on the complete final draft RTP at your meeting
this Thursday. But as | need to be in Portland this Tuesday and Wednesday, | will most likely not
have time to adequately review the complete final draft RTP before then.)

Please let me know if you have questions or concerns.

Sincerely,

Ro 3ok

Rob Zako
Transportation Advocate
1280-B East 28" Ave.
Eugene, OR 97403-1616
Phone: (541) 343-5201
Fax: (541) 683-6333
rob@friends.org
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September 13, 2007

Rob Zako, Transportation Advocate

Central Lane Metropolitan Planning Organization

Citizen Advisory Committee

Request for Additional Information on the Final Draft 2007-2031 RTP

Executive Summary

In order to adequately review the final draft 2007-2031 RTP and how well it
meets transportation needs, we are requesting more detailed information than is
available in the plan itself.

Dear members of the Central Lane Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO),

Now that the final (i.e., complete) draft 2007-2031 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) is
available, we are beginning our detailed review of this document.

The section titled “Summary of Needs Analysis” (Chapter 3, Page 3) states:

“Transportation needs for the Central Lane area were assessed using standard
methods typically employed in regional transportation planning. The analysis of
needs was based on population and employment growth forecasts consistent with
statewide forecasts. The population and employment forecasts were used to
establish overall demand for transportation.

“In the development of the 2001 TransPlan, a wide range of strategies were
identified to address this demand, including land use, TDM, and TSI strategies.
Different combinations of these strategies were formulated as alternative plan
concepts and test using a computer-based travel-forecasting model. The
alternative plan concepts ranged from a Base Case consisting of trends to an
alternative designed to meet the vehicle miles traveled reduction targets of the
Transportation Planning Rule. These strategies are reflected in this Regional
Transportation Plan.

“The alternatives development and evaluation included consideration of state and
local needs consistent with the Oregon Transportation Plan, Metro Plan, and state
and local improvement programs. Surveys were conducted to provide data on
travel behavior and input on a wide range of alternative strategies. ...”

The section titled “Part Two: Projected Plan Performance” (Chapter 4, Page 5) states:

‘... The data presented in this chapter stems from extensive computer modeling
analyses of different combinations of land use, Transportation Demand
Management, and Transportation System Improvements programs and capital
investments. The analysis draws on recent surveys of transportation patterns and
behavior in the Eugene-Springfield region. ...”
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These brief explanations quoted above prompt several questions and requests:

1. The most recent document listed in Appendix C: List of Supporting Documents is dated
June 2004. What studies, technical memoranda and other documents since June 2004
have been relied on in developing this RTP update? Would you please make these more
recent supporting documents available to the public?

2. In particular, specifically which “recent surveys of transportation patterns and behavior in
the Eugene-Springfield region” were used in developing this RTP update? Would you
please make the results of these surveys available to the public?

3. In the development of this RTP update, how many different combinations of strategies
(alternative plan concepts?) were modeled and what are they?

4. In particular, for each alternative plan concept, what assumptions (population and
employment forecasts, projected land uses, etc.) are used and what combinations of
capital investment and other actions are modeled?

5. How, if at all, do any of the alternative plan concepts take into account Measure 37 or
House Bill 3337, both of which have gone into effect since the 2004 RTP update? (Note
that the impact of Measure 37 would likely not be so much to increase development
inside the MPO area, but rather to increase development outside the area, thus increasing
the flow of regional traffic in and out of the area.)

6. Which of the alternative plan concepts is reflected in Chapter 3, especially the capital
investment actions?

7. Which of the alternative plan concepts is reflected in Chapter 4? What are the
performance measures for the other alternative plan concepts not reflected in Chapter 4?

We look forward to your prompt reply to our questions and requests so that we can continue our
review of the final draft RTP.

Sincerely,

Ro 3ok

Rob Zako
Transportation Advocate
1280-B East 28" Ave.
Eugene, OR 97403-1616
Phone: (541) 343-5201
Fax: (541) 683-6333
rob@friends.org
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Date: September 28, 2007

From: Rob Zako

To:  Central Lane Metropolitan Planning Organization

Cc:  Citizen Advisory Committee

Re:  Capacity-Adding Roadway Projects in the Final Draft 2007-2031 RTP

Executive Summary

We recommend not including capacity-adding roadway projects #27, #30, #1003,
#506 and #333 in the financially constrained list, but rather in the illustrative list.

Dear members of the Central Lane Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO),

How transportation decisions can drive land use decisions

Planning to build this transportation project or that might sometimes seem like a pointless
exercise, especially when no funding has yet been identified. What difference does it really make
whether a particular project is “planned” or not, or in the financially constrained list as opposed
to the illustrative list?

In fact, it matters a great deal, and the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) you are currently
considering has real consequences for how our community develops.

As anyone who has been paying attention knows, many proposed big new developments such as
hospitals, Wal-Marts and Home Depots have gotten hung up on transportation issues. The basic
idea in the state Transportation Planning Rule (TPR),* which implements Statewide Planning
Goal 12 (Transportation), is clear: Don’t approve land use changes to allow new developments
unless the transportation facilities to support those developments are “reasonably likely” to be
built? Thus the new PeaceHealth hospital in Springfield was contingent on the
Interstate-5/Beltline project; the McKenzie-Willamette hospital in Eugene is contingent on
improvements at Beltline and Delta Highway.

But who decides which projects are “reasonably likely” to be constructed, hence can be relied
upon to support new developments? As it happens, to a great extent, you do. The MPO has the
authority to decide which transportation projects are “reasonably likely” to be built, hence where
new developments can be approved contingent on those projects.

Loar Chapter 660, Division 012, available online at
http://arcweb.sos.state.or.us/rules/fOARS 600/OAR_660/660 012.html

%2 OAR 660-012-0060 (“Plan and Land Use Regulation Amendments”) specifies how land use changes must be
supported by existing and planned transportation facilities.
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How this works is simple: According to the TPR,® transportation projects in the RTP’s
financially constrained list are considered to be “reasonably likely” to be built. Period.

In fact, most projects in the financially constrained list don’t yet have funding, and in some cases
may never get funding, hence might never be built. But there is a kind of self-fulfilling prophecy
at work here. If you decide to include a project in the financially constrained list, and then a local
jurisdiction approves new developments assuming the planned project is “reasonably likely” to
be built, the development will lead to new traffic that will ultimately require the planned project
be funded and built.

In this way, although the lawyers will argue that you aren’t technically making land use
decisions, your decisions about what to include in the financially constrained list will heavily
influence which land use decisions are approved and which aren’t, hence where growth will
occur and where it won’t.

In simple terms:

Approving a capacity-adding project in the financially constrained list gives a
“green light” to and drives new land uses around the project.

Capacity-adding projects in the financially constrained list

We have heard many times your desire to not make land use decisions at the MPO table, but
rather to merely coordinate decisions that have been made elsewhere. Given that a decision to
include a capacity-adding project in the financially constrained list effectively pre-approves
future land use decisions, your choice should be clear:

Don’t include any capacity-adding projects in the financially constrained list until
the local comprehensive planning calling for such projects has been completed.

Thus we consider capacity-adding roadway projects proposed to be added to the financially
constrained list. As best as we can tell, there are five such projects, as shown in the table below:

% OAR 660-012-0060(4) provides:

(@ In determining whether an amendment has a significant effect on an existing or planned transportation
facility under subsection (1)(c) of this rule, local governments shall rely on existing transportation
facilities and services and on the planned transportation facilities, improvements and services set forth in
subsections (b) and (c) below.

(b)  Outside of interstate interchange areas, the following are considered planned facilities, improvements and
services:

(C) Transportation facilities, improvements or services in a metropolitan planning organization (MPO)
area that are part of the area's federally-approved, financially constrained regional transportation
system plan.
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Table 1: Capacity-Adding Roadway Projects Added to Financially Constrained L.ist

Geographic Estimated
Name Limits Description Jurisdiction Cost Length Number
Project Category: New Arterial Link or Interchange
Eugene-Springfield | @ Main St. Construct OoDOT $50,000,000 0.00 27
Hwy. (SR-126) interchange
Eugene-Springfield | @ 52nd St. Construct OoDOT $40,000,000 0.00 30
Hwy. (SR-126) interchange
Project Category: Added Freeway Lanes or Major Interchange Improvements
I-5 @ City of Coburg |Interchange OoDOT $22,000,000 0.00 1003
(Phase 1) Improvements
North Eugene River Rd. to Delta | Improve capacity OoDOT $51,292,000 1.76 506
transportation Hwy. across Willamette
improvements River within north
Eugene area
Project Category: Arterial Capacity Improvements
W. 11th Ave. Green Hill Rd. to |Upgrade to 5-lane |ODOT, Eugene | $20,000,000 151 333
Terry St. urban facility

These five projects are not included in the financially constrained list in the 2004—2005 RTP.*
They also are not included in the financially constrained list in the July 2002 TransPlan, which is
a functional plan of the Eugene-Springfield General Metro Plan.

More to the point, we as yet see no evidence in the draft final 2007-2031 RTP (or supporting
documents) that the inclusion of these five projects is consistent with locally adopted
comprehensive plans or that the decision to include these five projects in the financially
constrained list has been vetted at the local level (in particular, with public hearings by the
responsible jurisdictions).

Note: The situation with project #1003, interchange improvements for the I-5/City of Coburg
interchange, requires further comment. This project was not included in the financially
constrained list in the 2004—2025 RTP. In August 2005, the MPO amended the 2004-2025 RTP
to include this project in the financially constrained list.”> That said, we see no documentation in
the final draft 2007-2031 RTP itself, nor in Resolution 2005-10 amending the RTP, that this
project is consistent with the City of Coburg Comprehensive Plan. We would be happy to see
such documentation. Lacking such documentation, our concerns about not wanting transportation
projects in the RTP to drive land uses remain.

* A draft list of new/changed projects from the 2004-2025 RTP is available online at
http://www.lcog.org/meetings/mpc/0607/MPC4.e-Attachment7-RTP-ProjectList-ChangedProjects.pdf

5 The staff cover memo is available online at
http://www.lcog.org/meetings/mpc/082005/MPC4c_CoverMemo_CoburgRTPAmendment.pdf
Resolution 2005-10 is available online at
http://www.lcog.org/meetings/mpc/082005/MPC4c_Attachmentl Resolution_2005-10.pdf
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Conclusion

As we appreciate the desire of the MPO to avoid making—or driving—Iland use decisions, we
cannot support the inclusion of these five projects in the financially constrained list, at least not
without additional documentation of their consistency with land use plans covering the relevant
time periods.

In conclusion:

We recommend not including capacity-adding roadway projects #27, #30, #1003,
#506 and #333 in the financially constrained list, but rather in the illustrative list.

Please understand we have no specific objection to any of these projects. Moreover, once the
necessary local land-use planning has been completed, the door would be open to amending the
RTP to move these projects from the illustrative list to the financially constrained list.

Lastly, we note that we have found no documentation in Chapter 3 (“Plan Implementation”) of
the RTP explaining the criteria for which projects to include in the financially constrained list,
nor any process for selecting projects to include. In previous iterations, staff evaluated projects
against the goals, objectives and/or policies in Chapter 2 (“Policy Element”) of the RTP,
recommending including the projects most consistent with the policy element in the financially
constrained list. If Chapter 2 of the RTP is to have any relevance at all, it must be used to guide
the selection of projects in the financially constrained list, and this process must be documented.

Sincerely,

Ao Bako
Rob Zako

1280-B East 28" Ave.
Eugene, OR 97403-1616
Phone: (541) 343-5201
Fax: (541) 683-6333
rob@friends.org
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From: Rob Zako [rob@friends.org]
Sent: Wednesday, October 10, 2007 9:48 PM
To: Central Lane Metropolitan Planning Organization
Subject: Comments already submitted into record for RTP

Attachments: 1KF-CLMPO-RTP-20070809.pdf; 1KF-CLMPO-RTP-20070909.pdf

Dear Central Lane MPO,
Previously, | submitted comments on the RTP to the Central Lane MPO, which | have attached to this message:

August 9: During the Comments from the Public portion of MPC’s August meeting, | entered written comments on the RTP
into the record and spoke to these, as reflected in the minutes of that meeting. A staff memo for the September meeting

respond to these comments.

September 9: A few days prior to MPC’s September meeting, | emailed the MPO (and CAC) members written comments
about extending the public comment period for the RTP.

Both of these comments were submitted during the August 3 - November 5 public comment period on the RTP and are
intended to be part of the official record.

| am writing because | do not see either of these comments in the packets for the September or October MPC meetings, at
least not in the online version. | want to ensure that these comments are indeed part of the record.

Thank you,
Rob

P.S. Also, note that the LCOG’s main transportation page still lists the the public comment period as ending on October 8,
2007 rather than on November 5, 2007. Please correct this error:

http://www.lcog.org/lgs/trans.html

Rob Zako

1000 Friends of Oregon

1280-B East 28th Ave., Eugene, OR 97403-1616 (home office)
(541) 343-5201 (home office)

(541) 683-6333 (fax)

rob@friends.org

http://www.friends.org

10/11/2007



_ | AR Loty Sezey
MPC 4.b - Attachment 2 - RTP Comments Received July 3%%?— %R?E: &9698\7””0[\‘ . Page 26 of 42

el

Goal One is Citizen Involvement

October 11, 2007

TO: Central Lane Metropolitan Planning Organization
FROM: Goal One Coalition

Re: Citizen involvement and the Regional Transimrtation Plan
Members of the Committee:

I am here today on behalf of the Goal One Coalition. I have with me a petition, signed by 123 Lane
County citizens, asking this Committee to delay adoption of the 2031 Regional Transportation Plan
(RTP) update until December 2008, or until there has been a meaningful opportunity for the public to
be engaged in real transportation decision making. The new federal transportation bill, SAFETEA-
LU, establishes that the current RTP is good through December 2008.

The Goal One Coalition (Coalition) believes that broad public support is essential for the continued
success of Oregon’s planning program, and that widespread, grass roots level citizen involvement is
the key to public support and buy-in. Oregon’s planning program belongs to the people of Oregon —
and the first of the 19 statewide goals, Citizen Involvement, was established to ensure meaningful
opportunities for public participation. The opportunities that are.lacking are those associated with
participating in the necessary comprehensive and functional plan updates, the plans that are expected
to provide the basis for the policies and projects that are proposed for the RTP. This RTP proposal

In addition, the RTP’s governing provisions for “Interested parties, participation, and consultation” in
23 CFR 450.316 requires, in relevant part:

(ix) Coordinating with the statewide transportation planning public involvement and consultation
processes (under subpart B of this part);

Subpart(b) establishes, in relevant part, that in developing metropolitan transportation plans and TIPs,
the MPO should consult with agencies and officials responsible for other planning activities within
the MPA that are affected by transportation (including State and local planned growth, economic
development, environmental protection, airport operations, or freight movements) or coordinate its
planning process (to the maximum extent practicable) with such planning activities.

The proposed RTP does not comply with the requirements of either of these provisions.
Transportation choices have a direct influence on how our community grows. We want to engage in a

meaningful discussion about our community’s values, our responsibility to future generations, and
about the full range of options, including transportation infrastructure, for addressing future needs

L}

Eugene office: 642 Charnelton Suite 100 - Eugene OR 97401 - 541-484-4448 - Fax 541-431-7078
Lebanon office: 39625 Almen Drive - Lebanon OR 97355 - 541-258-6074 - Fax 541-258-6810
www.goall.org
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GOAL ONE COALITION

One-hundred and twenty-three citizens have signed a Petition urging this Committee to delay adopting
the RTP until the four steps outlined in the Petition have been completed, with a goal of adopting a
revised RTP by December 2008..

Respectfully, Q :
&KU&/\. e’}ﬂ/{

Lauri Segel

Community Planner

RTP Petition Cover Letter , 10/11/07 . 2
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To:  Central Lane Metropolitan Planning Organization

Re:  Real Public Involvement in the Central Lane Regional Transportation Plan

We are writing to express our frustration with the public involvement process and to call on you to delay
adoption of the regional transportation plan (RTP) update until you can engage the public in real
transportation decision-making.

We care about our community’s quality of life and environment, and realize that transportation choices
have a direct influence on how our community grows. We want to engage in a meaningful discussion
about our community’s values, our responsibility to future generations, and about the transportation
infrastructure and options for addressing future needs before the RTP, our regional transportation
blueprint for the future, is too close to adoption for our concerns to make much difference.

We note that the 2004 RTP was adopted over the objections of numerous citizens who expressed their
concerns. Work on the 2007 RTP has occurred mostly out of public view, and comments are being
solicited only at the very end of the process.

Therefore, we call on you to do the following:

1. Provide the public with the basic information it needs, in plain English, for suggesting
alternatives and making choices about how to invest in our regional transportation system.

2. In particular, provide the public with information about the land use assumptions in the plan, a
full range of reasonable alternatives for addressing the regional transportation needs, and the
performance of each of these alternatives.

3. At any staff meetings where recommendations for transportation priorities are discussed, provide
public notice of the meetings in advance, an opportunity for public comments, and minutes
reflecting any staff recommendations and the reasoning behind those recommendations.

4. Ask your Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) to determine if efforts to inform and involve the
public are sufficient for allowing an interested but non-technical member of the public to
participate in the process and have a meaningful impact. Ask the CAC for their written
comments about the RTP.

5. Delay adopting the regional transportation plan until the four steps outlined above have been
completed, with a goal of adopting a revised RTP by December 2008, a time which we
understand would meet new federal requirements to update the RTP every four years.

Sincérely,
The Undersigned
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TO:

—Ore On Oregon Department of Transportation
73000

Area 5 Planning Office

644 “ A” Street

Springfield, OR 97478

Telephone 541.747.1354

FAX 541.726.2509

E-mail: ed.w.moore@odot.state.or.us

Theodore R. Kulongoski, Governor

File Code:

CLMPO Transportation Planning Committee

FROM: Ed Moore, AICP

Region 2, Area 5 Region Planner

DATE: 25 October 2007

RE:

CLMPO 2031 RTP Disclaimer

Add to the front cover the following:

Certified for Federal Planning Purposes and Compliance with SAFETEA-LU — Shall not be
used or relied upon for the purpose of determining consistency with local and state land use
and transportation plans, rules, regulations or programs. The list of projects contained in
Table la of this document cannot be considered as Planned Projects under OAR 660-012-
0060(4).

Add the following language as an ODOT disclaimer on the same page entitled “Clarifying Language on
Federal and State Plan Interaction™:

The 2031 Central Lane MPO Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) as contained in this
document was solely prepared to meet Federal SAFETEA-LU and FHWA requirements. The
2031 RTP shall not be relied upon for land use decision making or support of land use
decisions, nor shall it be used to find consistency with the Transportation Planning Rule
(OAR 660-012), the newly adopted Oregon Transportation Plan, or the Oregon Highway
Plan. None of the projects identified for the State Highway System as described in Table la
have been determined by ODOT to be reasonably likely to be constructed with the 2031
planning horizon (as defined by OAR 660-012-0060(4)). Until such time as a
comprehensive update of the TransPlan (as the Regional Transportation System Plan-
RTSP) constrained projects list that is consistent with and based on a legally adopted 20-
year land use forecast is fully adopted and acknowledged, ODOT will determine MPO area
project compliance with OAR 660-012-0060(4) on a case-by-case basis.
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O re O n Department of Land Conservation and Development
635 Capitol Street, Suite 150

Salem, OR 97301-2540

Theodore R. Kulongoski, Governor (503) 373-0050
Fax (503) 378-5518

www.lcd.state.or.us

October 26, 2007 vy
——

Metropolitan Planning Committee
c/o Mr. Paul Thompson

Lane Council of Governments

99 E. Broadway St., Suite 400
Eugene, OR. 97401-3111

Regarding: Draft 2031 Central Lane MPO Regional Transportation Plan
Dear Metropolitan Planning Committee:

As staff indicated at your October 11 hearing, our agency has concerns about coordination and
consistency between the proposed MPO plan and the adopted regional transportation system plan
(TransPlan). At that time, staff indicated that they would follow up with ODOT and DLCD to
discuss our concerns.  Since the principal meeting to discuss our concerns is not scheduled until
November 9, we wanted to explain our concerns for you.

Procedurally, we are concerned that the proposed plan has not been coordinated with a scheduled
update of the region’s transportation system plan — TransPlan — as required by TransPlan itself
and the Transportation Planning Rule (TPR). TransPlan and the Transportation Planning Rule
(TPR) anticipate that the process used to update the CLMPO plan will be simultaneously used to
update TransPlan. The adopted TransPlan schedule calls for a major update in 2007. The TPR
was amended just last year to require that state-required plans (in this case TransPlan) be updated
whenever an update to the regional transportation plan is prepared. Based on our review of the
draft plan and conversations with MPO and local staff it appears that this coordinated update of
TransPlan is not happening.

On the substance, we are concerned the proposed 2031 plan does not meet several performance
measures and benchmarks that are in both TransPlan and the currently adopted CLMPO plan:

- Performance measures and benchmarks related to nodal development are not reported on.

- Benchmarks for the year 2010 are not addressed;

- Adopted transportation performance measures for 2015 will not be met - even by 2031,

- The proposed 2031 plan does not identify or evaluate additional actions that would
enable the region to meet the adopted benchmarks or performance measures.

- Proposed amendments would delete performance measures and several TPR related
benchmarks from the MPO plan.

- The draft plan adds major highway improvements to the financially constrained project
list that would appear to work against the achieving the adopted performance measures.
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Metropolitan Planning Committee Page 2
October 26, 2007
Regarding: Central Lane MPO Regional Transportation Plan

These omissions are significant because of the role that performance measures and benchmarks
play. Virtually identical provisions of TransPlan and the adopted RTP establish the performance
measures and benchmarks and direct that they be used to guide decisions about plan
implementation — including transportation investments and other actions to implement the plan.
(Chapter 4 Plan Implementation and Monitoring). In essence, progress in meeting benchmarks
is supposed to guide decisions about the content of the plan. It doesn’t appear that this has
happened.

The performance measures and benchmarks are important for state purposes because they were
developed and adopted by the region to meet the TPR. They are also significant for federal
purposes because the MPO plan is required to “reflect, to the extent that they exist” the area’s
comprehensive long-range land use plan and metropolitan development objectives...” (CFR
450.322 (9))

A detailed outline of the relevant requirements and our concerns recommendations about the
status of benchmarks and performance measures is attached.

Conclusion

More work is needed to make the proposed 2031 plan consistent with adopted plans and to
address relevant performance measures. We encourage you to consult further with DEQ and
FHWA to determine whether adoption of the plan can be delayed to allow completion of this
work. Whether or not this is possible, the proposed plan needs to clearly acknowledge these
deficiencies and schedule further work over the next year to remedy these deficiencies and to
assure that the plan is consistent with TransPlan as well as related state planning requirements.

We appreciate your consideration of these comments and look forward to the opportunity to
work with MPO and local staff on work to resolve these concerns.

Sincerely,
Robert Cortright

Transportation Planning Coordinator

Attachment: Detailed Comments and Recommendations on the Proposed 2031 Plan
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DETAILED COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
ON THE PROPOSED 2031 CENTRAL LANE MPO RTP

1. State and federal laws, as well as TransPlan, call for use of a coordinated process to
address federal, state and local planning requirements

The TPR, SAFETEA-LU, and TransPlan all expect that regional transportation planning will
occur through a coordinated process.

In 2006, the Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) was amended to require local governments to
update regional transportation system plans on a schedule that coincides with federally-required
plan updates. This amendment was made at the request of local governments to harmonize state
and federal requirements and allow local governments to respond to state and federal
requirements through a single planning process. TPR requirements are set forth in OAR 660-
012-0016:

“In metropolitan areas, local governments shall prepare, adopt, amend and update
transportation system plans required by this division in coordination with regional
transportation plans (RTPs) prepared by MPOs required by federal law. Insofar as
possible, regional transportation system plans for metropolitan areas shall be
accomplished through a coordinated process that complies with the applicable
requirements of federal law and this division.

Federal law and regulations include comparable requirements to consider and reflect adopted
state and local plans:

450.322 Metropolitan transportation planning process: Transportation plan.

(b) In addition, the plan shall:...

(9) Reflect, to the extent that they exist, consideration of: the area’s comprehensive
long-range land use plan and metropolitan development objectives; national, State,
and local housing goals and strategies, community development and employment plans
and strategies, and environmental resource plans; local, State, and national goals and
objectives such as linking low income households with employment opportunities; and
the area’s overall social, economic, environmental, and energy conservation goals and
objectives ....

TransPlan and the TPR — as well as the Oregon Highway Plan (OHP) are relevant local and state
plans that under federal law the MPO is to consider and reflect.

TransPlan requires reporting and response to performance measures at plan updates. The
adopted schedule for both TransPlan and the 2002 RTP call for a major update in the year 2007.
Establishment of performance measures and ongoing monitoring of progress are central features
of TransPlan and the 2002 RTP. Virtually identical chapters in the existing and proposed RTP
and TransPlan — Chapter 4 Plan Performance and Implementation Monitoring - establish clear
requirements to use performance measures as a tool for plan implementation:

“This chapter describes how TransPlan is projected to perform and sets forth a
monitoring program to assess how the plan performs over time. The monitoring program
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ties plan goals, objectives, and policies presented in Chapter Two to the implementation
of actions presented in Chapter Three. The program also aids in tracking the plan’s
performance in meeting federal and state requirements. (Chapter 4, page 1)

“Findings that result from analysis of these performance measures will allow for
informed decisions to be made as to how best implement the plan. For example,
priorities or emphasis for implementation actions may be adjusted, policies may be
amended, and additional policies or implementation actions may be recommended due to
performance measure outcomes.” (Chapter 4, page 1)

“Performance measures are the primary tools for quantitatively assessing the
impacts and achievements of plan implementation and are key criteria by which
progress towards the plan goals can be assessed. The performance measures provide a
framework within which data that are generated and collected can be presented in a
meaningful way.”

“Results from the ongoing plan performance and implementation monitoring
program will be compiled and presented to decision makers as the plan is
implemented.”

“Plan Monitoring Process: The ongoing plan monitoring process includes the
following components:

1. Review of trends, assumptions, and new opportunities;

2. Inventory of actions taken to implement TransPlan policies;

3. Analysis of transportation system performance using the performance measures
presented above; and

4. Recommended actions and corrective steps, including potential plan amendments
during the next update cycle.” (page 25)

2. The proposed 2031 CLMPO RTP does not adequately consider and address
TransPlan Performance Measures and Benchmarks

TransPlan includes six land use and transportation performance measures to be met by the year
2015, as well as 5-year benchmarks for each performance measure to be met in 2005 and 2010.
These performance measures and benchmarks were adopted to comply with the TPR and were
approved by LCDC in May 2001.

The proposed 2031 CLMPO RTP includes reports on some but not all of the TransPlan
performance measures and benchmarks.  The table below shows the TransPlan performance
measures and benchmarks and related information from the draft RTP.

For transportation performance measures, the proposed plan indicates that expected performance
for 2031 will fall well short of the adopted 2015 performance measure. In rough terms, the 2031
RTP estimates the region will make half the progress in twice the time. While the RTP
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apparently includes detailed assumptions about future land use®, it does not report on either the
2015 performance measures or the 2005 and 2010 benchmarks for nodal development.

Progress in Meeting TransPlan Alternative Performance Measures

TransPlan’s 2005 benchmarks for transportation performance have been met, but by
2031 the region will fall well short of meeting its adopted 2015 performance measures.
Progress in meeting performance measures for nodal development is not reported.

Adopted 2005 2004 Existing | 2015 2031 DLCD Comment

Performance Benchmark/ Condition Performance Projection

Measures status Measure

Source: TransPlan Draft RTP TransPlan Draft RTP

Transportation Performance Measures

% PH Transit 6.8% 7.1% 10.0% 8.6% 2031 projection is

mode share on about 50% short of

Congested met 2015 target

Corridors

% Non auto 14.43% 14.77% 17% 16.10% 2031 projection is

trips about 50% short of
met 2015 target

Priority 15 miles 18.2 miles 74 miles 54.5 miles 20.5 fewer miles of

Bikeway Miles bikeway in 2031
met than called for in

2015

Land Use Performance Measures

Acres zoned 1000 acres Not reported | 2000 acres No - 2005 progress not

nodal projection reported

development ??7? - Draft RTP does

% new dwelling | 2.5% total Not reported | 23.3% No not include

units built in 5.6% through projection benchmarks for

nodes 2005 ??7? 2010, 2015 or

% new 10% total Not reported | 45% No projection for

employment in | 18% through projection 2031

nodes 2005 7?77 - RTP proposes to

defer reporting to
local govts

Other

VMT per capita 11.93 vmt 10.9 vmt 12.36 VMT per capita

(Not an adopted | (n/a) increases by 13%

measure; for over the planning

information period v. 1%

only reduction estimated

in TransPlan
Sources:

! The RTP includes detailed reporting of expected transportation performance. These results are based on the
Central Lane model. To run the model, MPO staff must assign future housing units and employment to specific
locations — called transportation analysis zones. The assignment process requires that staff make detailed
assumptions about the location and density of planned development. While MPO staff has described this process,
they have not shared the results of the allocation, and they have not reported the expected employment and housing
development in nodes.
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TransPlan: Table 7, Alternative TPR Performance Measures for the Eugene-Springfield MPO, TransPlan, July 2002,
Chapter 4, page 24.

Draft RTP: Table 8, Summary of Key Performance Measures, Final Draft, Central Lane MPO RTP, September
2007, Chapter 4, page 4

Conclusion

Under federal and state law, as well as the region's adopted TSP, the RTP update is to be used
simultaneously as the process to guide update of local plans. Reporting on performance
measures is supposed to be used to guide the plan update and refinement process: to shape the
choice of investments and other actions that local governments incorporate in the updated plan.
As noted above, the proposed 2031 CLMPO RTP is incomplete or inadequate in accomplishing
this objective - several performance measures are not met by the plan, other performance
measures are not reported on, and the plan does not include options or recommendations to
enable local decision-makers to meet the adopted performance measures.

Recommendations

1. The draft 2031 plan should be revised to include reporting on performance measures for the
year 2015 and 5-year benchmarks for 2005 and 2010. For the land use performance
measures, this should spell out assumptions about the location, amount and density of nodal
development. (i.e. how many new residences and employees will be added to each node, and
the expected residential density (units per acre) and employment density.

2. Based on 1, the draft 2031 plan should include an evaluation of options or additional actions
or measures that would be necessary to achieve the adopted 2010 benchmarks by the year
2010 and the adopted 2015 performance measures by the year 2015. Additional actions that
merit consideration include: funding for transportation improvements that support nodal
development, accelerated efforts to designate areas for nodal development; additional
bikeway improvement projects, additional TDM programs or measures to encourage
walking, cycling and transit; and pedestrian improvements to increase access to transit.

3. In coordination with the update of TransPlan, the draft 2031 plan should be revised to include
a proposed performance measure to the year 2031 and new 5-year benchmarks for the years
2020 and 2025. The performance measures and 5-year benchmarks also need to be revised
to include the city of Coburg.

4. The draft 2031 plan should specifically identify issues that require policy or planning
guidance from local governments to inform the next schedule RTP update.

5. Additional findings are needed to explain how major highway improvements included in the
plan support the region's adopted strategy to reduce reliance on the automobile.
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