Clackamas County

‘ ’q Coordi.n ating C4 Metro Subcommittee
Committee

Wednesday, June 11, 2025
7:30 AM -9:00 AM

Virtual Meeting:
https://clackamascounty.zoom.us/j/81055088376?pwd=BloG6SMmvtFT39W7MOM9ixuOQ
MFbp5.1

Agenda
7:30 a.m. Welcome & Introductions

7:35 a.m. JPACT Updates (JPACT Materials)

e Upcoming JPACT Agenda
Presenting: Mayor Joe Buck, Lake Oswego

o RFFA Step 2: Allocation Package Options
Presenting: Grace Cho, Jean Senechal Biggs, Metro

e USDOT Certification of Metro
Presenting: Ted Leybold, Metro

e TPAC Updates
Presenting: Jeff Owen, Clackamas; Will Farley, Lake Oswego

8:45 a.m. MPAC Updates (MPAC Materials)

e Upcoming MPAC Agenda
Presenting: Mayor Joe Buck, Lake Oswego

8:50 a.m. Transportation Package Update
Presenting: Jaimie Lorenzini, Clackamas

Attachments:
JPACT and MPAC Work Programs Page 02
RFFA Support Materials Page 05
MPO Certification Support Materials Page 25
TPAC Update Page 140
MTAC Update Page 144
C4 Retreat Reservation Flyer Page 148
MPO Certification Presentation Page 149

Promoting partnership among the County, its Cities and Special Districts


https://clackamascounty.zoom.us/j/81055088376?pwd=BloG6SMmvtFT39W7MOM9ixuOQMFbp5.1
https://clackamascounty.zoom.us/j/81055088376?pwd=BloG6SMmvtFT39W7MOM9ixuOQMFbp5.1
https://www.oregonmetro.gov/regional-leadership/metro-advisory-committees/joint-policy-advisory-committee-transportation
https://www.oregonmetro.gov/regional-leadership/metro-advisory-committees/metro-policy-advisory-committee

2025 JPACT Work Program
As of 5/13/25
Items in italics are tentative

May 15, 2025- in person

Resolution no. 25-5493 For the Purpose of

Special JPACT workshop May 22, 2025- online
e RFFA Step 1A.1 Bond: Candidate project

Adding of Canceling Two Projects to the 2024- presentations (90 min)

27 MTIP to Meet Federal Project Delivery
Requirements (consent)

Consideration of the April 17, 2025 JPACT
Minutes (consent)

Federal Surface Transportation
Reauthorization regional priorities (action)
Regional Flexible Funds Allocation: Step 2
(Grace Cho, Metro; 30 min)

TV Highway LPA Update (Jess Zdeb, Metro; 20

min)

Montgomery Park LPA Update (Alex
Oreschak, Metro; 20 min)

Community Connector Transit Study (Ally
Holmaqvist, Metro; 20 min)

o Burnside Bridge
Sunrise
Montgomery Park
TV Highway

82" Avenue

0O O O O

June 12, 2025- in person

82" Avenue LPA adoption (action)

TV Highway LPA adoption (action)

RFFA Step 1A: Bond discussion 30 min

US DOT Certification of MPO: Findings (Tom
Kloster and Ted Leybold & Federal staff; 40
min)

June 26, 2025- in person (additional JPACT

meeting)

e Annual Transit Budget updates
(comment)

e Montgomery Park LPA adoption (action)

e State Legislative Update (Anneliese
Koehler, 20 min)

e |BR MTIP Amendment (Zoie Wesenberg,
ODOQT; 15 min)

July 17, 2025- in person

JPACT Trip update (Comment from the chair)
Title VI Plan Adoption (consent)

RFFA Step 1A Bond (action)

RFFA Step 2 (action)

IBR MTIP Amendment (action)

IAugust- cancelled




September 18, 2025- online

MTIP update (20 min)

Regional Emergency Transportation Routes
(RETR) update (20 min)

RTP amendment bundles for corridor projects
Cooling Corridors

HOLD for Sunrise Acceptance of Action Plan

October 16, 2025- in person
e JPACT trip report back
e Regional Rail Study: Findings and
Recommendations (Elizabeth Mros-
O’Hara, Metro; 20 min)
e CCT Study: Priorities
e HOLD for IBR LUFO

MPACT- October 25t

November 20, 2025- online

MTIP Information Update/Timeline (Blake
Perez, Metro; 20 min)

December 18, 2025- in person
e SS4A Annual update

Holding Tank:
e Better Bus Program update




2025 MPAC Work Plan

Updated 3/6/25

May 28, 2025- online

Resolution no. 25-5495 For the Purpose
of Endorsing the Locally Preferred
Alternative for the 82nd Avenue Transit
Project (action)

Regional Housing Coordination Strategy
- engagement themes; categories of
preliminary list of strategies (Emily Lieb
and Eryn Kehe, Metro; 45 min)
Montgomery Park Streetcar LPA update
(Alex Oreschak, Metro; 20 min)
Comprehensive Climate Action Plan:
greenhouse gas inventory and targets
(Eliot Rose, Metro; 20 min)

June 25, 2025- in person

Montgomery Park Streetcar LPA adoption
(action) (15 min)

TV Highway LPA adoption (action) (15 min)
Placemaking Grants Update (Dana Lucero,
Metro; 30 min)

Future Vision Update- Future Vision
Commission and Project Timeline (Jess Zdeb,
Metro; 45 min)

July 23, 2025- online

Future Vision (placeholder — 30
minutes)

State Legislative Update (45 minutes)
Regional Housing Coordination Strategy
- evaluation framework and draft RHCS
(Emily Lieb and Eryn Kehe, Metro; 30
min)

August 27, 2025 cancelled

September 24, 2025- in person

Future Vision

Cooling Corridors

Supportive Housing Services Funding
Update

October 22, 2025- online

Regional Housing Coordination Strategy -
evaluation framework and draft RHCS ((Emily
Lieb and Eryn Kehe, Metro; 45 min)

Future Vision

November 19, 2025- online

Future Vision
2040 Grants update

December 17, 2025- in person

Future Vision
Supportive Housing Services Funding Update




@ Metro
Memo

600 NE Grand Ave.
Portland, OR 97232-2736

Date: Friday, May 30, 2025
To: Transportation Policy Alternatives Committee and Interested Parties
From: Grace Cho, Principal Transportation Planner

Jean Senechal Biggs, Resource Development Section Manager

Subject: ~ 2028-2030 Regional Flexible Fund Step 2 - Allocation Package Options and Draft
Legislative Materials

Getting to a Step 2 Staff Recommendation and Allocation Decision

The 28-30 Regional Flexible Fund Step 2 allocation process is nearing an end. Metro staff are
preparing to develop a Step 2 staff recommended allocation package for TPAC consideration and
action on July 11, 2025.

At the upcoming TPAC meeting on June 6th, Metro staff seek feedback from TPAC members on
three (3) RFFA Step 2 allocation package options, as well as draft legislative materials. Metro staff
will also present an update on the RFFA funding forecast which now projects a Step 2 allocation of
approximately $49 million.

Metro staff will carry forward TPAC'’s input to the Metro Council work session on June 17th and the
JPACT meeting on June 26th.

RFFA Step 2 Allocation Package Options: Each package totals approximately $49 million, which
is the estimated amount of the Regional Flexible Funds available in the 28-30 cycle. (See tables 1 - 3
on pages 4 and 5.)

To develop the package options, Metro staff used an assessment applying the four components to
inform the development of a Step 2 allocation package:

1. Meeting the 2028-30 RFFA Program Direction objectives, including advancing RTP goals,
investing across the region, and honoring prior commitments of Regional Flexible Funds,
and funding leverage

2. Project technical scores, based on the results of the Outcomes Evaluation

Public support, based on the results of the public comment project ratings
4. Inputfrom TPAC and JPACT on the illustrative concepts, along with additional
considerations shared in their May 2025 meetings

w

The assessment includes a placeholder for a fifth component to account for county coordinating
committees and City of Portland priorities, which Metro expects to receive around June 3, 2025.

The assessment results are provided in Attachment 1.

Draft Legislative Materials: To prepare for the July committee actions, Attachment 2 shares a
preview of the legislative package with a draft Resolution and draft Conditions of Approval.

The adopting Resolution establishes policy and expresses intent on the Step 2 Regional Flexible
Fund Allocation to projects. It identifies the awarded projects and the total amount awarded. The
Resolution also includes the allocation of funds to Step 1A and Step 1B for payment towards debt
service and regional planning and program investments. [Note: Approval of the Step 1A.1 new
project bond will occur through action on a separate resolution.]



28-30 REGIONAL FLEXIBLE FUNDS STEP 2 PACKAGE OPTIONS MAY 30, 2025

Conditions of approval are mechanisms to ensure Regional Flexible Fund projects are planned,
designed and built consistent with the project applications approved by JPACT and the Metro
Council, meet federal regulations, and with regional program policies.

Discussion Items

1. Coordinating committee and City of Portland priorities were not available at the time of this
mailing. TPAC reps are asked to share their priorities to the committee.

2. Option 1 best reflects TPAC’s May 2025 feedback to prioritize the results of Qutcomes
Evaluation (technical scores). Is this option the foundation of a package that TPAC would
recommend to JPACT?

3. Are there questions regarding the Step 2 allocation draft legislative materials?

Background & Current Place in Development:

The 28-30 Regional Flexible Fund Step 2 allocation process began in Fall 2024 with a call for
projects. Metro received 24 applications requesting a total of just over $140 million in Regional
Flexible Funds.

Metro conducted two technical evaluations of the proposed projects. The Outcomes Evaluation
assessed how well each project advances the 2023 Regional Transportation Plan goals. The Project
Risk Assessment identified the potential project delivery challenges each project may encounter as
a federal aid project. Metro issued the final results of the technical evaluations on April 15, 2025.

Metro conducted a five-week public comment period from March 26t through April 30th.
Participants navigated to individual projects in an interactive online map and once the project of
interest selected, prompted to participate in a survey rated the project on a scale of 1 (no support)
to 5 (high support). Participants also had the option to provide written comments. Metro issued the
Step 2 public comment report on May 16, 2025.

At the May meetings of TPAC and JPACT, Metro staff presented different concepts or factors with
which to build Step 2 package options. Input from the regional committees included:

- Weigh equally the five Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) goals in the development of the
Step 2 package, rather than prioritizing only one or more goals, to remain consistent with
the adopted Program Direction

- Prioritize projects that have other funding committed and that the Regional Flexible Funds
will help close the project’s funding gap

- Consider the needs of the small jurisdictions, where the ability to secure other
transportation funding is scarce or simply not possible, and the Regional Flexible Funds are
the only likely source for capital investments

- Support developing a pipeline of candidate projects with both project development and
construction awards

- Provide the methodology for creating the Step 2 allocation packages and outline how each
factor was utilized as part of the selection for inclusion in a package

- Consider the potential to leverage adjacent investments funded through Regional Flexible
Fund Step 1A.1 bond

- Consider the economic development potential a Step 2 application can help unlock
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Step 2 Estimated Available Funds Update

As part of the competitive Step 2 allocation process, Metro staff develops a revenue estimate of
available Regional Flexible Funds at two different points of the process. The first estimate of
Regional Flexible Funds precedes the opening the Call for Projects to give potential applicants an
idea of the amount of funding available. The second estimate of Regional Flexible Funds is ahead of
the development of the Step 2 allocation package to inform the staff recommended package.

This spring, Metro staff reviewed the Regional Flexible Fund revenue estimates according to the
most recent annual federal appropriations. The updated forecast shows a total estimate of Regional
Flexible Funds available for federal fiscal years 2028 - 2030 at approximately $161 million. This is
an increase of $8 to $11 million in Regional Flexible Funds than the spring 2024 estimate of $150 to
$153 million. The increase in revenues can be attributed to:
1) higher Regional Flexible Funds carryover of unallocated funds from previous funding
cycles; and
2) anupdated ODOT forecast of Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) formula funds,
sub-allocated to the Metro as the MPO and one of the federal funds programs to comprise
the Regional Flexible Funds.

The Regional Flexible Fund carryover reflects the difference between Metro’s Regional Flexible
Fund estimate as of summer 2022 and the annual federal appropriations through today. The mildly
conservative Regional Flexible Fund revenue estimates for previous fiscal years leading up to 2025
relative to the annual federal appropriations yielded $6 million in unallocated Regional Flexible
Funds over the near three-year timeframe.

An updated ODOT forecast of CMAQ formula funds made available in spring 2025 resulted in an
increase of approximately $700,000 of CMAQ funds annually to add to the Regional Flexible Funds
beginning in 2025. Part of this increased amount is now accounted for in the calculation of the
carryover of unallocated Regional Flexible Funds through 2027 into the 2028-30 funding cycle.
With this increased amount of CMAQ, Metro can also assume a similar increased level of funding for
years 2031 through 2039. Metro staff continues to use a moderately conservative approach in
estimating the CMAQ formula funds available by not projecting any increased growth to the CMAQ
sub-allocation beyond 2025.

Metro staff initially assumed an advance of Regional Flexible Funds available in years 2028 through
2030 to apply to debt servicing beginning with the first bond issuance in year 2026 or 2027.
However, with the additional Regional Flexible Funds estimated to be available, there will be
adequate funding to support initial payments to the Step 1A.1 bond without having to advance
funding capacity from years 2028-30.

The change in forecasted funds unencumbers approximately $7 million of advanced Regional
Flexible Funds from the Step 2 allocation. Metro staff proposes to utilize the increase from the
updated revenue estimate to offset the amount of funds needed from Step 2 for debt service for this
cycle and allocate $49 million in the Step 2 competitive process, up from the $42 million initially
estimated.
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Step 2 Allocation Package Options

Building a Step 2 allocation package among a competitive pool of applications is challenging. Metro
staff’s assessment across the four components—Program Direction objectives, technical evaluation,
public comment, and illustrative concepts input from TPAC and JPACT—highlights the individual
and different strengths of each Step 2 application project. Tables 1 - 3 present three Step 2
allocation package options. Each package option emphasizes various parts of the four components.

Allocation Package Option 1
Allocation Package Option 1 emphasizes high performance across the four components: Program

Direction, technical evaluation, public support, and responsiveness to concepts input. Most Option 1
projects met more than half of the objectives of the Program Directions and Concepts and projects
were within the top 10 scoring projects in the Outcomes Evaluation. Option 1 is most consistent
with input from TPAC and JPACT to respect the outcome of the technical evaluation results.

Table 1. 28-30 Regional Flexible Fund Step 2 - Allocation Package Options 1

. . Requested

Project Name Applicant Amount
NE 2'23rd Ave: NE Glisan to NE Marine Dr Safety Multnomah County $897.300
Corridor Planning
NE Glisan St: 82nd Avenue Multimodal Safety and Access | Portland $7,577,698
NW_D1V1.51on Street Complete Street: Gresham-Fairview Gresham $4,067,495
Trail - Birdsdale Avenue
NE MLK Jr Blvd Safety and Access to Transit Portland $4,879,517
Cedar Mill Better Bus and Access to Transit Washington County $5.252.300
Enhancements
NE Prescott St: 82nd Ave Multimodal Safety and Access Portland $7,732,932
Westside Trail Pedestrian and Bicycle Bridge Over Tualatin Hills Parks & $6,000.,000
Highway 26 Recreation District T
Gladstone Historic Trolley Trail Bridge Construction Gladstone $8,721,932
Railroad Avenue Multiuse Path: 37th Avenue to Linwood Milwaukie $2.707,217
Avenue

Total $47,836,391
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Allocation Package Option 2:

MAY 30, 2025

Allocation Package Option 2 emphasizes high performance in the Outcomes Evaluation and the
Program Direction objectives while taking into consideration JPACT input from the Illustrative
Concepts to include projects that complement recently built, currently active, or Step 1A.1 bond
capital transportation projects. All Option 2 projects scored in the top half (top 12) of applications
in the Outcomes Evaluation and a majority meet over half of the Program Direction objectives.

Table 2. 28-30 Regional Flexible Fund Step 2 - Allocation Package Options 2

. . Requested

Project Name Applicant Amount

NE 22.3rd Ave: NE Glisan to NE Marine Dr Safety Corridor Multnomah County $897,300

Planning

NE Glisan St: 82nd Avenue Multimodal Safety and Access Portland $7,577,698

NW D1v1.510n Street Complete Street: Gresham-Fairview Gresham $4,067,495

Trail - Birdsdale Avenue

Cedar Mill Better Bus and Access to Transit Washington County $5,252,300

Enhancements

NE Prescott St: 82nd Ave Multimodal Safety and Access Portland $7,732,932

Westside Trail Pedestrian and Bicycle Bridge Over Tualatin Hills Parks $6,000.000

Highway 26 & Recreation District T

Beaverton Downtown Loop: SW Hall Blvd - 3rd to 5th St Beaverton $4,649,687

OR 212/224 Sunrise Hwy Phase 2: Bike/Ped Facilities and

Interchange Improvements (CON) Happy Valley $12,026,118
Total $48,203,530

Allocation Package Option 3

Allocation Package Option 3 emphasizes high performance in the Outcomes Evaluation, the public
comment project ratings, and Program Direction objectives. The majority of Option 3 projects met
more than half of the objectives of the Program Direction and are responsive to TPAC and JPACT

input on the Illustrative Concepts. Option 3 gives additional consideration to the public comment by
including the highest rated Step 2 application that also performed highly in the technical evaluation

and meets the Program Direction objectives.

Table 3. 28-30 Regional Flexible Fund Step 2 - Allocation Package Options 3

. . Requested
Project Name Applicant Amount
NE 22.3rd Ave: NE Glisan to NE Marine Dr Safety Corridor Multnomah County $897,300
Planning
NE Glisan St: 82nd Avenue Multimodal Safety and Access Portland $7,577,698
NW D1v1.510n Street Complete Street: Gresham-Fairview Gresham $4,067,495
Trail - Birdsdale Avenue
NE MLK Jr Blvd Safety and Access to Transit Portland $4,879,517
Beaverton Creek Trail: Merlo Road Improvements Washington County $6,640,700
. . . . . Tualatin Hills Parks
;Vie;tvsvl;ie g'é‘all Pedestrian and Bicycle Bridge Over & Recreation $6,000,000
& y District

Gladstone Historic Trolley Trail Bridge Construction Gladstone $8,721,932
North Dakota Street (Fanno Creek) Bridge Replacement Tigard $8,000,000
Railroad Avenue Multiuse Path: 37th Avenue to Linwood Milwaukie $2,707,217
Avenue

Total $49,491,859
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Next Steps

Table 4. outlines the next steps in the 28-30 Regional Flexible Fund Step 2 allocation process.

Table 4. 2028-2030 Regional Flexible Funds Step 2 — Next Steps and Key Dates

inform a Metro staff recommendation.
- Draft Step 2 legislation

Activity Date
Coordinating committee and City of Portland priorities submission (optional) June 3, 2025
TPAC: 28-30 Regional Flexible Funds Step 2 allocation package options
- Opportunity to provide input on preferred Step 2 allocation package to June 6, 2025

Metro Council: Updates on Step 2 and input to develop staff recommendation

June 17, 2025

JPACT: 28-30 Regional Flexible Funds Step 2 allocation package options
- Opportunity to provide input on preferred Step 2 allocation package to
inform a Metro staff recommendation.
- Draft Step 2 legislation

June 26, 2025

TPAC: Staff recommendation on 28-30 RFFA Step 2 allocation package. Request
recommendations to JPACT.

July 11, 2025

JPACT: Carry forward TPAC recommendation. Request action on 2028-2030
RFFA Step 2 and recommendation to Metro Council adoption

July 17, 2025

Metro Council: Adoption of 2028-2030 Regional Flexible Fund Step 2 Allocation

July 31, 2025




Attachment 1 -28-30 Regional Flexible Fund Step 2: Allocation Package
Development Assessment Rubric

Program Direction Objectives

Strategic Regional Funding Approach
- Eligible in the Strategic Regional Funding Approach

Honors prior commitments
- Received previous Project Development allocation from RFFA?

Leverages additional funding
- Greater than the local minimum match?
- Isthere another previous allocation from a different program?

State Implementation Plan (SIP) commitments
- Isa CMAQ eligible project

Achieve multiple transportation policy objectives
- See Technical Evaluation

Efficient and effective use of federal transportation funds
- Overall Risk Assessment rating is at or above average (25.5)

Technical Evaluation

Technical evaluation score greater than 50

Public Comment

Received project rating response above average (4.15)

Concepts Input

Complementary project to a currently active or recently completed larger or adjacent capital
transportation project

Project Readiness
- Project Management Risk Assessment score is at or above average (8)

Limited local funding options
- RFFA is the most accessible transportation funding source

Economic development potential
- Higher than average Thriving Economy score (50)

Coordinating Committee/City of Portland Identified Priority

Identified as a coordinating committee or City of Portland priority

Step 2 Allocation Package Specific Criteria

Program Direction: Invests in all parts of the region
- Investment in the four main areas without sub-allocation consideration

Concepts Input: Project Pipeline
- Package includes project development application(s)




Attachment 1 - 28-30 Regional Flexible Fund Step 2 - Assessment Rubric Results Summary

Program s
. . . . Coordinating .
Technical Public Direction Concepts Input . . Total Building
. L. Committee or City
Evaluation Comment Objectives Total L. Components
Total Regional of Portland Priority
. . . N . Overall ; Total Cost Total
Project Activity Applicant Coordinating Committee Flexible Fund i
Score Estimate Meets more than Indicated
Request ) Meets more i Number of
Overall score | Rating above half of the submitted
than half of the components
above 50 average (4.15) o concepts
objectives addressed
subcomponents TBD
NE 223rd Ave: NE Glisan to NE Marine Dr Safety Corridor Planning Project Development  |Multnomah County East Multnomah County 81.41 $ 897,300 [$ 1,000,000 Yes No No No lof4
NE Glisan St: 82nd Avenue Multimodal Safety and Access Construction Portland Portland 70.97 $ 7,577,698 |$ 8,445,000 Yes Yes Yes Yes 40f4
NW Division Street Complete Street: Gresham-Fairview Trail - Birdsdale Avenue Construction Gresham East Multnomah County 60.58 $ 4,067,495 |$ 4,533,038 Yes No Yes Yes 30f4
NE MLK Jr Blvd Safety and Access to Transit Construction Portland Portland 60.56 $ 4,879,517 |$ 5,438,000 Yes Yes No No 20f4
Beaverton Creek Trail: Merlo Road Improvements Construction Washington County Washington County 60 $ 6,640,700 [$ 7,401,700 Yes Yes Yes No 3o0f4
Cedar Mill Better Bus and Access to Transit Enhancements Construction Washington County Washington County 59.71 $ 5,252,300 |$ 6,690,000 Yes No Yes No 20f4
NE Prescott St: 82nd Ave Multimodal Safety and Access Construction Portland Portland 59.45 $ 7,732,932 |$ 8,618,000 Yes Yes Yes No 20f4
. . . . . . . Tualatin Hills Parks & .
Westside Trail Pedestrian and Bicycle Bridge Over Highway 26 Construction ) L Washington County 58.14 $ 6,000,000 [$ 30,334,019 Yes Yes Yes No 3o0f4
Recreation District
Gladstone Historic Trolley Trail Bridge Construction Construction Gladstone Clackamas County 57.8 $ 8,721,932 ($ 9,720,196 Yes Yes Yes No 30f4
Beaverton Downtown Loop: SW Hall Blvd - 3rd St to 5th St Construction Beaverton Washington County 54.62 $ 4,649,687 |$ 5,181,865 Yes Yes Yes No 3o0f4
Railroad Avenue Multiuse Path: 37th Avenue to Linwood Avenue Project Development  |Milwaukie Clackamas County 54.05 $ 2,707,217 |$ 3,017,070 Yes Yes No Yes 30f4
North Dakota Street (Fanno Creek) Bridge Replacement Construction Tigard Washington County 52.34 $ 8,000,000 | $ 26,336,556 Yes Yes Yes No 3o0f4
OR 212/224 Sunrise Hwy Phase 2: Bike/Ped Facilities and Interchange Improvements .
(CON) Construction Happy Valley Clackamas County 52.32 $ 12,026,118 |$ 13,402,560 Yes No No No lof4
W Burnside Green Loop Crossing Construction Portland Portland 52.21 $ 3,938,250 |$ 4,389,000 Yes Yes No No 20f4
OR99E (McLoughlin Boulevard) 10th Street to Tumwater village: Shared-Use Path and ) )
. Project Development  |Oregon City Clackamas County 51.88 $ 3,832,341 |$ 4,270,970 Yes No No No 1of4
Streetscape Enhancements Project Development
Clackamas Industrial Area Improvements: SE Jennifer Street Multi-use Path Construction Clackamas County Clackamas County 51.1 $ 7,228,290 |$ 8,055,600 Yes No No No lof4
NE Halsey Street Complete Street: 192nd Avenue - 201st Avenue Construction Gresham East Multnomah County 50.9 $ 9,420,793 |$ 10,499,045 Yes No Yes No 20f4
Westside Trail Segment 1 - King City Construction King City Washington County 47.65 $ 7,841,343 |$ 9,568,610 No Yes Yes No 20f4
Outer Halsey and Outer Foster (ITS Signal Improvements) Construction Portland Portland 47.3 $ 4,416,999 |$ 4,922,544 No No No No 0of4
Red Electric Trail East of SW Shattuck Rd Construction Portland Portland 44.78 $ 7,677,446 1% 9,176,962 No Yes No No 1of4
Smart SW 185th Avenue ITS and Better Bus Project Construction Hillsboro Washington County 44.48 $ 4,572,738 |$ 5,272,738 No Yes Yes No 20f4
Cedar Creek/Ice Age Tonquin Trail: Roy Rogers - OR 99W Construction Sherwood Washington County 44.14 $ 8,973,000 |$ 9,960,030 No Yes No No lof4
Lakeview Blvd - Jean Rd to McEwan Rd Project Development  |Lake Oswego Clackamas County 30.3 $ 983,000 [$ 1,095,500 No No No No Oof4
SW 175th Design: SW Condor Lane to SW Kemmer Road Project Development  |Washington County Washington County 27.9 $ 2,593,200 |$ 2,890,000 No No No No 0of4




Attachment 1 - 28-30 Regional Flexible Fund Step 2 Assessment Rubric Results by Component

Technical i
i Public Comment
Evaluation
Outcomes .
. X Public Comment
Total Regional Evaluation
. - . R . . Total Cost
Project Activity Applicant Coordinating Committee | Flexible Fund .
Estimate
Request
Overall score Rating above

above 50 average (4.15)
NE 223rd Ave: NE Glisan to NE Marine Dr Safety Corridor Planning Project Development  |Multnomah County East Multnomah County $ 897,300 |$ 1,000,000 Yes No
NE Glisan St: 82nd Avenue Multimodal Safety and Access Construction Portland Portland $ 7,577,698 |$ 8,445,000 Yes Yes
NW Division Street Complete Street: Gresham-Fairview Trail - Birdsdale Avenue Construction Gresham East Multnomah County $ 4,067,495 [$ 4,533,038 Yes No
NE MLK Jr Blvd Safety and Access to Transit Construction Portland Portland $ 4,879,517 |$ 5,438,000 Yes Yes
Beaverton Creek Trail: Merlo Road Improvements Construction Washington County Washington County $ 6,640,700 |$ 7,401,700 Yes Yes
Cedar Mill Better Bus and Access to Transit Enhancements Construction Washington County Washington County $ 5,252,300 [$ 6,690,000 Yes No
NE Prescott St: 82nd Ave Multimodal Safety and Access Construction Portland Portland $ 7,732,932 |1$ 8,618,000 Yes Yes

. . . . . , , Tualatin Hills Parks & .
Westside Trail Pedestrian and Bicycle Bridge Over Highway 26 Construction ) o Washington County $ 6,000,000 | $ 30,334,019 Yes Yes
Recreation District
Gladstone Historic Trolley Trail Bridge Construction Construction Gladstone Clackamas County $ 8,721,932 |$ 9,720,196 Yes Yes
Beaverton Downtown Loop: SW Hall Blvd — 3rd St to 5th St Construction Beaverton Washington County $ 4,649,687 |[$ 5,181,865 Yes Yes
Railroad Avenue Multiuse Path: 37th Avenue to Linwood Avenue Project Development Milwaukie Clackamas County $ 2,707,217 |$ 3,017,070 Yes Yes
North Dakota Street (Fanno Creek) Bridge Replacement Construction Tigard Washington County $ 8,000,000 | $ 26,336,556 Yes Yes
OR 212/224 Sunrise Hwy Phase 2: Bike/Ped Facilities and Interchange Improvements (CON) Construction Happy Valley Clackamas County $ 12,026,118|$ 13,402,560 Yes No
W Burnside Green Loop Crossing Construction Portland Portland $ 3,938,250 [$ 4,389,000 Yes Yes
OR99E (McLoughlin Boulevard) 10th Street to Tumwater village: Shared-Use Path and Streetscape ) )
. Project Development  |Oregon City Clackamas County $ 3,832,341 |$ 4,270,970 Yes No
Enhancements Project Development
Clackamas Industrial Area Improvements: SE Jennifer Street Multi-use Path Construction Clackamas County Clackamas County $ 7,228,290 |$ 8,055,600 Yes No
NE Halsey Street Complete Street: 192nd Avenue - 201st Avenue Construction Gresham East Multnomah County $ 9,420,793 | $ 10,499,045 Yes No
Westside Trail Segment 1 - King City Construction King City Washington County $ 7,841,343 |$ 9,568,610 No Yes
Outer Halsey and Outer Foster (ITS Signal Improvements) Construction Portland Portland $ 4,416,999 |$ 4,922,544 No No
Red Electric Trail East of SW Shattuck Rd Construction Portland Portland $ 7,677,446 |$ 9,176,962 No Yes
Smart SW 185th Avenue ITS and Better Bus Project Construction Hillsboro Washington County $ 4,572,738 |$ 5,272,738 No Yes
Cedar Creek/Ice Age Tonquin Trail: Roy Rogers - OR 99W Construction Sherwood Washington County $ 8,973,000 [$ 9,960,030 No Yes
Lakeview Blvd - Jean Rd to McEwan Rd Project Development  |Lake Oswego Clackamas County $ 983,000 |$ 1,095,500 No No
SW 175th Design: SW Condor Lane to SW Kemmer Road Project Development  |Washington County Washington County $ 2,593,200 |$ 2,890,000 No No
Page 2 of 4 3




Attachment 1 - 28-30 Regional Flexible Fund Step 2 Assessment Rubric Results by Component

Program Direction

Honors Prior . SIP Federal Funds | Multiple |Program Direction
. . Funding Leverage . . L .
Strategic Committements Commitments | EfficeintUse | Objectives | Objectives Total
Project Regional
Funding Previous RFFA . Total Risk
) Greaterthan Previous . See Meets more than
Approach project . i CMAQ eligible Assessment
. minimum allocation from a ) Outcomes half of the
Eligible development ) project score below i L
. match different program Evaluation objectives
allocation average (25.5)
NE 223rd Ave: NE Glisan to NE Marine Dr Safety Corridor Planning Yes No No No No Yes No
NE Glisan St: 82nd Avenue Multimodal Safety and Access Yes No No No Yes Yes Yes
NW Division Street Complete Street: Gresham-Fairview Trail - Birdsdale Avenue Yes No No No Yes Yes Yes
NE MLK Jr Blvd Safety and Access to Transit Yes No No No No Yes No
Beaverton Creek Trail: Merlo Road Improvements Yes No No No Yes Yes Yes
Cedar Mill Better Bus and Access to Transit Enhancements Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
NE Prescott St: 82nd Ave Multimodal Safety and Access Yes No No No Yes Yes Yes
Westside Trail Pedestrian and Bicycle Bridge Over Highway 26 Yes No Yes Yes Yes No Yes
Gladstone Historic Trolley Trail Bridge Construction Yes Yes No Yes Yes No Yes
Beaverton Downtown Loop: SW Hall Blvd — 3rd St to 5th St Yes No No No Yes Yes Yes
Railroad Avenue Multiuse Path: 37th Avenue to Linwood Avenue Yes No No No No Yes No
North Dakota Street (Fanno Creek) Bridge Replacement Yes No Yes Yes Yes No Yes
OR 212/224 Sunrise Hwy Phase 2: Bike/Ped Facilities and Interchange Improvements (CON) No No No No No No No
W Burnside Green Loop Crossing Yes No No No Yes Yes Yes
OR99E (McLoughlin Boulevard) 10th Street to Tumwater village: Shared-Use Path and Streetscape
. Yes No No No No Yes No
Enhancements Project Development
Clackamas Industrial Area Improvements: SE Jennifer Street Multi-use Path Yes No No No Yes No No
NE Halsey Street Complete Street: 192nd Avenue - 201st Avenue Yes No No No Yes Yes Yes
Westside Trail Segment 1 - King City Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Outer Halsey and Outer Foster (ITS Signal Improvements) Yes No No No Yes Yes No
Red Electric Trail East of SW Shattuck Rd Yes No Yes No Yes Yes Yes
Smart SW 185th Avenue ITS and Better Bus Project Yes No Yes No Yes Yes Yes
Cedar Creek/Ice Age Tonquin Trail: Roy Rogers - OR 99W Yes No No No Yes No No
Lakeview Blvd - Jean Rd to McEwan Rd Yes No No No No Yes No
SW 175th Design: SW Condor Lane to SW Kemmer Road Yes No No No No Yes No
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Attachment 1 - 28-30 Regional Flexible Fund Step 2 Assessment Rubric Results by Component

Concepts Input

Package Objectives

L. Economic . Investment
Limited Local . . Project
. Development Project Readiness Concepts Total L Across the
Funding Sources . Pipeline .
. Complementary Potential Region
Project .
Project to Larger or o
. . RFFA most Thriving )
Adjacent Capital . Project Management Meets more than N/A - N/A -
. accessible Economy score .
Project ) Risk Assessment score | half of the concepts | Package Package
transportation | above average L L
. ator below average (8) subcomponents Criteria Criteria
funding source (50)
NE 223rd Ave: NE Glisan to NE Marine Dr Safety Corridor Planning No No Yes No No
NE Glisan St: 82nd Avenue Multimodal Safety and Access Yes No Yes Yes Yes
NW Division Street Complete Street: Gresham-Fairview Trail - Birdsdale Avenue Yes No Yes Yes Yes
NE MLK Jr Blvd Safety and Access to Transit No No Yes Yes No
Beaverton Creek Trail: Merlo Road Improvements No Yes No No No
Cedar Mill Better Bus and Access to Transit Enhancements No No No Yes No
NE Prescott St: 82nd Ave Multimodal Safety and Access Yes No No Yes No
Westside Trail Pedestrian and Bicycle Bridge Over Highway 26 No Yes No Yes No
Gladstone Historic Trolley Trail Bridge Construction No Yes No No No
Beaverton Downtown Loop: SW Hall Blvd - 3rd St to 5th St No No No Yes No
Railroad Avenue Multiuse Path: 37th Avenue to Linwood Avenue No Yes Yes Yes Yes
North Dakota Street (Fanno Creek) Bridge Replacement Yes No No Yes No
OR 212/224 Sunrise Hwy Phase 2: Bike/Ped Facilities and Interchange Improvements (CON) Yes No Yes No No
W Burnside Green Loop Crossing No No Yes Yes No
OR99E (McLoughlin Boulevard) 10th Street to Tumwater village: Shared-Use Path and Streetscape
. No Yes No Yes No
Enhancements Project Development
Clackamas Industrial Area Improvements: SE Jennifer Street Multi-use Path Yes No Yes No No
NE Halsey Street Complete Street: 192nd Avenue - 201st Avenue No No No Yes No
Westside Trail Segment 1 - King City No Yes No Yes No
Outer Halsey and Outer Foster (ITS Signal Improvements) No No Yes Yes No
Red Electric Trail East of SW Shattuck Rd No Yes No No No
Smart SW 185th Avenue ITS and Better Bus Project No No No Yes No
Cedar Creek/Ice Age Tonquin Trail: Roy Rogers - OR 99W No Yes No No No
Lakeview Blvd - Jean Rd to McEwan Rd No No No No No
SW 175th Design: SW Condor Lane to SW Kemmer Road No No No Yes No
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28-30 Regional Flexible Fund Step 2 - Allocation Package Option 1

Coordinating
Committee or

City of
Technical Public Program Direction | Concepts Input |Portland
Evaluation Comment Objectives Total Total Priority
Rating Indicated
Overall score above Meets more than | Meets more than submitted
lotaticglonat bove 50 half of the half of the
Coordinating Flexible Fund Total Cost CLIS aHERE objectives concepts factors
Project Activity Applicant Committee Overall Score Request Estimate (4.15) TBD
. . . . Project East Multnomah

NE 223rd Ave: NE Glisan to NE Marine Dr Safety Corridor Planning Multnomah County 81.41 $ 897,300 $ 1,000,000 Yes No No No
Development County

NE Glisan St: 82nd Avenue Multimodal Safety and Access Construction Portland Portland 70.97 $ 7,577,698| $ 8,445,000 Yes Yes Yes Yes

NW Division Street Complete Street: Gresham-Fairview Trail - Birdsdale Avenue Construction Gresham East Multnomah 60.58 $ 4,067,495| $ 4,533,038 Yes No Yes Yes

NE MLK Jr Blvd Safety and Access to Transit Construction Portland Portland 60.56 $ 4,879,517| $ 5,438,000 Yes Yes No No

Cedar Mill Better Bus and Access to Transit Enhancements Construction Washington County  [Washington 59.71 $ 5,252,300( $ 6,690,000 Yes No Yes No

NE Prescott St: 82nd Ave Multimodal Safety and Access Construction Portland Portland 59.45 $ 7,732,932 $ 8,618,000 Yes Yes Yes No

) . ) ) ) . . Tualatin Hills Parks & |Washington

Westside Trail Pedestrian and Bicycle Bridge Over Highway 26 Construction . o 58.14 $ 6,000,000 $ 30,334,019 Yes Yes Yes No
Recreation District County

Gladstone Historic Trolley Trail Bridge Construction Construction Gladstone Clackamas 57.8 $ 8,721,932 $ 9,720,196 Yes Yes Yes No

. . , Project ) ) Clackamas

Railroad Avenue Multiuse Path: 37th Avenue to Linwood Avenue Milwaukie 54.05 $ 2,707,217 $ 3,017,070 Yes Yes No Yes

Development County




28-30 Regional Flexible Fund Step 2 - Allocation Package Option 2

Coordinating
Committee or City

Technical Public Program Direction | Concepts Input |of Portland
Evaluation Comment Objectives Total Total Priority
Indicated
. Meets more than |Meets more than .
Total Regional Overall score | Rating above halfof the halfof the submitted
Coordinating Flexible Fund Total Cost above 50 | average (4.15) objectives concepts factors
Project Activity Applicant Committee Overall Score Request Estimate TBD

NE 223rd Ave: NE Glisan to NE Marine Dr Safety Corridor Planning Project Multnomah County East Multnomah 81.41 Yes No No No
Development County $ 897,300 |$ 1,000,000

NE Glisan St: 82nd Avenue Multimodal Safety and Access Construction  [Portland Portland 70.97 $ 7,577,698 [$ 8,445,000 Yes Yes Yes Yes

NW Division Street Complete Street: Gresham-Fairview Trail - Birdsdale Avenue |Construction  |Gresham East Multnomah 60.58 Yes No Yes Yes
County $ 4,067,495|$ 4,533,038

Cedar Mill Better Bus and Access to Transit Enhancements Construction  [Washington County Washington 59.71 Yes No Yes No
County $ 5,252,300 ($ 6,690,000

NE Prescott St: 82nd Ave Multimodal Safety and Access Construction  [Portland Portland 59.45 $ 7,732,932 |$ 8,618,000 Yes Yes Yes No

Westside Trail Pedestrian and Bicycle Bridge Over Highway 26 Construction Tualatin Hills Parks & Washington 58.14 Yes Yes Yes No
Recreation District County $ 6,000,000 [$ 30,334,019

Beaverton Downtown Loop: SW Hall Blvd - 3rd St to 5th St Construction  |Beaverton Washington 54.62 Yes Yes Yes No
County $ 4,649,687 ($ 5,181,865

OR 212/224 Sunrise Hwy Phase 2: Bike/Ped Facilities and Interchange Construction  |Happy Valley Clackamas 59 39 Ves No No No
Improvements (CON) County $ 12,026,118($ 13,402,560

Total $ 48,203,530




28-30 Regional Flexible Funds Step 2 - Allocation Package Option 3

Coordinating
Committee or

City of
Technical Public Program Direction Concepts |Portland
Evaluation Comment Objectives Total Input Total |Priority
. Meets more Indicated
Overall score Rating above | - Meets more than than half of the | submitted
Total Regional average half of the
Coordinating Overall | Flexible Fund Total Cost above 50 (4.15) objectives concepts
Project Activity Applicant Committee Score Request Estimate factors 18D
. . . ) Project East Multnomah
NE 223rd Ave: NE Glisan to NE Marine Dr Safety Corridor Planning Multnomah County 81.41 $ 897,300 $ 1,000,000 Yes No No No
Development County
NE Glisan St: 82nd Avenue Multimodal Safety and Access Construction Portland Portland 70.97 $ 7,577,698| $ 8,445,000 Yes Yes Yes Yes
. o o ) East Multnomah

NW Division Street Complete Street: Gresham-Fairview Trail - Birdsdale Avenue Construction Gresham County 60.58 $ 4,067,495 $ 4,533,038 Yes No Yes Yes

NE MLK Jr Blvd Safety and Access to Transit Construction Portland Portland 60.56 $ 4,879,517| $ 5,438,000 Yes Yes No No
. . . Washington

Beaverton Creek Trail: Merlo Road Improvements Construction Washington County County 60 $ 6,640,700 $ 7,401,700 Yes Yes Yes No
. . . . . . . Tualatin Hills Parks & |Washington

Westside Trail Pedestrian and Bicycle Bridge Over Highway 26 Construction . o 58.14 $ 6,000,000 $ 30,334,019 Yes Yes Yes No

Recreation District County

Gladstone Historic Trolley Trail Bridge Construction Construction Gladstone Clackamas County 57.8 $ 8,721,932 $ 9,720,196 Yes Yes Yes No
, . ) Washington

North Dakota Street (Fanno Creek) Bridge Replacement Construction Tigard County 52.34 $ 8,000,000 $ 26,336,556 Yes Yes Yes No

Project
Railroad Avenue Multiuse Path: 37th Avenue to Linwood Avenue De\jelopment Milwaukie Clackamas County| 54.05 $ 2,707,217| $ 3,017,070 Yes Yes No Yes
Total $ 49,491,859




@ Metro

28-30 Regional
Flexible Fund
Step 2: Updates

C4 June 11, 2025

28-30 Projected Regional Flexible
Funds (total):

e Spring 2024: $150-S153:
* Spring 2025: $161M
Increase due to:

e Unallocated carryover

* Increase in CMAQ funds




28-30 Regional Flexible Fund Revenue Forecast

Proposed use for increase Regional - -

Nendlale Bk Tualatin Valley Highway $28M

Transit Project

* Supports a $88.5M bond 82"d Avenue Transit Project $28M
proposal Burnside Bridge $10M
* Cover greater early year debt Montgomery Park Streetcar $10M

repayments Extension

« Increases Step 2 funding from Sunrise Gateway Corridor $12.5M

S42M to S49M TOTAL $88.5M

Getting to a Step 2 Allocation Package

Assessment Rubric

* Applies four
components
e Does notinclude

Five Components

* Program Direction
objectives
coordinating

* Outcomes Evaluation | |J] committee or
results Portland priority

2028-2030 Regional Flexible 3 k .
H un ocation program ®

* Public comment o P8 package options

* See Attachment 1

* |llustrative concepts

e County coordinating
committees & City of
Portland priorities




NE 223rd Ave: NE Glisan to NE Marine Dr

Allocation Package Safety Corridor Planning $897,300
o NE Glisan St: 82nd Avenue Multimodal
Optlon 1 . OutCOmES Safety and Access $7,577,698
° NW Division Street Complete Street:
Eva I u atlo n Focu s Gresham-Fairview Trail —pBirdsdaIe
Avenue $4,067,495
° Emphasis on overall NE MLK Jr Blvd Safety and Access to
. Transit $4,879,517
outcomes evaluatlon score Cedar Mill Better Bus and Access to
° MOSt applications meet the Transit Enhancements . S$5,252,300
. L. NE Prescott St: 82nd Ave Multimodal
criteria in other three Safety and Access $7,732,932
Westside Trail Pedestrian and Bicycle
deint ponents Bridge Over Highway 26 $6,000,000
Gladstone Historic Trolley Trail Bridge
Construction $8,721,932
$ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ Railroad Avenue Multiuse Path: 37th
Avenue to Linwood Avenue $2,707,217
TOTAL $47,836,391
Allocation Package NE 223rd Ave: NE Glisan to NE Marine Dr
. . Safety Corridor Planning $897,300
Optlon 2' Synergy NE Glisan St: 82nd Avenue Multimodal
with La rge Ca pita| Safety and Access $7,577,698
. NW Division Street Complete Street:
PrOJECt Gresham-Fairview Trail - Birdsdale
Avenue $4,067,495
. Emphasis on input received Cedar Mill Better Bus and Access to
. Transit Enhancements S$5,252,300
to invest Step 2 W/Other NE Prescott St: 82nd Ave Multimodal
Capita| projects Safety and Access $7,732,932
. . Westside Trail Pedestrian and Bicycle
* Most appllcatlons meet the Bridge Over Highway 26 ’ $6,000,000
criteria in four com ponents Beaverton Downtown Loop: SW Hall Blvd
—3rd St to 5th St $4,649,687
OR 212/224 Sunrise Hwy Phase 2:
$ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ Bike/Ped Facilities and Interchange
Improvements $12,026,118

TOTAL

$48,203,530




. NE 223rd Ave: NE Glisan to NE Marine Dr
Allocation Package Safety Corridor Planning $897,300
. NE Glisan St: 82nd Avenue Multimodal
Optlon 3: NOd to Safety and Access $7,577,698
o NW Division Street Complete Street:

Pu b I |c Com m e nt Gresham-Fairview Trail - Birdsdale

Avenue $4,067,495
° Continues to emphasize high NE MLK Jr Blvd Safety and Access to

. . Transit $4,879,517

scorlng outcomes evaluatlon Beaverton Creek Trail: Merlo Road
app“cations Improvements $6,640,700

. . Westside Trail Pedestrian and Bicycle
* Includes highest rated public  Bsridge over Highway 26 $6,000,000
comment a pp| ication Gladstone. Historic Trolley Trail Bridge

Construction $8,721,932

North Dakota Street (Fanno Creek)
Bridge Replacement $8,000,000

$ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ Railroad Avenue Multiuse Path: 37th

Avenue to Linwood Avenue $2,707,217
TOTAL $49,491,859

TPAC Discussion

Options Preference:

e WCCC TAC: Option 1
w/additional project; Option 2
& 3 okay

 CTAC: Options 1 or 3 adding
Oregon City project

e Portland: Option 1

« EMCTC: All options okay

RRRRRRERRR

Other Comments:

* Public comment
consideration

* Revenue estimates and
process clarifications

* Better integration
between Step 1A.1 &
Step 2




Next Steps — 28-30 Regional Flexible Fund Step 2

June 2025: Share allocation package options

e Deliberate options and input for shaping a staff
recommendation

e TPAC: June 6t

* Revised Step 2 discussion materials
e Metro Council: June 17t
* JPACT: June 26t

RRRRRRERRR

Next Steps — 28-30 Regional Flexible Fund Allocation

July 2025: Action
e TPAC: July 11t
e JPACT: July 17t
 Metro Council: July 31st

RRRRRRERRR




Discussion Question

 What should Metro staff know in building a staff
recommended Step 2 allocation package?

* |sthere a preferred allocation package option?

Arts and events
Garbage and recycling
M Housing and supportive services
et ro Land and transportation Oregonmetro.gov

Parks and nature
Oregon Zoo

%ﬁém




MEMO @ Metro

600 NE Grand Ave.
Portland, OR 97232-2736

Date: June 5, 2025

To: Transportation Policy Alternatives Committee and Interested Parties
From: Ted Leybold, Transportation Policy Director

Re: US DOT Certification Review of the Portland Area MPO

The U.S. Department of Transportation has recently completed its Certification Review of
Metro as the Portland Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO), part of joint review
with the Southwest Washington Regional Transportation Council (SWRTC) as the Clark
County, Washington area MPO. This review certified Metro and SWRTC meet the
requirements for metropolitan transportation planning established in federal regulations.

The certification review report includes corrective actions, that must be addressed in an
identified timeframe, and recommendations for improving the regional transportation
planning process. USDOT staff have directed MPO staff to develop a plan of action for
inclusion in the upcoming Unified Planning Work Programs to convey how MPO work will
resolve the corrective actions.

Metro staff have prepared a draft action plan for initial review and input by TPAC, JPACT and
the Metro Council. Please see the attached Draft Action Plan summary for a description of
all proposed actions. While not directed to do so, Metro staff have also included draft
actions to respond to the recommendations USDOT provided in the certification review
report to provide additional transparency on expected MPO work program efforts.

Proposed actions to resolve the corrective actions are straight-forward and Metro staff see
no impediments to resolving them in the time frame directed. Some directives related to
compliance with Title VIl regulations have already been addressed.

Some of the recommendations provided by USDOT are relevant to transit agency
representation and consideration of transit issues at the MPQO, initially raised by South
Metro Area Regional Transit and Clackamas County during the MPO certification review
process and requested for discussion at JPACT (USDOT Certification Report, pg. 53-79). To
provide a foundation for TPAC discussion, following are the relevant USDOT
recommendations and proposed draft action plan responses.



USDOT Recommendations

“(...) considerincluding direct representation of regional transit agencies on
technical advisory boards and committees, such as the Transportation Policy
Alternatives Committee (TPAC).”

“The Federal Team recommends that Metro work with JPACT members and regional
transit agencies to clearly define how regional transit interests are represented on
the committee. The JPACT By-Laws should explicitly describe the role of the regional
transit representation seat, currently held by TriMet. Additionally, the representation
of transit agencies on JPACT could be further supported through interlocal
agreements between the transit agencies.”

Draft Action Plan Response

Share current definition of regional transit agency representation on JPACT
(summary memo attached) and determine whether any clarification is warranted.

Consult with JPACT and consider means/methods to support JPACT members in
their representation of transitissues and agencies, such as preparatory
coordination meetings or briefings.

Propose and obtain feedback on Metro hosting regular (quarterly?) transit providers
coordination meeting to review and discuss TPAC and JPACT work programs and
public transit planning topics.

Review TPAC by-laws and operating procedures with intent to increase
opportunities for participation by public transportation service providers in regional
planning activities.

Review and prepare update to regional planning agreement between ODOT, Metro,
TriMet and SMART for opportunities to clarify and increase coordination on public
transit planning activities.

Metro staff will present this information at the June 11" TPAC workshop and the June 12t
JPACT meeting and then invite input from the committees for ideas on future work plan
efforts.



Draft Action Plan
Metropolitan Planning Organization Certification Review

Planning Topic

2025 Metro Certification Corrective Draft Action Items
Actions

Metropolitan
Transportation Plan
(MTP)

Civil Rights

To fully meet the requirements of 23 CFR
450.324(f)(11)(iii), Metro must update the
MTP by November 30, 2028, to specifically
address the following requirement:

e The financial plan must include As a part of the scope of work for the next Regional Transportation Plan
strategies for new funding sources for (RTP) update, identify the development of a financial plan and strategy
ensuring their availability. to pursue any new funding forecasted in the financial plan.

Revise the Title VI Plan to include the

following:
* The Title VI Assurances need current Title VI Assurances have current signatures and dates and to be placed
signatures and dates and placed in in the appendix of future Title VI Plans.

appendix of future Title VI Plans.

e Update the Title VI complaint process so Title VI complaint process updated.
FHWA headquarters processes the

complaints. Both the complaint web page

and the plan itself need to be modified to

reflect these changes.

e The Plan needs to say it was approved by Have MPO policy committees review and approve Title VI Plan.
the Policy Committee and the approval

date.
¢ Based on 23 CFR 200.9, the Update Title VI Plan to demonstrate direct line of access between Title VI
organizational chart in the Title VI Plan Program Manager and Metro Administrator responsible for signing

needs to reflect the position of the person federal assurances.
who signs the assurances and show that

the Title VI Program Manager has

unfettered access to this person.

Planning Topic

2025 Metro Certification Draft Action Items
Recommendations

MPO Structure and
Agreements

* The Federal Team recommends that the Update the document/report title page template to include an entry for
approval documentation for any plans or  both JPACT and Metro Council approval dates.

programs include the dates of action by

both JPACT and the Metro Council, as their

interdependent roles are essential to

successful process approvals.



Planning Topic

2025 Metro Certification
Recommendations

Draft Action Items

Metropolitan
Transportation Plan
(MTP)

® The Federal Team recommends that FTA
and FHWA be added as non-voting
members of JPACT, with opportunities to
provide updates on JPACT meeting
agendas. Additionally, consider including
direct representation of regional transit
agencies on technical advisory boards and
committees, such as the Transportation
Policy Alternatives Committee (TPAC).

® The Federal Team recommends that
Metro work with JPACT members and
regional transit agencies to clearly define
how regional transit interests are
represented on the committee. The JPACT
By-Laws should explicitly describe the role
of the regional transit representation seat,
currently held by TriMet. Additionally, the
representation of transit agencies on
JPACT could be further supported through
interlocal agreements between the transit
agencies.

¢ The Federal Team recommends that the
RTP document the use of Year of

Regularly invite FHWA and FTA staff to propose items to JPACT work
program and present at JPACT meetings.

Review rosters of technical advisory boards and committees for
consideration of additional representation of regional transit agencies.

Share current definition of regional transit agency representation on
JPACT and determine whether any clarification is warranted.

Consult with JPACT and consider means/methods to support JPACT
members in their representation of transit issues and agencies, such as
preparatory coordination meetings or briefings.

Propose and obtain feedback on Metro hosting regular (quarterly?)
transit providers coordination meeting to review and discuss TPAC and
JPACT work programs and public transit planning topics.

Review TPAC by-laws and operating procedures with intent to increase
opportunities for participation by public transportation service providers
in regional planning activities.

Review and prepare update to regional planning agreement between
ODOT, Metro, TriMet and SMART for opportunities to clarify and increase
coordination on public transit planning activities.

Work with the statewide long-range transportation revenue forecast
committee and professional technical staff to define and document the

Expenditure (YOE) in the financial planning methods used to forecast project cost inflation.

processes and clearly outline the methods
used to establish the inflation factor
applied for YOE.



Planning Topic

2025 Metro Certification
Recommendations

Draft Action Items

Congestion Managemen
t Process (CMP)

* The Federal Team recommends that the

RTP include a project prioritization process

that clearly demonstrates how
performance-based planning is used to
identify and prioritize projects that
support regional goals and policies. The
FHWA will provide assistance and conduct
an additional review as Metro works
towards implementing this
recommendation.

® The Federal Team recommends that
local and statewide planning efforts and
planning documents, which play an
important role in the development of the
RTP, be clearly articulated in the RTP
document through an integrated
approach.

* The Federal Team recommends that the
CMP continue to serve as a vital tool and
resource for enhancing the region’s
understanding of congestion and

developing effective reduction strategies. To

support this effort, the MPO should ensure
that CMP products, such as the Atlas of
Mobility Corridors and RTP Regional
Mobility Corridor Strategies, are updated
prior to the next RTP revision, incorporating
the most recent data and analysis on
congested corridors. Additionally, the
revised RTP should clearly outline the
strategies developed through the CMP and
their anticipated outcomes. Lastly, the
FHWA plans to conduct an additional
review of Metro’s CMP to identify
opportunities for improvement, aiming to
enhance the CMP’s effectiveness and
relevance to the development of both the
RTP and TIP.

As directed by JPACT and the Metro Council in Ch. 8 of the 2023 RTP
(Section 8.2.3.13), Metro will work with cities, counties, community-
based organizations and transportation agencies to improve the process
of developing, evaluating and prioritizing the projects submitted by local
agencies, ODQT, Port of Portland, TriMet, SMART and federally-
recognized tribal governments in advance of the next RTP update. This
work will also support Metro implementation of OAR 660-012-0155 and
address corrective actions approved by the Land Conservation and
Development Commission in January 2025. This work will include:
*Rarticipating in the FHWA review to learn best practices on MTP project
list development and prioritization.

*@onvening a group or multiple groups to review Metro’s existing metrics
and tools for evaluating the impacts of transportation decisions on the
region’s safety, climate, equity, mobility and economy to ensure metrics
and tools reflect community and regional priorities.

*Tonducting a review of processes and best practices used by four to
five peer MPOs to identify needs, develop project list to address needs,
and evaluate and prioritize investments.

*fVorking with cities, counties and transportation agencies to share best
practices and information on conducting inclusive, equitable
engagement and applying safety, climate and equity data and metrics to
identify investment priorities in advance of the 2028 RTP call for
projects.

*Beveloping strategies to improve coordination on submitting projects
on state or multi-jurisdictional facilities.

*Reviewing lessons learned during past RTP project-level evaluations,
Document a review of local, regional and statewide planning efforts and
planning documents during the scoping phase of the 2028 RTP update.

Prepare a CMP Report to inform the scoping phase and subsequent work
in support of the 2028 RTP update.

Update the online Atlas of Mobility Corridors data and RTP Mobilty
Corridors Strategies to reflect current CMP data identified in Appendix L
to the 2023 RTP and project solutions prioritized to address identified
needs during the 2028 RTP update.

Participate in FHWA review and reach out to peer MPOs to learn best
practices.



Planning Topic 2025 Metro Certification Draft Action Items
Recommendations

Public Participation Plan e The Federal Team recommends

(PPP) documenting the federally required PPP as
Appendix D of the Public Engagement
Guide since much of what is required PPP
as Appendix D of the Public Engagement
Guide since much of what is required for
effective public involvement is already
addressed within the guide itself, not
Appendix D. To alleviate confusion,
Appendix D should clearly identify the
elements within the Public Engagement

ide th I F I i
Guide that apply to edera. reqmremfants, In the next update, staff will consider simplification of the Public
or the PPP should be fully integrated into

. . - Engagement Guide and the demonstration of federally required public
the guide to eliminate duplication and ) o ) )
confusion involvement activities as currently shown in Appendix D.

e The federal team recommends thatif = Website recommendations will be addressed as a part of the new
Appendix D is maintained, the update website launch in the fall of 2025.

cycles and processes to document public

comments and to engage the public Staff will continue to look at best practices to increase communication
should support those identified in the
Public Engagement Guide.

of concepts with use of visualization techniques.

{1 The Federal Team recommends that the
PPP be a part of Metro’s key documents
on Metro’s website to ensure it is easily
accessible and usable by the public.

[J The Federal Team recommends that
Metro consider streamlining and
simplifying documents, utilizing
visualization techniques to manage
messaging rather than relying solely on

text.
Civil Rights None.
Transportation [J The Federal Team recommends all MPO staff and stakeholders will engage with FHWA assistance to
Improvement Program  projects submitted to the TIP should be examine how to apply best practices for prioritizing TIP projects and
(TIP) prioritized by the MPO to ensure the goals programs to ensure RTP policies are being met and decision makers

and policies of the RTP are being met. This ynderstand how the TIP programmed activities support the RTP and
will also help ensure that decisionmakers  taqeral performance measures.

better understand how projects included
in the TIP support the RTP and federal
performance measures. The FHWA will
provide assistance and conduct an
additional review as Metro works towards
implementing this recommendation.



e U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Federal Highway Administration Federal Transit Administration
U.S.Department Oregon Division Washington Division Region 10
ofTrcnspor‘rcﬁon 530 Center Street, Suite 420 711 S. Capital Way, Suite 501 915 Second Avenue, Room 3192
Salem, Oregon 97301 Olympia, WA 98501 Seattle, Washington 98174
503.399.5749 360.753.9480 206.220.7954

April 11, 2025
IN REPLY REFER TO: HDA-OR/HDA-WA/FTA-TRO-10

Ted Leybold

Transportation Policy Director
Metro

600 NE Grand Avenue
Portland, OR 97232

Matt Ransom

Executive Director

Southwest Washington Regional Transportation Council (RTC)
P.O. Box 1366

Vancouver, WA 98666

Subject: 2025 Portland-Vancouver Transportation Management Area (TMA) Certification
Dear Mr. Leybold and Mr. Ransom:

The Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act (IIJA) retained the requirement for the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) and Federal Transit Administration (FTA) to review and
certify the planning processes for Transportation Management Areas (TMAs) at least every four
years. This letter notifies you that the FHWA and the FTA jointly certify the planning process
for Metro and Southwest Washington Regional Council (RTC).

FHWA and FTA staff conducted a joint review of Metro and RTC’s transportation planning
process, including meetings from February 4" through 13%, 2025, with staff from Metro, RTC,
Tri-Met, C-Tran, ODOT, and WSDOT, after a review of key planning documents. Based on the
review, the Federal Review Team determined that Metro and RTC meet the requirements for
metropolitan transportation planning established under 23 CFR 450.

Enclosed is the report that documents the Federal Review Team’s findings and associated
corrective actions and recommendations for enhancing the planning process. The overall
conclusion of the Certification Review is that the planning process for the Metro and RTC
complies with the spirit and intent of Federal metropolitan transportation planning laws and
regulations under 23 USC 134 and 49 USC 5303. The planning processes at Metro and RTC are
continuing, cooperative, and comprehensive process and reflects a significant professional
commitment to deliver quality in regional transportation planning.



If you have any questions regarding this Certification Review process or action, please direct
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of the FHWA Washington Division, at (360) 753-9418, or Danielle Casey of the FTA Region 10,
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Purpose

As required in 23 U.S.C. 134(k) and 49 U.S.C. 5303(k), the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) conducted a Certification Review of the
Portland Metropolitan Planning Organization (Metro) and the Southwest Washington Regional
Transportation Council (RTC). Metro and RTC are Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs)
that provide regional planning and agency coordination for an area of more than 200,000 in
population, also referred to as a Transportation Management Area (TMA), in the respective
Portland, OR-Vancouver, WA Urbanized Areas (UZAs). Every four years, FHWA and FTA are
required to jointly review and evaluate the Metro and RTC transportation planning process, to
ensure federal regulations are being implemented. Consistent with Federal regulations, the
primary purpose of the Certification Review is:

e To formalize the continuing oversight and day-to-day evaluation of the planning process
and document the findings and identify federal actions as needed,

e To ensure that the planning requirements of 23 U.S.C. 134 and 49 U.S.C. 5303 are being
satisfactorily implemented, and

e To provide a valuable opportunity to provide advice and guidance to the planning
partners in a TMA for enhancing the planning process and improving the quality of
transportation investment decisions.

Summary of the 2025 Certification Review

Certification

Based on our review, FHWA and FTA found that the metropolitan transportation planning
process conducted by Metro and RTC substantially meets federal planning requirements (per
23 U.S.C. 134 and 49 U.S. C. 5303). Therefore, FHWA and FTA jointly certify the regional
transportation planning process to be compliant with the above-mentioned federal
requirements for the next four years as of the date of this report, subject to the Corrective
Actions detailed in Table 1 and Table 2.

Federal Findings

Table 1 and Table 2 also provide information about the following federal findings from this
review. A more detail discussion of each finding is included in the Federal Certification Review
Team Findings section of this report.




Table 1: Summary of Metro 2025 Certification Review Actions

. . Metro 2025 Certification Corrective Due Date
Planning Topic

Actions (if applicable)

Metropolitan Transportation | To fully meet the requirements of 23 CFR | November 30,
Plan (MTP) 450.324(f)(11)(iii), Metro must update 2028
the MTP by November 30, 2028, to
specifically address the following
requirement:
e The financial plan must include
strategies for new funding
sources for ensuring their

availability.
Civil Rights Revise the Title VI Plan to include the September 30,
following: 2025

e The Title VI Assurances need
current signatures and dates and
placed in appendix of future Title
VI Plans.

e Update the Title VI complaint
process so FHWA headquarters
processes the complaints. Both
the complaint web page and the
plan itself need to be modified to
reflect these changes.

e The Plan needs to say it was
approved by the Policy
Committee and the approval
date.

e Based on 23 CFR 200.9, the
organizational chart in the Title VI
Plan needs to reflect the position
of the person who signs the
assurances and show that the
Title VI Program Manager has
unfettered access to this person.




Planning Topic

MPO Structure
and Agreements

\ Metro 2025 Certification Recommendations

The Federal Team recommends that the approval documentation
for any plans or programs include the dates of action by both
JPACT and the Metro Council, as their interdependent roles are
essential to successful process approvals.

The Federal Team recommends that FTA and FHWA be added as
non-voting members of JPACT, with opportunities to provide
updates on JPACT meeting agendas. Additionally, consider
including direct representation of regional transit agencies on
technical advisory boards and committees, such as the
Transportation Policy Alternatives Committee (TPAC).

The Federal Team recommends that Metro work with JPACT
members and regional transit agencies to clearly define how
regional transit interests are represented on the committee. The
JPACT By-Laws should explicitly describe the role of the regional
transit representation seat, currently held by TriMet. Additionally,
the representation of transit agencies on JPACT could be further
supported through interlocal agreements between the transit
agencies.

Metropolitan
Transportation
Plan (MTP)

The Federal Team recommends that the RTP document the use of
Year of Expenditure (YOE) in the financial planning processes and
clearly outline the methods used to establish the inflation factor
applied for YOE.

The Federal Team recommends that the RTP include a project
prioritization process that clearly demonstrates how performance-
based planning is used to identify and prioritize projects that
support regional goals and policies. The FHWA will provide
assistance and conduct an additional review as Metro works
towards implementing this recommendation.

The Federal Team recommends that local and statewide planning
efforts and planning documents, which play an important role in
the development of the RTP, be clearly articulated in the RTP
document through an integrated approach.

Congestion
Management
Process (CMP)

The Federal Team recommends that the CMP continue to serve as
a vital tool and resource for enhancing the Region’s understanding
of congestion and developing effective reduction strategies. To
support this effort, the MPO should ensure that CMP products,




Planning Topic Metro 2025 Certification Recommendations

such as the Atlas of Mobility Corridors and RTP Regional Mobility
Corridor Strategies, are updated prior to the next RTP revision,
incorporating the most recent data and analysis on congested
corridors. Additionally, the revised RTP should clearly outline the
strategies developed through the CMP and their anticipated
outcomes. Lastly, the FHWA plans to conduct an additional review
of Metro’s CMP to identify opportunities for improvement, aiming
to enhance the CMP’s effectiveness and relevance to the
development of both the RTP and TIP.

Public e The Federal Team recommends documenting the federally
Participation required PPP as Appendix D of the Public Engagement Guide since
Plan (PPP) much of what is required for effective public involvement is

already addressed within the guide itself, not Appendix D. To
alleviate confusion, Appendix D should clearly identify the
elements within the Public Engagement Guide that apply to
Federal requirements, or the PPP should be fully integrated into
the guide to eliminate duplication and confusion.

e The Federal Team recommends that if Appendix D is maintained,
the update cycles and processes to document public comments
and to engage the public should support those identified in the
Public Engagement Guide.

e The Federal Team recommends that the PPP be a part of Metro’s
key documents on Metro’s website to ensure it is easily accessible
and usable by the public.

e The Federal Team recommends that Metro consider streamlining
and simplifying documents, utilizing visualization techniques to
manage messaging rather than relying solely on text.

Civil Rights e None.

Transportation e The Federal Team recommends all projects submitted to the TIP
Improvement should be prioritized by the MPO to ensure the goals and policies
Program (TIP) of the RTP are being met. This will also help ensure that

decisionmakers better understand how projects included in the
TIP support the RTP and federal performance measures. The
FHWA will provide assistance and conduct an additional review as
Metro works towards implementing this recommendation.

Vi




Table 2: Summary of RTC 2025 Certification Review Actions

Planning Topic

MPO Structure
& Agreements

RTC 2025 Certification Recommendations/Commendations

None.

Congestion
Management
Process (CMP)

Commendation

The Federal Team commends RTC in updating the
CMP on an annual basis, ensuring the effectiveness of
the process as an input to the MTP and TIP.

Metropolitan
Transportation
Plan (MTP)

Recommendation

The Federal Team recommends that RTC clearly
describe how other plans and processes listed in 23
CFR 450.306(d)(4) are integrated into the MTP. The
MTP should also describe how the strategies are
intended to be implemented in other plans and
planning processes.

Recommendation

The Federal Team recommends that RTC clearly label
the PDF files on the MTP webpage to help readers
navigate between each of the chapters and
appendices.

Recommendation

The Federal Team recommends RTC include Federal
Discretionary Grants as a possible funding source in
the financial plan.

Recommendation

The Federal Team recommends that RTC expand the
Economic Vitality and Quality of Life goal to better
include freight and truck parking for its importance in
economic vitality and safety.

Recommendation

The Federal Team recommends as part of the next
MTP update, the financial constraint demonstration
should include sufficient detail — functional
categories, time periods, major travel modes —to
more clearly demonstrate the total costs associated
with meeting both long-term and short-term regional
and local transportation needs. If new revenues




Planning Topic RTC 2025 Certification Recommendations/Commendations

options are included the plan, they should be
specifically identified and supported with
assumptions that establish that they are reasonable.

Transportation
Improvement
Program (TIP)

None.

Public
Participation
Plan (PPP)

Recommendation

The Federal Team recommends that RTC develop a
process to evaluate the effectiveness of outreach
strategies (23 CFR 450.316) in order increase
participation and ensure a full and open participation
process. RTC’s Public Participation Plan states that the
plan is annually reviewed for effectiveness and may
then be updated based on results of the review.
Additionally, the PPP includes an Evaluation Matrix
that shows the outreach strategies and by which
metrics the strategies are being monitored. However,
it is unclear how and when RTC decides that an
update to the PPP is necessary.

Recommendation

The Federal Team recommends that RTC continue to
use visualization techniques, such as graphs, figures,
pictures, maps, etc. to communicate information and
planning concepts to aid the public in understanding
proposed plans (23 CFR 450.316), and to encourage
increased public participation.

Civil Rights

Recommendation

The Federal Team recommends that RTC post the
discrimination complaint processes in plain language
in order to ensure public accessibility.

Recommendation

The Federal Team recommends that RTC establish an
internal and external Title VI review process,
incorporating policies and procedures that specify the
program areas to be assessed, the frequency of
reviews, the methodology employed, and the
procedure for implementing corrective actions,




Planning Topic RTC 2025 Certification Recommendations/Commendations

ensuring a data-driven approach. The National
Highway Institute offers a training on Risk Mitigation
Through Title VI Reviews (FHWA-NHI-361032B).

Recommendation

The Federal Team recommends that RTC look at all
public-facing documents and platforms, including
meeting notifications, schedules, event
announcements, meeting summaries, the Public
Participation Plan, public information requests, and
web content. The Federal Team recommends that
RTC follow DOT’s Policy Guidance Concerning
Recipient’s Responsibilities to LEP Persons and
employ the four-factor analysis to identify materials
requiring translation. Moreover, RTC shall include a
language access statement on its homepage and
guarantee that all vital documents are easily
accessible on its website, with identifiers provided in
appropriate languages. USDOT has a LEP Guidance
webpage that details reasonable steps to ensure
meaningful access to programs and activities by LEP
persons.




Process to Resolve Corrective Actions

Metro and RTC are responsible for addressing all corrective actions identified in this
certification report by the identified due date specified. ODOT and WSDOT, as the oversight
agencies for Metro and RTC, respectively, are responsible for ensuring corrective actions are
being sufficiently addressed by the specified due date.

FHWA and FTA are committed to working closely with Metro, RTC, ODOT, WSDOT, TriMet,
SMART, and C-Tran to ensure requirements and expectations are understood, and to provide
stewardship and technical assistance. A six-step process will be utilized:

e FHWA and FTA staff present findings to Metro, RTC, ODOT, WSDOT, and TriMet, SMART,
and C-Tran Staff. Metro and RTC staff present to their respective Policy Boards.

e Metro and RTC staff develop a plan of action to include in its Unified Planning Work
Program (UPWP) to address corrective actions by the due dates specified in this report.

e Metro and RTC staff are encouraged to form a certification action team composed of
local, state, and Federal partners, to assist in the successful resolution of corrective
actions.

e ODOT/WSDOT monitors the achievement of the action plan and ensures Metro and RTC
sufficiently addresses compliance issues by the identified deadline.

e ODOT/WSDOT sends a letter to FHWA and FTA indicating a recommendation to close
out the corrective actions.

e FHWA and FTA review ODOT’s/WSDOT’s request to close out the corrective action(s)
and supporting documentation and issue a close-out letter, as appropriate.




INTRODUCTION

Background

Since the enactment of the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991, the
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) are
required to jointly review, evaluate, and certify the transportation planning process in all
Transportation Management Areas (TMAs), urbanized areas over 200,000 in population, to
determine if the process meets the Federal planning requirements in 23 U.S.C. 134, 49 U.S.C.
5303, and 23 CFR 450. Pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 134(k) and 49 U.S.C. 5303(k), FHWA and FTA must
jointly certify the metropolitan transportation planning process in TMAs at least once every
four years. Certification of the planning process is a prerequisite to the approval of Federal
funding for transportation projects in such areas.

The Certification Review focuses on compliance with Federal regulations, challenges, successes,
and experiences of the cooperative relationship between the MPO, the State DOT, and public
transportation operator(s) in conducting the metropolitan transportation planning process. It
also an opportunity to assist on new programs and to enhance the ability of the metropolitan
transportation planning process to provide decision makers with the knowledge they need to
make well-informed capital and operating investment decisions.

The Certification Review process is one of several methods used to assess the quality of a
regional metropolitan transportation planning process, compliance with applicable statutes and
regulations, and the level and type of technical assistance needed to enhance the effectiveness
of the planning process. The review process is individually tailored to focus on topics of
significance in each metropolitan planning area. Federal reviewers prepare Certification Reports
to document the results of the review process. The report and final actions are the joint
responsibility of the FHWA and FTA field offices, and their content will vary to reflect the
planning process reviewed.

Other activities provide opportunities for this type of review and comment on the Unified
Planning Work Program (UPWP) (also includes approval), the Metropolitan Transportation Plan
(MTP), Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), Statewide Transportation
Improvement Program (STIP) findings, air-quality (AQ) conformity determinations (in
nonattainment and maintenance areas), as well as a range of other formal and less formal
contacts. The results of these other processes are considered in the Certification Review
process. While the Certification Review report itself may not fully document these ongoing
checkpoints, the findings and federal actions of the Certification Review are based upon the
cumulative findings of the entire review effort.

This report documents the major Findings and Federal actions of the 2025 TMA Planning
Certification Review of Southwest Regional Transportation Council and Metro MPOs. It also




provides a review of the 2021 TMA Planning Certification Review and validates corrective
actions have been taken and that findings are closed.

Review Process and Scope

The TMA Certification Review process is lengthy and intensive. The Federal Team initiated the
review process in July 2024 with a review of key documents to refine the scope of the review
and concluded in April 2025 with this report. Table 3 shows a timeline and description of events
that took place during the 2025 TMA Certification Review process.

Table 3: 2025 Metro and RTC TMA Certification Schedule of Events

Date Description

FHWA/FTA sent kick-off email - requesting materials from

July 15, 2024 MPO by August 15.
FHWA/FTA held a kick-off virtual meeting with MPO
August 20, 2024 staff/DOT staff to discuss potential topic areas and dates.

FHWA/FTA reviewed the progress of the past cert review,
completed an initial desk review of MPO information and
August — October 2024 documents, and developed the scope of the review.
FHWA/FTA emailed information regarding the public input
process and confirmed the date of the TMA Certification

October 2024 Review meetings.
August — January 2025 FHWA/FTA started writing the draft report.
FHWA/FTA held separate meetings with ODOT and Metro
December 2024 to gather information before the February meetings.
FHWA/FTA shared the Certification Review meeting
January 2025 agenda with MPOs.

FHWA/FTA, MPO, DOT, and transit providers held virtual
February 4, 6,11, 12, 13, 2025 TMA certification meetings.

FHWA/FTA reviewed meeting notes, documents, followed
up with MPO staff as necessary, and completed the draft

February/March 2025 report.
FHWA/FTA completed the report/submitted transmittal
April 12, 2025 letter to MPOs.

The Certification Review covers the transportation planning process conducted cooperatively
by the MPOs, State DOTSs, public transportation operators, as well as other MPO planning
partners.

Participants in the review included representatives of FHWA, FTA, Metro, RTC, ODOT, WSDOT,
Tri-Met, SMART, and C-Tran staff. These participants are listed in Appendix C.




Scope of Review

The 2021 Review concluded with 4 Corrective Actions for Metro and 0 Corrective Actions for
RTC (see Appendix D for additional information). Unfortunately, the 4 Metro Corrective Actions
were not closed out prior to this review, so they are incorporated into the scope of this review.

The Federal Certification Review Team took a risk-based approach to this review and reviewed
the following documents:

Metro
e Coordination between Metro and RTC
e (Congestion Management Process
e Public Participation Plan
e Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP)
e Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program (TIP)
e Sec.11206(b)(2)
e Title VI Plan

e Coordination between Metro and RTC

e Congestion Management Process

e Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP)

e Transportation Improvement Program (TIP)
e Public Participation Plan

e Civil Rights (Title VI, LEP, ADA)

Public Comments

Pursuant to CFR 450.336(b)(4) the Certification Review requires opportunities for comments
and feedback from the public, committee members, and other stakeholders on how the
transportation planning process is conducted in the Portland-Vancouver urbanized area.

The Federal Team opted to try a different approach to meet this requirement. A PowerPoint
describing the Certification Review process and how people can comment on the
transportation planning process was developed. Metro and RTC staffs were asked to post a
FHWA/FTA TMA Certification Review presentation on their website and use their public
involvement processes to notify people of this comment opportunity. It was available from
November 1-December 13, 2024. Appendix A includes a summary of the Metro and RTC
notifications of the comment opportunity, a copy of the FHWA/FTA TMA Certification Review
presentation, and the public comments received during the comment period.




Report Structure

For each topic covered during this Certification Review, this report documents:

Regulatory Basis: Summarizes federal transportation planning requirements and defines
where information regarding each planning topic can be found in the Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR).

Current Status: Summarizes where documents/processes stand at the time of the
Certification Review.

Findings: Statements of fact that define the conditions found during FHWA and FTA's
routine stewardship and oversight as well as with information collected through public
participation, the desk review, and the onsite review.

Findings may result in the following federal actions:

Commendation: A process or practice that demonstrates noteworthy practices and
procedures for implementing the planning requirements.

Corrective Action: Indicates a compliance issue where the transportation planning
process/product fails to meet one or more requirements of the transportation planning
statute and regulations.

Recommendation: Ideas for improvement to processes and practices. Although not a
compliance issue, recommendations are provided to improve the transportation
planning process and products to better meet federal planning requirements and reflect
effective practices.

METRO PROGRAM REVIEW

MPO Structure and Agreements

Regulatory Basis

23 USC 134 and 23 CFR 450.310(d) state TMA structure: (1) Not later than October 1, 2014,
each metropolitan planning organization that serves a designated TMA shall consist of:(i) Local
elected officials;(ii) Officials of public agencies that administer or operate major modes of
transportation in the metropolitan area, including representation by providers of public
transportation; and(iii) Appropriate State officials.

23 U.S.C. 134(d) and 23 CFR 450.314(a) state the MPO, the State, and the public transportation
operator shall cooperatively determine their mutual responsibilities in carrying out the
metropolitan transportation planning process. These responsibilities shall be clearly identified




in written agreements among the MPO, the State, and the public transportation operator
serving the MPA.

Current Status

Metro Council is the designated Policy Board for the Portland metropolitan area’s Metropolitan
Planning Organization (MPO). The Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation (JPACT)
provides a forum for local elected officials to advises Metro Council on all MPO decision-
making.

The Metro Council makes final decisions on the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), Unified
Planning Work Program (UPWP), Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), and the State
Implementation Plan for Air Quality Attainment based on the recommendation for approval by
JPACT. The Metro Council considers JPACT’s recommendation and has only two choices: adopt
the recommendation or send it back to JPACT with instructions for amendment. Both the Metro
Council and JPACT must concur in the final adoption of MPO transportation planning products
and policy.

Metro jointly makes up the whole of the TMA with RTC in Vancouver, Washington. The
agreements in place provide for sharing of data, including socio-economic data and joint
representation on MPO policy boards and technical committees.

Findings

e Metro Council and JPACT have distinct roles for required MPO action under Federal
statutes and regulations. One cannot work independently from the other unless
specified in their bylaws.

e Plans approved by Metro Council only have a single published approval date. This often
causes confusion in terms of JPACT’s role in the approval process.

e Currently, FTA and FHWA are not members of JPACT and view meetings as members of
the general public through the webinar platform rather than as panelists. However,
FHWA and FTA are considered non-voting members on the Transportation Policy
Alternatives Committee (TPAC).

e JPACT includes small transit agency representation through the Cities of Clackamas
County and the other “Cities of” representatives. TriMet is the only transit agency to
hold a separate seat on the JPACT as the state-designated “Qualified Transit Agency”.

e The relationship built between Metro and RTC has resulted in dynamic coordination and
the accomplishment of key joint planning efforts including a current analysis of
emergency route coordination.

e [n 2008, JPACT updated the committee bylaws to clarify a formal role for TriMet as
representative of all transit service providers, and in turn, TriMet would be expected to
coordinate directly with area transit providers, including C-TRAN and SMART.

e South Metro Area Rapid Transit (SMART) asked JPACT to consider adding a second
transit seat to the committee.




Corrective Actions:

None

Recommendations:

e The Federal Team recommends that the approval documentation for any plans or
programs include the dates of action by both JPACT and the Metro Council, as their
interdependent roles are essential to successful process approvals.

e The Federal Team recommends that FTA and FHWA be added as non-voting members of
JPACT, with opportunities to provide updates on JPACT meeting agendas. Additionally,
consider including direct representation of regional transit agencies on technical
advisory boards and committees, such as the Transportation Policy Alternatives
Committee (TPAC).

e The Federal Team recommends that Metro work with JPACT members and regional
transit agencies to clearly define how regional transit interests are represented on the
committee. The JPACT By-Laws should explicitly describe the role of the regional transit
representation seat, currently held by TriMet. Additionally, the representation of transit
agencies on JPACT could be further supported through interlocal agreements between
the transit agencies.

Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP)

Regulatory Basis

23 U.S.C. 134(c), (h) & (i) and 23 CFR 450.324 set forth requirements for the development and
content of the Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP). Among the requirements are that the
MTP address at least a 20 year planning horizon and that it includes both long and short range
strategies that lead to the development of an integrated and multi-modal system to facilitate
the safe and efficient movement of people and goods in addressing current and future
transportation demand.

The MTP is required to provide a continuing, cooperative, and comprehensive multimodal
transportation planning process. The plan needs to consider all applicable issues related to the
transportation systems development, land use, employment, economic development, natural
environment, and housing and community development.

23 CFR 450.324(c) requires the MPO to review and update the MTP at least every four years in
air quality nonattainment and maintenance areas and at least every 5 years in attainment areas
to reflect current and forecasted transportation, population, land use, employment,
congestion, and economic conditions and trends.

Under 23 CFR 450.324(f), the MTP is required, at a minimum, to consider the following:




Projected transportation demand

Existing and proposed transportation facilities

Operational and management strategies

Congestion management process

Capital investment and strategies to preserve transportation infrastructure and provide
for multimodal capacity

Design concept and design scope descriptions of proposed transportation facilities
Potential environmental mitigation activities

Pedestrian walkway and bicycle transportation facilities

Transportation and transit enhancements

A financial plan

Current Status

The 2023 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) was approved by JPACT on November 16, 2023,

and by Metro Council on November 30, 2023. The RTP is designed to meet both Federal and
State long range planning requirements. The 2023 RTP consists of a policy plan, several
technical appendices, and is informed by multiple modal/topical plans.

Findings

The 2023 RTP provides goals and policies in support of local transportation plans, future
region-wide planning efforts, and regional efforts to seek transportation infrastructure
funding, and helps to guide the prioritization of short-term and long-term
transportation strategies and projects to meet regional transportation needs. A travel
demand model is used to forecast transportation demand on the regional
transportation system within the Portland metro area and travel between the metro
area and Vancouver, Washington. Data supporting the travel demand model is
developed and shared between Metro and RTC to ensure consistency. This data includes
land use, traffic data, and economic development data.

The RTP supports individual local agency planning goals, needs and interests established
through each agency’s transportation planning practices and processes. Metro uses
these local plans to ensure regional goals and policies are supportive of local interests
and to ensure local agencies are supporting regional goals and policies. This reciprocal
approach is reflected in their needs analysis and in Metro’s project prioritization
processes.

Once gaps, congestion and needs on the regional transportation system are identified,
local agencies are asked to submit priority projects that support regional goals and
policies and that address regionally transportation needs. There is little assessment
completed by Metro staff regarding how the projects put forth from the local agencies
meet regional goals, policies or regional transportation needs identified in the RPT
planning process.

The financial plan includes an assessment of project costs assumed by the local agencies
submitting the projects to the RTP. It also includes analysis of potential funding
resources available currently and those available through legislated authority such as



https://www.oregonmetro.gov/regional-transportation-plan

tolls and congestion pricing.

e The financial plan does not assess the reasonable availability of funds projected by local
agencies for anticipated revenue, nor does it assess the impact if legislated or other
assumed sources do not come to fruition. The financial plan also does not provide for a
consistent measure or formula to estimate project costs submitted by the local
agencies.

e The previous TMA Certification Review noted a corrective action regarding Year of
Expenditure (YOE), which was attested to be resolved with the 2023 RTP. However,
documentation of YOE and the processes used to estimate the inflation factor was not
included in the RTP or its appendices.

Corrective Actions

To fully meet the requirements of 23 CFR 450.324(f)(11)(iii), Metro must update the MTP by
November 30, 2028, to specifically address the following requirement:
e The financial plan must include strategies for new funding sources for ensuring their
availability.

Recommendations

e The Federal Team recommends that the RTP document the use of Year of Expenditure
(YOE) in the financial planning processes and clearly outline the methods used to
establish the inflation factor applied for YOE.

e The Federal Team recommends that the RTP include a project prioritization process that
clearly demonstrates how performance-based planning is used to identify and prioritize
projects that support regional goals and policies. The FHWA will provide assistance and
conduct an additional review as Metro works towards implementing this
recommendation.

e The Federal Team recommends that local and statewide planning efforts and planning
documents, which play an important role in the development of the RTP, be clearly
articulated in the RTP document through an integrated approach.

Congestion Management Process (CMP)

Regulatory Basis

23 U.S.C. 134(k)(3) and 23 CFR 450.322 set forth requirements for the congestion management
process (CMP) in TMAs. The CMP is a systematic approach for managing congestion through a
process that provides for a safe and effective integrated management and operation of the
multimodal transportation system. TMAs designated as non-attainment for ozone or carbon
monoxide must also provide an analysis of the need for additional capacity for a proposed
improvement over travel demand reduction, and operational management strategies.
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23 CFR 450.324(f)(5) requires the MTP include Management and Operations (M&O) of the
transportation network as an integrated, multimodal approach to optimize the performance of
the existing transportation infrastructure. Effective M&O strategies include measurable
regional operations goals and objectives and specific performance measures to optimize system
performance.

Current Status

Appendix L of the 2023 RTP documents Metro’s CMP and its’ incorporation into the RTP
planning processes. The Regional Flexible Funding Allocation (RFFA) process is referenced in the
CMP as the means of ensuring strategies identified through the CMP are prioritized for regional
funding in the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). The CMP largely relies on Federal
performance targets for project selection and to support performance requirements related to
congestion. The travel demand model used in the RPT provides the analysis and identifies the
congested corridors.

Products of the CMP include the 2015 Atlas of Mobility Corridors, which identifies the regional
corridors included in the CMP and the 2014 RTP Regional Mobility Corridor Strategies, which
identifies potential strategies to address anticipated congestion.

Findings

e The CMP documentation states that a lack of data and ability to analyze selected
congestion reduction strategies prevents the process from effectively determining the
performance improvements anticipated along congestion corridors.

e The CMP does not include an clear evaluation process nor is the documented update
cycle supported. Appendix L documents that the CMP will be updated with each RTP,
except that the CMP was not updated with the 2023 RTP. The next CMP update is
anticipated for 2028.

Corrective Actions

None

Recommendations

e The Federal Team recommends that the CMP continue to serve as a vital tool and
resource for enhancing the Region’s understanding of congestion and developing
effective reduction strategies. To support this effort, the MPO should ensure that CMP
products, such as the Atlas of Mobility Corridors and RTP Regional Mobility Corridor
Strategies, are updated prior to the next RTP revision, incorporating the most recent
data and analysis on congested corridors. Additionally, the revised RTP should clearly
outline the strategies developed through the CMP and their anticipated outcomes.
Lastly, the FHWA plans to conduct an additional review of Metro’s CMP to identify
opportunities for improvement, aiming to enhance the CMP’s effectiveness and
relevance to the development of both the RTP and TIP.
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Public Participation

Regulatory Basis

Sections 134(i)(5), 134(j)(1)(B) of Title 23 and Section 5303(i)(5) and 5303(j)(1)(B) of Title 49,
require a Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) to provide adequate opportunity for the
public to participate in and comment on the products and planning processes of the MPO. The
requirements for public involvement are detailed in 23 CFR 450.316(a) and (b), which require
the MPO to develop and use a documented participation plan that includes explicit procedures
and strategies to include the public and other interested parties in the transportation planning
process.

Specific requirements include giving adequate and timely notice of opportunities to participate
in or comment on transportation issues and processes, employing visualization techniques to
describe metropolitan transportation plans and TIPs, making public information readily
available in electronically accessible formats and means such as the world wide web, holding
public meetings at convenient and accessible locations and times, demonstrating explicit
consideration and response to public input, and a periodically reviewing of the effectiveness of
the participation plan.

Current Status

The Public Participation plan (PPP) required under 23 CFR 450.316 is included in the Metro’s
region-wide Public Engagement Guide, adopted in June 2024. The Public Engagement Guide
establishes the overall processes to be used by all Metro departments and all activities that
Metro engages in, including the MPO activities.

Appendix D provides a clearly separate approach to public involvement from that which is
described in the Public Engagement Guide. Appendix D describes the approach Metro staff will
use activities required for the MPO, including, the RTP, TIP, and Public Involvement Plan.

The Public Engagement Guide describes the Tribal consultation processes and coordination
with Federal Land Management agencies. It also describes potential strategies to engage the
public and other interested parties.
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Findings

The Federal Team was unable to find the PPP on Metro’s website. This was corrected
during the TMA Certification Review discussion when the document was added to their
online document library. However, in order to find the document, you must know the
document title and you must search for it on the library page of the website.

Because the PPP is included within the Public Engagement Guide under Appendix D,
there is confusion over how the PPP relates to the Public Engagement Guide. For
example, the Public Engagement Guide documents an update cycle that is more
frequent (3-5 years) versus the PPP, which states it will be updated every 5 years.

The Public Engagement Guide appears to provide part of the required public
engagement activities, including tribal consultation and engagement with Federal Lands
Management Agencies, but that is outside of Appendix D. This makes it unclear the
relationship of Appendix D to the rest of the document.

Many of Metro’s documents are voluminous and lengthy with a great many pages of
text and summary.

Corrective Action

None

Recommendations

The Federal Team recommends documenting the federally required PPP as Appendix D
of the Public Engagement Guide since much of what is required for effective public
involvement is already addressed within the guide itself, not Appendix D. To alleviate
confusion, Appendix D should clearly identify the elements within the Public
Engagement Guide that apply to Federal requirements, or the PPP should be fully
integrated into the guide to eliminate duplication and confusion.

The Federal Team recommends that if Appendix D is maintained, the update cycles and
processes to document public comments and to engage the public should support those
identified in the Public Engagement Guide.

The Federal Team recommends that the PPP be a part of Metro’s key documents on
Metro’s website to ensure it is easily accessible and usable by the public.

The Federal Team recommends that Metro consider streamlining and simplifying
documents, utilizing visualization techniques to manage messaging rather than relying
solely on text.
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Civil Rights (Title VI, ADA)

Regulatory Basis

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, prohibits discrimination based upon race, color, and
national origin. Specifically, 42 U.S.C. 2000d states that “No person in the United States shall,
on the ground of race, color, or national origin, be excluded from participation in, be denied the
benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under any program or activity receiving Federal
financial assistance.” In addition to Title VI, there are other Nondiscrimination statutes that
afford legal protection. These statutes include the following: Section 162 (a) of the Federal-Aid
Highway Act of 1973 (23 U.S.C. 324), Age Discrimination Act of 1975, and Section 504 of the
Rehabilitation Act of 1973/Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990. ADA specifies that
programs and activities funded with Federal dollars are prohibited from discrimination based
on disability.

Current Status/Findings

e Metro’s Title VI Plan is dated September 2022. In Appendix E, signatures must be
submitted annually.

e Metro’s current complaint process is out of compliance.

e Metro’s Title VI Coordinator must have direct access to the head of the organization and
cannot report through someone. This must be captured on the organization chart.

Corrective Actions

Revise the Title VI Plan to include the following:

e The Title VI Assurances need current signatures and dates and placed in appendix of
future Title VI Plans.

e Update the Title VI complaint process so FHWA headquarters processes the complaints.
Both the complaint web page and the plan itself need to be modified to reflect these
changes.

e The Plan needs to say it was approved by the Policy Committee and the approval date.
Based on 23 CFR 200.9, the organizational chart in the Title VI Plan needs to reflect the
position of the person who signs the assurances and show that the Title VI Program
Manager has unfettered access to this person

Recommendations

None

Resources

e Questions and Answers for Complaints Alleging Violations of Title VI of the Civil Rights
Act of 1964 | FHWA:
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https://highways.dot.gov/civil-rights/programs/title-vi/questions-and-answers-complaints-alleging-violations-title-vi-1#Toc522787056
https://highways.dot.gov/civil-rights/programs/title-vi/questions-and-answers-complaints-alleging-violations-title-vi-1#Toc522787056

https://highways.dot.gov/civil-rights/programs/title-vi/questions-and-answers-
complaints-alleging-violations-title-vi-1#T0c522787056

® Recission of previous Complaint Review process:
https://highways.dot.gov/sites/fhwa.dot.gov/files/FHWA%20Rescission%20Policy%20M
emorandum%20Title%20VI1%20April%2025%202019.pdf

Transportation Improvement Program (TIP)

Regulatory Basis

23 U.S.C. 134(c),(h) & (j) set forth requirements for the MPO to cooperatively develop a
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). Under 23 CFR 450.326, the TIP must meet the
following requirements:

e Must cover at least a four-year horizon and be updated at least every four years.

e Surface transportation projects funded under Title 23 U.S.C. or Title 49 U.S.C., except as
noted in the regulations, are required to be included in the TIP.

e List project description, cost, funding source, and identification of the agency
responsible for carrying out each project.

e Projects need to be consistent with the adopted MTP.

e Must be fiscally constrained.

e The MPO must provide all interested parties with a reasonable opportunity to comment
on the proposed TIP.

Current Status

Metro Council adopted the current 2024-2027 TIP on July 27, 2023. The TIP is updated every
three years. Appendix | provides information about performance management and documents
how projects in the TIP support federal performance management targets.

Appendix Il provides the fiscal constraint demonstration. The TIP is fiscally constrained with a
financial plan outlining the funds reasonably expected to be available and the costs anticipate
for the projects prioritized in the TIP. Operations, maintenance and preservation of the existing
transportation system is also considered in the financial planning for the TIP.

The public was afforded an opportunity to comment on the draft TIP document and comments
received were documented. Public comments are documented in Appendix Il and an analysis
of the comments received is also documented with the disposition of the comments provided
in report form.
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https://highways.dot.gov/civil-rights/programs/title-vi/questions-and-answers-complaints-alleging-violations-title-vi-1#Toc522787056
https://highways.dot.gov/civil-rights/programs/title-vi/questions-and-answers-complaints-alleging-violations-title-vi-1#Toc522787056
https://highways.dot.gov/sites/fhwa.dot.gov/files/FHWA%20Rescission%20Policy%20Memorandum%20Title%20VI%20April%2025%202019.pdf
https://highways.dot.gov/sites/fhwa.dot.gov/files/FHWA%20Rescission%20Policy%20Memorandum%20Title%20VI%20April%2025%202019.pdf

Findings

For projects prioritized in the TIP that are outside of the MPQO’s Regional Flexible
Funding Allocation (RFFA), the prioritization and selection process relies on local agency
analysis and determination of consistency with the goals and policies of the RTP. Metro
does not provide further analysis to ensure compliance to the RTP.

The RFFA process provides Surface Transportation Block Grant and Congestion
Mitigation and Air Quality funding allocated to the MPO for prioritization within the
Metro region. A process that includes criteria and performance measures to support the
RTP is used to prioritize projects. Metro works with local agencies to ensure the projects
submitted for funding under the RFFA meet goals and priorities. Projects submitted for
funding are analyzed based on the selection criteria and are submitted to the TTAC and
JPACT for review and approval.

Corrective Actions

None

Recommendations

The Federal Team recommends all projects submitted to the TIP should be prioritized by
the MPO to ensure the goals and policies of the RTP are being met. This will also help
ensure that decisionmakers better understand how projects included in the TIP support
the RTP and federal performance measures. The FHWA will provide assistance and
conduct an additional review as Metro works towards implementing this
recommendation.
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RTC PROGRAM REVIEW

MPO Structure & Agreements

Regulatory Basis

23 USC 134 outlines the requirements for a Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) to
operate. Subsection (d) of 23 USC 134 focuses on the MPQ's representation and includes the
election and appointments of officials. Federal legislation (23 U.S.C. 134(d)) requires the
designation of an MPO for each urbanized area with a population of more than 50,000
individuals. Each MPO that serves a TMA, when designated or re-designated under 23 CFR
450.310(d), shall consist of local elected officials, officials of public agencies that administer or
operate major modes of transportation within the metropolitan area, and appropriate State
transportation officials.

When appropriate, MPOs may increase the representation of local elected officials, public
transportation agencies, or appropriate State officials on their policy boards and other
committees as a means for encouraging greater involvement in the metropolitan transportation
planning process. The voting membership of an MPO that was designated or re-designated
prior, will remain valid until a new MPO is re-designated. Re-designation is required whenever
the existing MPO seeks to make substantial changes to the proportion of voting members
representing individual jurisdictions, or the state or the decision-making authority or
procedures established under MPO bylaws.

In accordance with 23 USC 134 and 23 CFR 450.314, MPOs are required to establish
relationships with the State and public transportation agencies using specified agreements
between the parties to cooperate in carrying out a continuing, cooperative and comprehensive
metropolitan planning process. The agreements must identify the mutual roles and
responsibilities and procedures governing their cooperative efforts.

In urbanized areas with a population of 50,000 or more, Federal planning law (23 USC 134 and
49 USC 5303 and 23 CFR 450) calls upon local officials to cooperate with states and public
transportation providers in undertaking a continuing, comprehensive, and cooperative (3C)
multimodal transportation planning process.

In metropolitan areas, Federal planning law (23 U.S.C 134 and 49 USC 5304) requires each MPO
to cooperate with the state and local officials, to develop a long-range metropolitan
transportation plan, transportation improvement program, and Unified Planning Work Program
(UPWP). These planning and programming documents are developed through a 3C process
carried out on a statewide level, but coordinated with the metropolitan planning processes of
the MPO. Funding is available from FHWA and FTA to support metropolitan transportation
planning. Planning programs are jointly administered by FHWA and FTA.
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Current Status

RTC is the MPO for Clark County, the Washington portion of the Portland-Vancouver urbanized
area. The Board of Directors serves many functions, including the adoption of the Regional
Transportation Plan and programming projects using grant funding. The Regional
Transportation Advisory Committee (RTAC) is a subcommittee of the Board, representing the
MPO functions within Clark County. TC bylaws were first adopted in 1992 and have been
amended several times over the years, with the most recent amendment occurring in
December 2020.

RTC maintains a current metropolitan transportation planning agreement, which explains the
duties of carrying out the 3C planning process between WSDOT, RTC, and C-TRAN. RTC ensures
that the duties and tasks are handled by the respective agencies listed in the agreement, and
all parties are signatories. RTC also executes a funding agreement with WSDOT, which ensures
that all Federal requirements are adhered to when receiving and spending Federal funds and/or
passing through Federal funds to local agencies.

Findings

RTC demonstrates significant coordination between staff, the Policy Board, and Technical
Advisory Committee. The Policy Board and TAC are provided with an understanding of how
Federal grant funding is provided to RTC, RTC staff continues to educate the Policy Board on
Transportation Performance Management (TPM) requirements and consequences.

The Memorandum of Understanding between Metro and RTC was signed on May 13, 2024. The
MOU includes 11 sections for coordination, and 4 sections for planning responsibilities.

RTC’s Bylaws were most recently updated on December 1, 2020. Bylaws are reviewed on a 5-
year cycle. Later this year, a Bylaws Committee will be formed to review RTC's Bylaws and make
recommendations for any needed updates.

The 2021 TMA Certification Review of RTC noted that there was a forthcoming update to RTC'’s
Interlocal Agreement. However, as clarified during the current Certification Review, there is no
current plan by RTC to update the Interlocal Agreement and it remains accurate. Section 8 of
the Interlocal Agreement includes detailed descriptions of the functions/responsibilities of the
RTC Board related to core planning documents.

Corrective Actions

None

Recommendations

None
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Congestion Management Process

Regulatory Basis

A congestion management process (CMP) requirement applies to transportation management
areas (TMAs) that are MPOs with populations greater than 200,000, and is a systematic
approach for managing congestion through a process that “provides for safe and effective
integrated management and operation of the multimodal transportation system, based on a
cooperatively developed and implemented metropolitan-wide strategy, of new and existing
transportation facilities eligible for funding under title 23 USC, and Title 49 USC 53 through the
use of travel demand reduction and operational management strategies.” (23 CFR 450.320[a]).

The congestion management process shall include:

e Methods to monitor and evaluate the performance of the multimodal transportation

system

e Definition of congestion management objectives and appropriate performance
measures

e Establishment of a coordinated program for data collection and system performance
monitoring

e |dentification and evaluation of the anticipated performance and expected benefits of
appropriate congestion management strategies

e Identification of an implementation schedule, implementation responsibilities, and
possible funding sources for each strategy

e Implementation of a process for periodic assessment of the effectiveness of
implemented strategies

Current Status

RTC has developed a CMP appropriate to the needs of the region. RTC continually captures data
on the CMP network and develops an annual report. The 2023 Monitoring Report, published in
May 2024, is the latest version. The CMP is updated annually.
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Findings

The CMP is developed in partnership with Metro, ensuring the networks in both MPOs
are in alignment.

This CMP annual report aids in allowing RTC to use data more efficiently as it pertains to
the MTP, and prioritization of projects in the TIP. The website is clear, concise, and
helpful in explaining how the CMP relates to the MTP and TIP.

The CMP includes many transportation demand management strategies and is informed
by the Regional Commute Trip Reduction Plan, which is being updated.

The Congestion Management Network algins with the Metro network, and is
coordinated with the NHS and other designations.

The CMP includes strategies to reduce single occupant vehicle (SOV) travel; Bus on
shoulder is a strategy that is favored over HOV.

The CMP is being migrated into ArcGIS Online tool.

The CMP includes a strategy toolbox; a broad set of strategies are evaluated regularly.
The strategies are used to mitigate congestion and are considered before system
expansion. Local governments use the toolbox to develop studies and their TIPs.

Corrective Actions

None

Recommendations

None

Commendations

The Federal Team commends RTC in updating the CMP on an annual basis, ensuring the
effectiveness of the process as an input to the MTP and TIP.
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Metropolitan Transportation Plan

Regulatory Basis

23 U.S.C. 134(c), (h) & (i) and 23 CFR 450.324 set forth requirements for the development and
content of the Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP). Among the requirements are that the
MTP address at least a 20-year planning horizon and that it includes both long- and short-range
strategies that lead to the development of an integrated and multi-modal system to facilitate
the safe and efficient movement of people and goods in addressing current and future
transportation demand.

The MTP is required to provide a continuing, cooperative, and comprehensive multimodal
transportation planning process. The plan needs to consider all applicable issues related to the
transportation systems development, land use, employment, economic development, natural
environment, and housing and community development.

23 CFR 450.324(c) requires the MPO to review and update the MTP at least every four years in
air quality nonattainment and maintenance areas and at least every 5 years in attainment areas
to reflect current and forecasted transportation, population, land use, employment, congestion,
and economic conditions and trends. Under 23 CFR 450.324(f), the MTP is required, at a
minimum, to consider the following:

e Current and projected transportation demand of persons and goods

e Existing and proposed transportation facilities

e Performance measures and performance targets

e System performance report

e Operational and management strategies

e Congestion management process results

e Capital investment and strategies to preserve transportation infrastructure and provide
for multimodal capacity

e Transportation and transit enhancement activities

e Design concept and design scope descriptions of proposed transportation facilities

e Potential environmental mitigation activities

e Financial plan

e Pedestrian walkway and bicycle transportation facilities

Under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act (ref. 49 CFR Part 21.5), no person shall be excluded from

participating in, denied the benefits of, or subjected to discrimination (intentional or
unintentional) by an entity receiving Federal financial assistance.
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Current Status

RTC refers to the MTP as the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). The current RTP at the time of
the TMA Certification Review was the Regional Transportation Plan for Clark County, adopted in
February 2024. RTC plans to update the MTP by 2029.

Findings

e The MTP does not clearly describe how other plans and processes listed in 23 CFR
450.306(d)(4) are integrated into the MTP.

e The MTP is published on a webpage specific to the MTP with additional resources such
as a 2024 system map and a 2024 amendment process guidebook. The MTP is split into
multiple PDF documents.

e The transportation demand analysis includes persons and goods; the regional
transportation demand model includes a truck component to take into consideration of
freight in the region.

e The financial plan component includes a 6-year project list (funded in local or regional
TIPs) and 20-year planned project list.

e The Vision and Goals section includes discussion of freight, particularly in the Economic
Vitality and Quality of Life goal.

e RTC prepares a detailed fiscal constraint demonstration as part of the financial plan
(Chapter 5). This process includes calculation for funds from C-TRAN, cities, the County,
and WSDOT. RTC further calculated this based on projects' estimated timeline for
completion: within TIP (4 Years), within 10 years (5-10 years), more than 10 years.

Corrective Actions

None
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Recommendations

e The Federal Team recommends that RTC clearly describe how other plans and processes
listed in 23 CFR 450.306(d)(4) are integrated into the MTP. The MTP should also
describe how the strategies are intended to be implemented in other plans and planning
processes.

e The Federal Team recommends that RTC clearly label the PDF files on the MTP webpage
to help readers navigate between each of the chapters and appendices.

e The Federal Team recommends RTC include Federal Discretionary Grants as a possible
funding source in the financial plan.

e The Federal Team recommends that RTC expand the Economic Vitality and Quality of
Life goal to better include freight and truck parking for its importance in economic
vitality and safety.

e The Federal Team recommends as part of the next MTP update, the financial constraint
demonstration should include sufficient detail — functional categories, time periods,
major travel modes —to more clearly demonstrate the total costs associated with
meeting both long-term and short-term regional and local transportation needs. If new

revenues options are included the plan, they should be specifically identified and
supported with assumptions that establish that they are reasonable.
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Transportation Improvement Program

Regulatory Basis

23 U.S.C. 134(c), (h) & (j) set forth requirements for the MPO to cooperatively develop a
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). Under 23 CFR 450.326, the TIP must meet the
following requirements:

e Must cover at least a four-year horizon and be updated at least every four years.

e Surface transportation projects funded under Title 23 U.S.C. or Title 49 U.S.C., except as
noted in the regulations, are required to be included in the TIP.

e List project description, cost, funding source, and identification of the agency
responsible for carrying out each project.

e Projects need to be consistent with the adopted MTP.

e Must be fiscally constrained.

e The MPO must provide all interested parties with a reasonable opportunity to comment
on the proposed TIP.

Current Status

RTC adopted the 2025-2028 TIP on October 1, 2024. FHWA and FTA approved the TIP for
inclusion in the STIP on January 16, 2025. The TIP is updated annually.
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Findings

RTC demonstrates that the TIP projects are fully funded by phases, and meets fiscal
constraint requirements in programming projects that have funds that are reasonably
expected to be available.

RTC’s TIP Guidebook outlines funding sources, explains the TIP process and project
prioritization process for stakeholders, Policy Board, and TAC members.

Additionally, RTC requires a “before and after report” to be completed by local
jurisdictions that receive Federal funds. This is an additional check on local agencies that
spend pass through funding. This contributes to RTC’s project showcase dashboard,
which is a project tracking tool available to the public on the RTC website.

RTC includes a clear link between projects and performance-based planning and
programming. While WSDOT chooses the maintenance and preservation projects on the
state system, RTC is actively involved in this process. In addition, RTC is actively involved
in discussions that occur within the Washington Legislature with respect to mobility
projects.

RTC includes a notice of its Section 504/ADA nondiscrimination commitment (i.e., ADA
Nondiscrimination Statement) and the Title VI Nondiscrimination Statement in the TIP
document.

The TIP generally does a good job of including primary required elements, including
public outreach, complete project listings, financial plan, annual listing of obligated
projects, and performance-based planning requirements.

Projects included in the TIP are drawn either directly from specific recommendations
made in the MTP or developed from a more general series of recommendations (e.g.,
preservation and maintenance, safety, active transportation, demand management).
Project selection criteria are determined in collaboration with local partners annually
through pre-consultation, review, and post review. Additionally, RTC monitors project
delivery and scores agencies on their ability to complete projects on time. This
information is detailed in an annual Project Delivery Report.

The TIP webpage includes additional information, including a Programming Guidebook,
a Before and After Analysis, and the 2025 schedule.

Corrective Actions

None

Recommendations

None
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Public Participation

Regulatory Basis

Sections 134(i)(5), 134(j)(1)(B) of Title 23 and Section 5303(i)(5) and 5303(j)(1)(B) of Title 49,
require a Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPQO) to provide adequate opportunity for the
public to participate in and comment on the products and planning processes of the MPO. The
requirements for public involvement are detailed in 23 CFR 450.316(a) and (b), which require
the MPO to develop and use a documented participation plan that includes explicit procedures
and strategies to include the public and other interested parties in the transportation planning
process.

Specific requirements include giving adequate and timely notice of opportunities to participate
in or comment on transportation issues and processes, employing visualization techniques to
describe metropolitan transportation plans and TIPs, making public information readily
available in electronically accessible formats and means such as the world wide web, holding
public meetings at convenient and accessible locations and times, demonstrating explicit
consideration and response to public input, and a periodically reviewing of the effectiveness of
the participation plan.

Under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act (ref. 49 CFR Part 21.5), no person shall be excluded from
participating in, denied the benefits of, or subjected to discrimination (intentional or
unintentional) by an entity receiving Federal financial assistance.

Current Status

RTC’s Public Participation Plan (PPP) was adopted on September 3, 2024, as documented in
Resolution 09-24-22. The PPP went through a 45-day public comment period as required per 23
CFR 450.316(a)(3).

Findings

e RTC updated their Public Participation Plan in 2024 in response to updating Title VI
documents which follow a 3-year update cycle. Per Resolution 09-24-22, updates to
RTC’s Public Participation Plan included clarifying desired outcomes with minor
formatting and content updates.

e RTC received few public comments on their Public Participation Plan, Metropolitan
Transportation Plan, and Transportation Improvement Program across recent public
comment periods.

e RTCisin the process of updating planning documents with visual enhancements and
techniques to better describe and explain RTC's planning processes and analysis.
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Corrective Actions

None

Recommendations

e The Federal Team recommends that RTC develop a process to evaluate the effectiveness
of outreach strategies (23 CFR 450.316) in order increase participation and ensure a full
and open participation process. RTC’s Public Participation Plan states that the plan is
annually reviewed for effectiveness and may then be updated based on results of the
review. Additionally, the PPP includes an Evaluation Matrix that shows the outreach
strategies and by which metrics the strategies are being monitored. However, it is
unclear how and when RTC decides that an update to the PPP is necessary.

e The Federal Team recommends that RTC continue to use visualization techniques, such
as graphs, figures, pictures, maps, etc. to communicate information and planning
concepts to aid the public in understanding proposed plans (23 CFR 450.316), and to
encourage increased public participation.
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Civil Rights (Title VI, LEP, ADA)

Regulatory Basis

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 prohibits discrimination based on race, color, and national
origin. Specifically, 42 U.S.C. 2000d states that “No person in the United States shall, on the
ground of race, color, or national origin, be excluded from participation in, be denied the
benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under any program or activity receiving Federal
financial assistance.” The Civil Rights Restoration Act of 1987, restored the original intent of
Title VI to cover the entire operations of recipients/subrecipients regardless of funding source.
In addition to Title VI, other nondiscrimination statutes afford legal protection. These statutes
include: Section 162(a) of the Federal-aid Highway Act of 1973 (23 USC 324), Age
Discrimination Act of 1975, Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, and the Americans
with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990.

49 CFR Part 27 are USDOT'’s regulations pertaining to implementation of Section 504 of the
Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (29 U.S.C. 794) as amended. Section 504 prohibits discrimination on
the basis of disability such that “No otherwise qualified individual with a disability in the United
States shall, solely by reason of his or her disability, be excluded from the participation in, be
denied the benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under any program or activity
receiving Federal financial assistance.”

49 CFR Part 27.19 requires recipients to also comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act (42
U.S.C. 12101-12213) including the Department’s ADA regulations (49 CFR Parts 37 and 38), the
regulations of the Department of Justice implementing Titles Il and Il of the ADA (28 CFR Parts
35 and 36), and the regulations of the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC)
implementing Title | of the ADA (29 CFR Part 1630). ADA specifies that programs and activities
funded with Federal dollars are prohibited from discrimination based on disability.

Executive Order #13166 (Limited English Proficiency) requires Federal agencies to ensure,
consistent with Title VI, that persons who are limited in English proficiency have meaningful
access to the programs, services, and activities of Federal recipients and sub-recipients.

Current Status

RTC has updated and posted their latest Title VI plan dated February 2025. Assurances are
signed and dated as of September 2024.
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Findings

RTC’s website refers to the Title VI nondiscrimination process as Title VI. The general
public may not know what Title VI is. It may therefore be difficult for individuals to
locate where they can file a complaint regarding discrimination.

RTC’s Title VI Plan mentions that it conducts periodic reviews of its program areas to
ensure adherence to Title VI regulations. However, there is no apparent formalized
review protocol or procedure specified.

RTC’s Language Access Plan recognizes that individuals with limited English proficiency
(LEP) who speak Spanish, Russian, Vietnamese, and Chinese exceed the threshold
specified in the Safe Harbor Provision, which necessitates the translation of all vital
documents. However, RTC has only identified its Title VI Notice to the Public, Title VI
Complaint Form and Procedures, ADA Policy, and ADA Notice as vital documents,
neglecting to include public participation guidance and related documents. This could
hinder meaningful access to services for LEP individuals.

Corrective Actions

None

Recommendations

The Federal Team recommends that RTC post the discrimination complaint processes in
plain language in order to ensure public accessibility.

The Federal Team recommends that RTC establish an internal and external Title VI
review process, incorporating policies and procedures that specify the program areas to
be assessed, the frequency of reviews, the methodology employed, and the procedure
for implementing corrective actions, ensuring a data-driven approach. The National
Highway Institute offers a training on Risk Mitigation Through Title VI Reviews (FHWA-
NHI-361032B).

The Federal Team recommends that RTC look at all public-facing documents and
platforms, including meeting notifications, schedules, event announcements, meeting
summaries, the Public Participation Plan, public information requests, and web content.
The Federal Team recommends that RTC follow DOT’s Policy Guidance Concerning
Recipient’s Responsibilities to LEP Persons and employ the four-factor analysis to
identify materials requiring translation. Moreover, RTC shall include a language access
statement on its homepage and guarantee that all vital documents are easily accessible
on its website, with identifiers provided in appropriate languages. USDOT has a LEP
Guidance webpage that details reasonable steps to ensure meaningful access to
programs and activities by LEP persons.
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CONCLUSION

Process to Resolve Corrective Actions

Metro and RTC are responsible for addressing all corrective actions identified in this
certification report by the identified due date specified. ODOT and WSDOT, as the oversight
agencies for Metro and RTC, respectively, are responsible for ensuring corrective actions are
being sufficiently addressed by the specified due date.

FHWA and FTA are committed to working closely with Metro, RTC, ODOT, WSDOT, and TriMet,
SMART, and C-Tran to ensure requirements and expectations are understood, and to provide
stewardship and technical assistance.

The following process will be used to monitor and ensure corrective actions are resolved by the
due date specified in this certification report.

1. FHWA and FTA will jointly discuss the findings in the final report to Metro and RTC to ensure
understanding of the findings, deadlines, and expectations. FHWA and FTA will also present the
findings to the respective policy boards, if requested.

2. Metro and RTC will develop a plan of action, to be included in the Unified Planning Work Program
(UPWP), that demonstrates how they can resolve corrective actions by the due dates specified in
this report. Although not a current compliance issue, the MPOs are encouraged to indicate how
recommendations can be implemented. A plan of action in the UPWP will be used as a tool for
interagency coordination and communication, ensuring the MPOs allocate sufficient funding and
resources to resolve findings, and accountability to ensure performance goals are met by
established deadlines.

The plan of action should include the following elements:

e Target Date specified in the corrective action(s).

e Quarterly reporting on progress.

e Task(s) needed to resolve corrective action(s) with the lead person/agency identified.
e Deliverable(s) and dates of products/processes.

e Timeline of expected completion date of tasks.

e Training/Technical Assistance Needs.

e List of any resources needed, such as additional staff or consultant assistance.

3. The MPOs are encouraged to form a certification action team composed of local, state, and
federal partners to assist in the successful and timely resolution of findings. The certification
action team should meet on a routine basis to ensure timely progress on findings.
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4. ODOT and WSDOT, as the pass-through and oversight agencies for MPOs, are responsible for
ensuring compliance of the processes with applicable federal requirements, monitoring the
achievement of performance goals, and ensuring the MPOs sufficiently addresses compliance
issues by the identified deadline. When corrective actions have been sufficiently addressed,
MPOs should formally their State ODOT review updated processes and related documents.

5. Upon the State DOT review and determination the MPO processes and documents comply
with the Federal requirements and sufficiently address the corrective actions identified in this
report, the will send a letter to FHWA and FTA with a recommendation to close out the
corrective action(s).

6. FHWA and FTA will review requests to close out the corrective action(s) and supporting
documentation and issue a letter with a determination that:

* The corrective action(s) has been sufficiently addressed, or
* The corrective action(s) has not been sufficiently addressed and documents outstanding
compliance issues.

Certification

Based on our review, FHWA and FTA found that the metropolitan transportation planning
process conducted by Metro and RTC substantially meets federal planning requirements (per
23 U.S.C. 134 and 49 U.S. C. 5303). Therefore, FHWA and FTA jointly certify the regional
transportation planning process to be compliant with the above-mentioned federal
requirements for the next four years as of the date of this report, subject to the Corrective
Actions detailed in Table 1 and Table 2.
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APPENDIX A — PUBLIC COMMENT PROCESS AND COMMENTS

Metro and RTC published an FHWA/FTA TMA Certification Review presentation and used their
respective public involvement processes to notify the public about the opportunity to provide
comments. The public comment period was open from November 1 to December 13, 2024. The
Federal review team reviewed all submitted comments, incorporating key themes into their
findings where applicable. The U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) appreciates all
public input, and each comment received a direct response. A summary of the comments is
available in Appendix A.
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2025 Metro/RTC TMA Certification Review Presentation

2025 Metro/RTC
Transportation Management Area (TMA)

Certification Review

Departrent of Transportation

e Federal Transit Administration 4

Administration
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Q

What is a TMA Certification Review? ety

e Federal Transit Administration

* The Transportation Management Area (TMA) Certification Review is
a federal requirement for metropolitan planning areas over
200,000 population at least once every four years.

* The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) conduct the TMA Certification Review.

* The Portland-Vancouver TMA includes two Metropolitan

Planning Organizations (MPOs):
* Metro (Portland, OR)
* Southwest Regional Transportation Council (Vancouver, WA).
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Why is Your Input
Important?

The public's opinions may help to shape
the metropolitan area’s transportation
planning process.

The public comment period will be open
from November 1, 2024, through
December 13, 2024.

Comments received by email and by
mail during the public comment
period will be summarized in a report.

*  Note: Email and mailing addresses are on the
last slide.

Q

U.S. Department of Transportation
Federal Highway Administration
e- Federal Transit Administration
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Do You Have Comments on Q

U.5. Department of Transportation

Federal Highway Administration

the MPO Planning Process? @ Fecea s pcmmtnor

Here are a few examples of topics you can provide comments on:
* Your experience navigating the MPO’s website.
* Your experience with the MPO’s planning process.
* Your experience receiving notifications about the planning process.

* Your opportunity to comment on the MPO's documents and the MPO's responsiveness to your
comments.

* Your ahility to access meetings and documents to meet your specific accessibility
needs, including physical and language requirements.
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What is the Outcome of this Q

U.5. Department of Transportation
Federal Highway Administration

Revie ‘p Q Federal Transit Administration
UU | ]

» After the Certification Review is
conducted, the Federal Review Team
will issue a report that summarizes
the findings by April 12, 2025.

* The final report certifies the MPQO’s
planning process for the next four
years and could result in findings for
the MPO to address.
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What is the Planning Process?

A process by which transportation decisions are made,
and projects are planned and prioritized for
implementation within the region.

Because of limited funding, the MPO must prioritize
regional needs.

The process lays the framework for the future
transportation system.

Q@

U.5. Department of Transportation
Federal Highway Administration
e Federal Transit Administration
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Who is Involved?

* Policy Committee

* Technical Committee

* Community Committee

* State Department of
Transportation

* Public Transportation Operator

* Local Jurisdictions

* Local Residents

* Interest Groups

* FTA & FHWA

Q@

U.S. Department of Transportation
Federal Highway Administration
e- Federal Transit Administration
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Q@

U.5. Department of Transportation

What are the Planning Products? et e o

e Federal Transit Administration

Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP) MPO budget
Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) 20-year vision for transpartation
Congestion Management Process (CMP) Strategies to solve traffic and transit congestion

Transportation Improvement Program (TIP}  4-year list of projects to be implemented

Public Participation Plan (PPP) Describes how the public can be involved in
planning process
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How to Provide Comments on
Metro or RTC’s Planning Process:

Matthew Pahs
Planning and Freight Program Manager
Federal Highway Administration — Washington Division

Mailing Address 711 Capitol Way S, Suite 501
Olympia, Washington 98501

Email Address matthew.pahs@dot.gov

Q@

U.5. Department of Transportation
Federal Highway Administration
e Federal Transit Administration
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Public Comments Received

Zero public comments were received for RTC, while seven comments were received for Metro.
Comments are listed below in the order they were received during the comment period.

Commenter \ Date Submitted \ Page
DF November 1, 2024 | 42
Commissioner Savas and Mayor Buck December 5, 2024 | 43
Garlynn Woodsong December 5,2024 | 44
Mayor Fitzgerald and Director Brashear December 10, 2024 | 45
Tabitha Boschetti December 12, 2024 | 72
Aaron Kuehn December 13, 2024 | 75
Joseph Perez December 13, 2024 | 77
From: DE

To: Pahs, Matthew (FHWA)

Subject: Transportation

Date: Friday, Movember 1, 2024 5:42:55 PM

This email originated from outside of the Department of Transportation (DOT). Do

not click on links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content
is safe.

Please honor the fact that most Oregonians do not want tolls.

1. Tolls are very inefficient

2. Tolls are unfair. Modern, capable, safe. and Efficient transportation. benefits everyone. So
everyone should help pay. Not just the people who have to drive to work.

3. Tolls cause immense problems with Diversion Traffic.

4. People cheat on tolls. Examine the Pennsylvania Toll System.
Pennsylvama Toll Commission Debt 1s about
13 BILLION DOLLARS.

Nuff said???

Thanks
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December 5, 2024

Matthew Pahs

Planning and Freight Program Manager

Federal Highway Administration —Washington Division
711 Capitol Way 5, Suite 501

Olympia, Washington 98501

RE: Transportation Planning Certfication Review for Portland, OR MPO
Dear Mr. Pahs,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the makeup of Metro’s transportation policy
committee, the Joint Committee on Transportation (JPACT), which serves as the Portland area
MPO. We recognize that Metro has done good work to support transit access and policies
focused on the central part of the MPO. Building on this momentum, as JPACT representatives
we encourage Metro to consider creating a new seat on JPACT to consolidate and improve the
representation of smaller Public Transportation Service Providers (PTSPs) in the region.

Under current JPACT bylaws, transit interests are fragmented across several seats. TriMet and C-
TRAN currently have direct representation, whereas the small PT3Ps serving Clackamas and
Washington counties only receive indirect representation through seats designated for county
and city interests. In a region served by multiple transit agencies, transit users expect
connectivity and coordination when they need to transfer between service areas, and it follows

that smaller transit providers be included in regional planning and policy discussions.

As our region grows, transit is essential to helping the region meet our safety, climate, and
congestion goals. We encourage FHWA and Metro to consider opportunities to increase transit
representation on JPACT, with a particular emphasis on engaging smaller providers.

- 5 '
Faul 5avas, Commissioner Joe Buck, Mayor
Clackamas County City of Lake Oswego
JRPACT Member JPACT Member
co: President Lynn Peterson, Metro

Councilor Juan Carlos Gonzadlez, Metro
Georgia Langer, Metro
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Gartynin Woodsong

Bifrs, Mathey (FIWA)

Feadhack an Onegon Metro's ansportaton planning procses
Thursday, Decamber 5, 2024 12:-50:-21 M

14

This email originated from outside of the Department of Transportation (DOT). Do

not click on links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content
is safe.

Hi Matthew,

Fesponding to Metro's notice of an uppm‘tlmlh to provide fee&hack on 'Dreguu Metro's
transpm‘tahun plalmmg pmcess {per

here are ED]II.E I:CIII]]ll'EI].IZS

Metro has not fundamentally updated or changed 1ts regional plan since 1995 Despite the
State of Oregon’s request for Metro to produce scenarios for how the region could reduce
emussions and engage mn chimate adaptation, Metro’s response was, essentially, that its existing
plan 15 fine and no change 15 needed. It, most notably, did NOT take the opportunity to revisit
its adopted plan and engage in the hard work to determine how fo go above and beyond the
plans from the 90z, to ask the question how the region could do better, to reduce emissions
more rapidly, to preduce more equitable outcomes, or to better adapt to the expected worst
impacts of climate change.

Worse, Metro in recent years has seemingly abandoned transit, bicycle, or pedestrian network
expansion in faver of freeway widemng projects. It continually doubles down on massive
wastes of money to widen freeways, at the expense of all other modes of transportation as well
as the hvability of the region.

Public comment on the ETIP and the ETP i1s routinely ignored, in faver of whatever deal has
been cooked up already in a back room. Metro never responds meanmgfully to public
comment; it has no track record of altening 1ts plans in response to comments, no matter what
the substance.

In short, Metro 15 an agency that is adnft, no longer in touch with its mission, and engaging in
activities (such as green-lighting funding for freeway expansion) that will actively undermine
its stated goals (Teducing emissions, producing equitable outcomes, or delivering a more
livable future for the residents of the region).

Good luck forcing the agency to make any changes mn response to this feedback. It's doubtful
that they will hsten any more to you than they do to the general public.

Cheers,
~Garlynn

=

Garlynn Woodsong
garlynni@placeimtative org
Executive Director

PLACE Imtiative
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SMART

SOUTH HETERD RREA . REQIOMEL TRARSIT

Ill ll] WILSONYILLE
OREGOMN

December 10, 2024 Submitted via email to:
matthew.pahs@dotgov
Matthew Pahs
Planning and Freight Program Manager Federal Highway Administration -
Washington Division
711 Capitol Way 5, Suite 501
Olympia, Washington 98501

BE: Metro/RTC TMA Certification Review: Request for Structural Improvement for
Transit Coordination at the MPO TMA Policy Board

Dear Mr. Pahs:

The City of Wilsonville, operator of the award-winning South Metro Area Regional Transit
(SMART) agency, is providing comment and recommendation regarding the transportation
planning certification review for the Portland, OR, Metropolitan Planning Organization
(MPO) Metro and Southwest Washington Regional Transportation Council (RTC) that is
administered through Metro regional government's Joint Policy Advisory Committee on
Transportation (JPACT) policy board that serves the transportation management area [TMA]
of Portland, OR, and Vancouver, WAL

The Metro/RTC MPO TMA is composed of three FTA-certified urban-area transit operators:
1. Clark County Public Transit Benefit Area Authority, aka C-TRAN
2. South Metro Area Regional Transit, aka SMART
3. Tri-County Metropolitan Transit District, aka TriMet

Of the three FTA urbanized-area transit providers in the Metro/RTC MPO TMA, SMART is the
only FTA urbanized-area transit provider that does not have direct representation on |PACT,
the MPO TMA's policy board. Two of the three FTA urbanized-area transit providers in the
Metro,/RTC MPO TMA have direct representation on the JPACT: TriMet and C-TRAN.

SMART works in partnership with TriMet, as well as the adjacent Salem, OR, MPO TMA
Salem-Keizer Area Transportation Study (SKATS) transit operator Salem Area Mass Transit
District (SAMTD) and rural transit providers located outside of the Portland and Salem MPO

CITY OF WILSONVILLE, OREGON = SOUTH METRO AREA REGIONAL TRAMSIT [SMART)

Phone 503-682-1011 29799 5W Town Certer Loop East whww.cl. wilsonville_or.us
Fax 503-682-1015 Wilsorille, OR 97070 info@o_wilsonville.or_us
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City of Wilsonwville / SMART letter to FHwA and FTA Page 2
RE: Metro/RTC TMA Certification Review Dec. 10,2024

boundaries. SMART plays a strategic role as the sole public transit operator in providing
service in the greater South Metro urban region with connections to the Salem MPOQ and
adjacent growing rural Canby area of Clackamas County, and soon with connections to
Oregon City and Woodburn.

SMART operates a full range of public transit services, including fixed-route and

ADA fparatransit service, that focus on the rapidly growing South Metre region of Portland
with connections to the cities of Salem and Canby. SMART provides highly rated transit
services within Wilsonville, a community of 27,000 residents that hosts 23,000 jobs where
approximately 90% of the workforce commutes to employment in Wilsonville.

SMART provides connecting transit service to TriMet's high-capacity Westside Express
Service (WES) at the Wilsonville Transit Center, as well as to the state capital of Salem and to
the rural city of Canby. SMART is working with the Oregon Department of Transportation
(ODOT) to improve public transit service in the South Metro Portland area through a new
pilot program for bus-on-shoulder transit services along the heavily congested I-5
Wilsonville-to-Tualatin corridor and along the 1-205 Wilsonville-to-Oregon City corridor.

SMART constantly receives requests from nearby elected officials in the South Metro region
of the MPO TMA and adjacent rural areas for public transit service that is not provided for
currently at the desired level to their communities by TriMet. Leaders of the South Metro
area cities of Oregon City, Tualatin, and West Linn, and adjacent rural areas of Canby and
Woodburn have over the past several years inquired about SMART providing transit service
in or connections to their communities.

In some instances, SMART has been able to obtain special grant funds from the FTA and
ODOT's Statewide Transportation Improvement Fund (STIF) te provide new transit service
to the South Metro cities of Tualatin, and is now examining the feasibility for new service to
Oregon City, the Clackamas County seat of government, and to the City of Woodburn. In a
similar manner, regular transit service connects the rural Canby area with Wilsonville and
transit services of the Portland MPO TMA.

In terms of the transportation planning certification review for Portland-Vancouver MPO, the
JPACT policy board bylaws do not provide public transit with the level of direct
representation on the MPO TMA policy board that Congress intended in passing the
Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act (IIJA) (Public Law 117-58, also known as the
"Bipartisan Infrastructure Law"), and previously in Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st
Century Act (MAP-21), Chapter 53 of title 49, United States Code, as amended by MAP-21
effective October 1, 2012, and as amended through P.L. 117-58, enacted November 15, 2021,
and codified at 23 USC 134, which requires representation by providers of public
transportation in each metropolitan planning organization (MPO).
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City of Wilsomville / SMART letter to FHwA and FTA Page 3
RE: Metro/RTC TMA Certfication Review Diec, 10, 2024

As the Portland, Oregon, MPO's only other public transit provider, SMART has no direct
representation at JPACT and pursuant o the JPACT bylaws is indirectly represented by the
Cities of Clackamas County representative, who may or may not have any awareness and
understanding of how public transit works and the role of public transit in MPO
fransportation planning; see Exhibit A, JPACT Bylaws, Section 2 (b) page 4.

Indeed, the City/SMART understand that transit representation on an MPO TMA policy board
is required by regulation (23 CFR 450.310). Federal Register Notice (FRN, 2014) includes
policy guidance on MPO fransit representation that ensures that Metro and transit providers
continue to work collaboratively to establish and maintain transit representation on the
policy board.

The City/SMART raised the issue of a lack of sufficient transit representation on JPACT
during the 2020 MPO TMA review process. While US DOT acknowledged the issue, no action
was taken other than to provide recommendations to Metro.

Metro never directly responded to the City /[SMART regarding our petition to US DOT to
participate actively and in meaningful way on the MPO TMA policy board, which is JPACT.
Yet, Metro did responded to our concerns via a letter to the Clackamas County Coordinating
Committee, which had previously sent a letter to Metro raising these same issues; see Exhibit
C, Clackamas County Coordinating Committee letter to Metro, "RE: Clackamas County
Coordinating Committee (C4) communication regarding transportation planning certification
review for Portland, OR, MPO,” February 14, 2021.

The Clackamas County Coordinating Committee, aka “C4," is the lead interjurisdictional body
for greater Clackamas County focusing on transportation and land-use issues. The Clackamas
County Coordinating Committee is composed of the County, all 12 cities of the county, special
districts, hamlets and citizen planning organizations, Metro MPAC citizen representative,
Urban and Rural Transit representatives that includes SMART, TriMet and other rural transit
aperators.

The February 14 Clackamas County Coordinating Committee letter explicitly states that:

“On February 4, 2021, the Clackamas County Coordinating Committee (C4)
considered and voted unanimously to recommend to the Metro Council and Joint
Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation [JPACT) that the [PACT Bylaws be
amended to provide urban-area transit operator South Metro Area Regional Area
Transit (SMART) with direct representation on the Portland, OR, Metropolitan
Planning Organization ([MPO) Transportation Management Area (TMA) policy board,
JPACT."

Exhibit C, Clackamas County Coordinating Committee letter to Metro, page 1.
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A June 14, 2021, Metro letter responding to the Feb, 14, 2021, Clackamas County
Coordinating Committee letter, indicated that:

"USDOT did not give Metro a corrective action regarding JPACT or the [PACT bylaws;
instead, USDOT made what is called a ‘recommendation’. A recommendation,
compared to a corrective action, is one that Metro may consider but isn't compelled to
act upon. The relevant USDOT recommendation is below:

“Recommendation 14: Metro should work with the [PACT members and
regional transit agencies to define how regional transit interests are
represented on the committee. The [PACT By-Laws should explicitly and
clearly describe the role of the regional transit representation seat, currently
held by TriMet. The representation of transit agencies on J[PACT could be
further supported by inter-local agreements between the transit agencies. It is
also recommended Metro consider direct representation of regional transit
agencies on technical advisory boards and committees such as the
Transportation Policy Alternative Committee (TPAC).

Exhibit B, Metro letter to the Clackamas County Coordinating Commitiee, June 14,
2021page 1 (emphasis in original)

The Metro letter of June 14, 2021, further stated:

“The USDOT recommends that Metro work to facilitate coordination between the
transit agencies as they relate to JPACT and TPAC.

e EEEE

“Given the USDOT's recommendations, Metro proposes to convene a meeting with
Tri-Met and SMART to discuss next steps with a trained, third-party facilitator, The
purpose of the meeting or series of meetings with a facilitator would be to identify the
next steps. Because the recommendations from USDOT apply to the entire
Transportation Management Area [TMA), there may be an opportunity to also include
C-TRAN and the Regional Transportation Council [RTC) of southwest Washington at
some point in the conversation. Metro believes these discussions must occur before
any revisions to the JPACT bylaws are considered, and may potentially be achieved
without amending the current JPACT bylaws.

"Metro will aim to convene this meeting, or a series of meetings, in the summer
and/for fall of 2021. We believe that this path forward will create opportunities for a
truly regional transit system, enhance collaboration between transit agencies and
benefit JPACT discussions moving forward.”
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Exhibit B, Metro letter to the Clackamas County Coordinating Committee, June 14,
2021, page 1 (emphasis in original)

The City/SMART is not aware that any of these proposed actions or recommendations were
ever implemented. No meetings were ever convened, no facilitation occurred, and no
improvements to transit planning at the MPO TMA board level has ever occurred. Only with
SMART's direct representation on the MPO TMA policy board can transit coordination occur
structurally within the MPO.

Specifically, the City /SMART is unaware of Metro following any of the direction of
Recommendation 14 that is contained in Exhibit B, Metro letter to the Clackamas County
Coordinating Committee, June 14, 2021, pages 1-2:

* “Meftro should work with the JPACT members and regional transit agencies to define
how regional transit interests are represented on the committee.”

No work has been undertaken by Metro to work with JPACT members and regional
transit agencies to define how regional transit interests are represented on the
committee, which is the MPO TMA board. The issue has never been presented for
JPACT's review or consideration.

C-TRAN joined JPACT as a committee member only after Clark County gave up its seat
on the MPO TMA board. So, while the region's second FTA urban-area transit operator
now has a seat on JPACT, SMART has no seat or direct representation on JPACT.

= “The JPACT By-Laws should explicitly and clearly describe the rele of the regional
transit representation seat, currently held by TriMet.”

While the JPACT bylaws, Exhibit 4, are undated, the file name and meta properties
indicate that the file was last modified on June 14, 2021, Metro did not undertake any
effort to "explicitly and clearly describe the role of the regional transit representation
seat” since 2021. In fact, the word “transit” never appears in the JPACT Bylaws; see
Exhibit A.

= “The representation of transit agencies on JPACT could be further supported by inter-
local agreements between the transit agencies.”

As manager of the MPO TMA board, Metro has never facilitated the recommendation
that the "representation of transit agencies on JPACT could be further supported by
inter-local agreements between the transit agencies.” The only inter-local agreements
between the transit agencies that has occurred since 2021 is in regard to a new state
of Oregon transit funding source called State Transportation Improvement Fund, aka
as STIF. And even with the new STIF program, TriMet as the funding distributor
knowm as the Qualified Entity has placed obstacles in the way of relaying formula
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funds to SMART, Clackamas County and other transit agencies that are known as Sub-
Recipients.

+ "Itis also recommended Metro consider direct representation of regional transit
agencies on technical advisery boards and committees such as the Transportation
Policy Alternative Commifttee [TPAC)."

Similar to the above citation of Metro in-action on 2021 DOT recommendations to
Metro, Metro has taken no action to "consider direct representation of regional transit
agencies on technical advisory boards and committees such as the Transportation
Policy Alternative Committee [TPAC)." Indeed, the composition of staff-level TPAC
members is similar to the [PACT jurisdictional compesition, with the exception of only
one Metro and six Citizen representatives on TPAC., The Metro Library shows that the
TPAC bylaws were last amended on August 19, 2004; see Exhibit D, page 2.

Exhibit B, Metro letter to the Clackamas County Coordinating Committee, June 14,
2021, pages 1-2

The City of Wilsonville, by and through its FTA urbanized-area transit provider SMART,
should have direct representation at the JPACT table. 23 USC 134: “Metropolitan
transportation planning,” contains several relevant 11JA/MAP-21 provisions pertaining to
SMART transit having direct representation at the MPO table.

23 USC 134: "Metropolitan transportation planning” states:
“(a) Policy. —-It is in the national interest--

(1) to 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 pellution through metropolitan and statewide
transportation planning processes identified in this chapter;

(2) to encourage the continued improvement and evolution of the metropolitan
and statewide transportation planning processes by metropolitan planning
organizations, State departments of transportation, and public transit operators as
guided by the planning factors identified in subsection (h) and section 5304(d)."

23 USC 134 (emphasis added)

Thus, BIL demonstrates an intent by Congress for public transit operators to be fully
engaged in MPO transportation planning efforts that “serve the mobility needs of
people... between States and urbanized areas.” SMART is unique in that it is the only
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transit operator that provides public transit service between the urbanized Portland
MPO TMA and Salem MPO TMA.

23 USC 134 Metropolitan transportation planning further states that the MPO membership
composition should include:

“(B) officials of public agencies that administer or operate major modes of
transportation in the metropelitan area, including representation by providers
of public transportation;”

23 USC 134 (a)(2)(b) (emphasis added)

Currently, only two voting seats at [PACT represent “providers of public transportation” —
TriMet and C-TRAN; the third Portland metro-area FTA urban transit provider is omitted.
Congress, however, sought to have greater representation of "providers of public
transportation.”

The issue of Wilsonville /SMART representation at the MPO may be accomplished through a
simple amendment of the [PACT bylaws without having te go through a redesignation
process. 23 USC 134 Metropolitan transportation planning notes that:

“(B) Restructuring. —A metropolitan planning organization may be restructured to
meet the requirements of paragraph [2) without undertaking a redesignation.”

23 USC 134 (6)(E)

In 2014 the FTA and FHwA jointly issued this guidance on implementation of provisions of
MAP-21 “that require representation by providers of public transportation in each
metropolitan planning organization (MPO) that serves a transportation management area.”
FTA/FHwA Policy Guidance on Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) Representation,
June 2, 2014, This guidance states:

“The clear intent of this legislative provision is to ensure that providers of
public transportation are represented on the MPO board and should have equal
decision making rights and authorities as the other members that are on the
policy board of an MPO that serves a TMA. Contrary to the conclusions of some of
the commenters, 23 U.5.C. 134(d)(2) and 49 U.S.C. 5303 (d)(2) expressly provide
that MPOs serving TMAs must alter their board compositions, if necessary, in
order to attain the statutorily required structure.”

Federal Register, Vol. 79, No. 105, June 2, 2014, Rules and Regulations, page 31214
(emphasis added)
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The FTA and FHWA jointly issued guidance on implementation of provisions of MAP-21
further strengthens the position that Wilsonville /SMART should have direct representation
atthe MPO JPACT “policy board”, and that deoing so may be accomplished with a simple
amendment of the [PACT bylaws:

“Congress amended 23 U.S.C. 134(d)(2)(B) and 49 U.5.C. 5303(d)(2)(B) to
provide that, among other mandatory MPO members, MPOs serving an area
designated as a TMA specifically “shall consist of . . . representation by
providers of public transportation.” Congress also amended 23 U.5.C. 134(d)(5)(E)
and 49 U.S.C. 5303(d)(5)(B) to provide that an MPO “may be restructured to meet
the requirements of paragraph (2) without undertaking a redesignation.”
Additionally, the Conference Report accompanying MAP- 21 states, “The conference
committee requires the structure of all Metropolitan Planning Organizations
include officials of public agencies that administer or operate public
transportation systems within two yvears of enactment.” Congress also made
clear that the term metropolitan planning organization refers to “the policy
board” of the organization, not its advisory or non-decision making elements.

Federal Register, Vol. 79, No. 105, June 2, 2014, Rules and Regulations, page 31216
(emphasis added, footnotes omitted)

Furthermore, it would appear that the current MPO JPACT policy board bylaws contradict
FTA and FHWA jointly issued guidance on implementation of provisions of MAP-21. The
JPACT bylaws currently require the “Cities of Clackamas County representative” to represent
SMART at the MPO policy board; see Exhibit A, JPACT Bylaws, Section 2 (b) page 4. The Cifties
of Clackamas County representative must be an elected official from a Clackamas County city
whose primary responsibility is to serve the interests of cities rather than represent public
transit provider:

“The policy guidance states that a public transportation representative on an MPO
should not serve as one of the other mandatory MPO members set forth in 23 US.C.
134(d)(2) and 49 U.5.C. 5303(d)(2). For example, a member of an MPO board
whose assignment comes by virtue of his or her position as an elected official
should not also attempt to serve as a representative of providers of public
transportation on the MPO board.”

Federal Register, Vol. 79, No. 105, June 2, 2014, Rules and Regulations, page 31216
(emphasis added)

Note that federal guidance specifically allows a transit representative to serve asa
municipal representative on the MPO TMA board: however, federal guidance does not
provide for the opposite situation. Federal guidance does not indicate that a municipal
representative may serve as a transit representative:
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“Subject to the bylaws or enabling statute of the MPO, a representative of a provider
of public transportation may also serve as a representative of a local municipality.”

23 USC 134 (3)(B)

Wilsonville /SMART anticipates that MPO representatives may claim that providing
Wilsonville /SMART direct representation on the JPACT policy board “could introduce a
conflict or upset a carefully constructed balance on the MPO." However, explicit FTA and
FHWA jointly issued guidance rejects this argument:

“23 U.5.C. 134(a)[2) and 49 U.5.C. 5303(a)(2) state that 'it is in the national
interest..to encourage the continued improvement and evolution of the
metropolitan and statewide planning processes by metropolitan planning
organizations, State departments of transportation, and public transit operators.’
The MAP-21"s establishment of a performance-based approach to transportation
decision making evolves and improves the metropoelitan and statewide planning
processes, increasing the accountability and transparency of the Federal surface
transportation program and improving project decision making.

“The inclusion of a representative of providers of public transportation in
each MPO that serves a TMA is a critical element of MAP-21's performance
management framework as it will enable the MPO to establish balanced
performance targets and improve its ability to develop plans and programs
that support an intermodal transportation system for the metropolitan area.
As such, it contributes to the continued improvement and evolution of the
cooperative and collaberative metropolitan planning process.

“The guidance affirms that a representative of providers of public
transportation on an MPO that serves a TMA, once designated, should have
equal decision making rights and authorities as the other members that are
on the policy board of an MPO that serves a TMA.”

Federal Register, Vol. 79, No. 105, June 2, 2014, Rules and Regulations, page 31216
(emphasis added)

As a direct, urbanized-area FTA recipient, SMART meets the qualifications set out by FTA
and FHWA jointly issued guidance for direct representation at the MPO policy board:

“The policy guidance clarifies that the representative of providers of public
transportation on an MPO that serves an area designated as a TMA should be a
provider of public transportation in the metropolitan planning area and a
designated recipient. a direct recipient. or a subrecipient of Urbanized Area
Formula funding, or another public transportation entity that is eligible to receive
Urbanized Area Formula funding.”
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Federal Register, Vol. 79, No. 105, June 2, 2014, Rules and Regulations, page 31217
(emphasis added)

The current MPO policy board structure violates the intent and FTA and FHWA jointly
issued guidance for implementing MAP-21 by arbitrarily subordinating SMART's
representative to be the Cities of Clackamas County representative to JPACT and by not
providing direct representation for SMART; see Exhibit A, JPACT Bylaws, page 4. Currently, of
two of the three metro-area public transit operators have direct representation to the MPO
policy board (C-TRAN and TriMet), which pursuant to the JPACT bylaws, does not consider
the needs of SMART, which according to the [PACT bylaws is represented by the Cities of
Clackamas County representative.

“An MPO serving a TMA should formally establish through a board resolution the role
and responsibilities of a representative of providers of public transportation,
including, at a minimum, that the transit representative should (1) consider the
needs of all eligible providers of public transportation in the metropolitan
planning area and to address those issues that are relevant to the
responsibilities of the MPO, and (2) have equal decision making rights and

authorities as the other members that are on the policy board of an MPO that
serves a TMA.”

Federal Register, Vol. 79, No. 105, June 2, 2014, Rules and Regulations, page 31219;
emphasis added.

The current JPACT policy board bylaws do not comply with the ITJA/BIL, successor to
MAP-21, as codified at 23 USC 134, and FTA and FHWA jointly issued gnidance by
failing to describe how all (C-TRAN, SMART and TriMet) public transit operators are to
be represented at the MPO policy board. To date, Metro, as the administrator of JPACT,
has failed to implement the policy guidance to "determine how the MPO will meet the
requirement to include representation by providers of public transportation.” The failure is
demonstrated by the JPACT bylaws that provide direct representation to only two of the
three urbanized-area transit operators (to TriMet), while providing indirect representation
to SMART under the aegis of the Cities of Clackamas County representative; see Exhibit A,
JPACT Bylaws, page 4.

Indeed, JPACT Bylaws demonstrate complete disregard for the and FTA and FHWA jointly
issued guidance for implementation of BIL/MAP-21 that seeks to elevate the role of transit
operators for key decision making authority:

“As the regional transit representative, TriMet will periodically coordinate with the
South Metro Area Rapid Transit (SMART)."

Exhibit A, JPACT Bylaws, Section 2 (d) page 4: emphasis added.
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In passing BIL/MAP-21, Congress demonstrated a keen intent that MPO transit operators
should be working in close coordination with each other and with other MPO transit
agencies, as opposed to “periodically” when one transit operator decides it may coordinate
with another. The FTA and FHWA jointly issued guidance provides the organizational
solution to this issue by providing direct representation for Wilsonville /fSMART at the MPO
JPACT policy board.

The FTA and FHWA jointly issued guidance provides several examples of how the MPO may
comply with the provisions of BIL /MAP-21:

“There are multiple providers of public transportation within most TMAs. An MPO
that serves an area designated as a TMA that has multiple providers of public
transportation may need to cooperate with the eligible providers to
determine how the MPO will meet the requirement to include representation
by providers of public transportation. There are various approaches to meeting
this requirement. For example, an MPO may allocate a single board position to
eligible providers of public transportation collectively, providing that one
representative of providers of public transportation must be agreed upon through a
cooperative process. The requirement for representation might also be met by
rotating the board position among all eligible providers or by providing all eligible
providers with proportional representation. However the representation is
ultimately designated, the MPO should formally adopt the revised structure
through a board resolution, bylaws, a metropolitan planning agreement, or
other documentation, as appropriate.”

Emphasis added; Federal Register, Vol. 79, No. 105, June 2, 2014, Rules and
Regulations, page 31219,

Thus, cumulatively based on the FTA and FHWA jointly issued guidance for MPO
compliance with the provisions of BIL /MAP-21 as codified at 23 USC 134,
Wilsonville /SMART must be provided direct representation with a seat on the JPACT
MPO policy board. Doing so allows the MPO to come into compliance with the provisions
of BIL/MAP-21/23 USC 134 that seek to improve the operations and provisioning of public
transit service within the metropolitan area, between MPOs and connections to adjacent
rural areas.

The Clackamas County Coordinating Committee (C4) has resolved the issue of multiple
transit operators having direct representation on a transportation /land-use policy board
by creating two shared “transit seats” for both Urban and Rural transit operators. In this
instance, SMART and TriMet take turns every other year being the primary representative
of Urban Transit to C4. The other agency during that year acts as the alternate
representative to represent Urban Transit when the primary representative is unable to
attend a C4 meeting. Thus, a potential solution for improving transit coordination at the
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MPO TMA policy board is to create a shared Transit seat at [PACT, where SMART and
TriMet take turns being the representative or the alternate, similar to C4.

As the Portland, OR, MPO's only other FTA urbanized-area transit operator that provides
strategic public transit service to:

1. The rapidly growing South Metro area with connections to TriMet's high-capacity
WES, Westside Express Service commuter train;

2. Tothe Salem MPO TMA:

3. Torural Canby area of Clackamas County with connections to rural Molalla/South
Clackamas Transportation District;

4. And soon to Oregon City in the South Metro region and to Woodburn in the North
Willamette Valley area of the Salem MPO TMA

SMART is ideally positioned to be a highly productive partmer with other jurisdictions
on the JPACT MPO policy board. With a simple amendment of the |[PACT bylaws
providing Wilsonville /SMART with direct representation at the |PACT policy board, the
MPO can come into compliance with the provisions of BIL/MAP-21. Structural change
at the MPO TMA policy board level could provide the degree of integrated transit
planning and operations that Congress intended and is pronounced at 23 USC 134.

We are ready and pleased to provide any additional information that may be needed in
your review of this important issue. Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

Guls Focprtt 77 -

Julie Fitzgerald, Mayor Dwight Brashear, Director

City of Wilsonville South Metro Area Regional Transit (SMART)
Exhibits:

A, Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation (JPACT) Bylaws (undated on
paper; file name and meta date of June 14, 2021)

B. Metro letter to the Clackamas County Coordinating Committee, June 14, 2021
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C. Clackamas County Coordinating Commiftee letter to Metro, RE: Clackamas County
Coordinating Committee [C4) communication regarding transportation planning
certification review for Portland, OR. MPO, February 14, 2021.

D. Transportation Policy Alternatives Committee [TPAC) Bylaws, August 19, 2004

co: Metro Council; Metro JPACT; Metro Planning and Development Department
Southwest Washington Regional Transportation Council [RTC)
Clackamas County Coordinating Committee [C4)
Washington County Coordinating Committee (WCCC)
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defaultfiles/20221 228/ JPACT-
Bylaws. FOF

JOINT POLICY ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION
(JPACT)

BYLAWS

ARTICLE |

This commitiee shall be known as the JOINT POLICY ADVISORY COMMITTEE
ON TRANSPORTATION (JPACT).

ARTICLE NI
MISSION

It is the mission of JPACT to coordinate the development of plans defining
required regional fransportation improvements, to develop a consensus of govemments
on the prioritization of required improvements and to promote and facilitate the
implementation of identified priorities.

ARTICLE Il
PURPOSE

Section 1. The purpose of JPACT is as follows:

a. To provide the forum of general purpose local governments and transportation
agencies required for designation of Metro as the metropolitan planning organization for
the Oregon portion of the Portland metropalitan area, defined as the Metro jurisdictional
boundary or the Metro urban growth boundary whichever is greater, and to provide a
mechanism for coordination and consensus on regional fransportation priorities and to
advocate for their implementation.

b. To provide recommendations to the Metro Council under state land use
requirements for the purpose of adopting and enforcing the Regional Transportation
Flan.

c. To coordinate on transporiation issues of bi-state significance with the Clark
County, Washingion metropolitan planning onganization and elected officials.
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Section 2. In accordance with these purposes, the principal duties of JPACT are
as follows:

a. Toapprove and submit to the Metro Council for adoption the Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP) and periodic amendments.

h. Toapprove and submit to the Metro Council for adoption short and long-range
growth forecasts and periodic amendments upon which the RTP will be based.

c. Toapprove and submit to the Metro Council for adoption the Unified Planning
Work Program (UPWP) and periodic amendments for the Oregon and Washington
portions of the metropolitan area. The Metro Council will adopt the recommended
action or refer it back to JPACT with a recommendation for amendment.

d. To approve and submit to the Metro Council for adoption the Transportation
Improvement Program (TIP) and periodic amendments. The Metro Council will adopt
the recommended action or refer it back to JPACT with a recommendation for
amendment.

e. To approve and submit to the Metro Council for adoption the transportation
portion of the State Implementation Plan for Air Cuality Attainment for submission to the
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality. The Metro Council will adopt the
recommended action or refer it back to JPACT with a recommendation for amendment.

f. To periodically adopt positions that represent the region’s consensus on
transportation policy matters, including adoption of regional priorities on federal funding,
federal transportation reauthorizations and appropriations, the State Transportation
Improvement Program prionties and regional priorities for Light Rail Transit (LET)
funding. The Metro Council will adopt the recommended action or refer it back to
JPACT with a recommendation for amendment.

g. Toreview and comment on the RTP and TIF for the Clark County poriion of
the metropolitan area and include in the RTP and TIP for the Qregon urbanized portion
of the metropolitan area a description of issues of bi-state significance and how they are
being addressed.

h. Toreview and comment, as needed, on the regional components of local
comprehensive plans, public facility plans and transportation plans and programs of
QDOT, Tri-Met and the local jurisdictions.
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ARTICLE IV
COMMITTEE MEMBERSHIP

Section 1. Membership

a. The Committee will be made up of representatives of the following voting
jurisdictions and agencies:

Members Votes
Mulinomah County_ .. ... 1 1
Washington County ... 1 1
Clackamas County_._. ... 1 1
City of Portland. . ; 1 1
Cities of Multnumah CDLIHT_',' ................ 1 1
Cities of Washington County............... 1 1
Cities of Clackamas County....__........... 1 1
COregon Department of Tran sportatmn. . 1 1
TriMet.. 1 1
Port of Pc-rtland 1 1
Department of Emrlrc-n mental {}uall‘r-_.r____ 1 1
Metro.. . 3 3
State nf Washlngmn 3 3
TOTAL 17 17

b. Aliemates may be appointed to serve in the absence of the regular members.
c. Members and alternates will he individuals in a position to represent the policy
interests of their jurisdiction.

section 2. Appointment of Members and Altermates

a. Members and alternates from the City of Portland and the Counties of
Multnomah, Washington and Clackamas will be elected officials from those jurisdictions
and will be appointed by the chief elected official of the junsdiction. The member and
alternate will serve until remaoved by the appointing jursdiction. The Clackamas County
seat shall represent the regional transit service providers Sandy Area Metro (SAM),
South Clackamas Transit District (SCTD) or City of Molalla, and Canby Area Transit
(CAT) that provide services within the MPO boundary.

b. Members and alternates from the Cities of Multnomah, Washington and
Clackamas Counties will be elected officials from the cities represented by these
positions of each county (except Portland) and will be appointed through the use of a
mail ballot of all represented cities based upon a consensus field of candidates
developed through a forum convened by the largest city being represented. The
member and alternate will be from different jurisdictions, one of which will be from the
city of largest population if that city's population constitutes the majority of the
population of all the cities represented for that county. The member and alternate will
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serve for two-year terms. In the event the member's position is vacated, the alternate
will automatically become member and complete the original term of office. The
member and alternate will periodically consult with the appropriate transportation
coordinating committees for their area. The Cities of Clackamas County seat
represents the City of Wilsonville, which as the govemning body represents South Metro
Area Rapid Transit (SMART).

c. Members and alternates from the two statewide agencies (Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality and Cregon Department of Transportation) will be
a principal staff representative of the agency and will be appointed by the director of the
agency. The member and alternate will serve until removed by the appointing agency'.

d. Members and altermates from the two tri-county agencies (TriMet and the Port
of Portland) will be appointed by the chief board member of the agency. The member
and alternate will serve until removed by the appointing agency. As the regional transit
representative, TriMet will pericdically coordinate with the South Metro Area Rapid
Transit (SMART).

e. Members and altemates from the Metro Council will be elected officials and
will be appointed by the Metro Council President and confirmed by the Metro Council
and will represent a broad cross-section of geographic areas. The members and
alternate will serve until removed by the Metro Council President.

f. Members and altemates from the State of Washington will be either elected
officials or principal staff representatives from Clark County, the City of WVancouver, the
Washington Department of Transportation, the Southwest Washington Regional
Transportation Council and C-TRAN. The members will be nominated by Clark County,
the City of Vancouver, the Washington Department of Transportafion and C-TRAN and
will serve until removed by the nominating agency. The three Washington State
members will be selected by the Southwest Washington Regional Transportation
Council.

h. Terms for all members and alternates listed above commence on January 1 of
each year.

ARTICLEV
MEETINGS, CONDUCT OF MEETINGS, QUORUM

a. Regular meetings of the Committee will he held monthly at a time and place
established by the chairperson. Special or emergency meetings may be called by the
chairperson or a majorty of the membership. In the absence of a quorum at a regular
monthly meeting or a special meeting, the chairperson may call a special ar emergency
meeting, including membership participation and vote by telephone, for deliberation and
action on any matters requiring consideration prior to the next meeting. The minutes
shall describe the circumstances justifying membership participation by telephone and
the actual emergency for any meeiing called on less than 24 hours' notice.

b. A majority of the voting members (or designated altemates) of the full
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Committee (9 of 17 members) shall constitute a gquorum for the conduct of business.
The act of a majority of those present at meetings at which a quorum is present shall be
the act of the Committee.

c. Subcommittees to develop recommendations for JPACT can be appointed by
the Chair. The Chair will consult on subcommittee membership and charge with the full
membership at a regularly scheduled meeting. Subcommittee members can include
JPACT members, JPACT alternates andfor outside experts.

d. All meetings shall be conducted in accordance with Robert's Rules of Order,
MNewly Revised.

e. The Committee may establish other rules of procedure as deemed necessary
for the conduct of business.

f. Each member shall be enfitled to one (1) vote on all issues presented at
regular and special meetings of the Committee. In the absence of the member, the
altermate shall be enfitled to vote.

Q. Unexcused absence from regularly scheduled meetings for three (3)
consecutive months shall require the chairperson to notify the appointing agency with a
request for remedial action. In the case of the representative for the "cities” of
Multnomah, Washington and Clackamas Couniies, the chairperson will contact the
largest city being represented to convene a forum of represented cities to take remedial
action.

h. The Committee shall make its reports and findings public and available to the
Metro Council.

i. Metro shall provide staff, as necessary, to record the actions of the Committes
and to handle Committee business, correspondence and public information.

ARTICLE VI
OFFICERS AND DUTIES

a. The chairperson and vice-chairperson of the Committee shall be appointed by
the Metro Council President and confirmed by the Metro Council.

. The chairperson shall preside at all meetings hefshe attends and shall be
responsible for the expeditious conduct of the Committee’s business.

c. The chairperson shall vote only in the case of a fie.

d. In the absence of the chairperson, the vice-chairperson shall assume the
duties of the chairperson.
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ARTICLE VI
RECOGNITION OF TPAC

a. The Committes will take into consideration the alternatives and
recommendations of the Transportation Policy Alternatives Committes (TPAC) in the
conduct of its business.

ARTICLE VNl
AMENDMENTS

a. These bylaws may be amended or repealed only by a two-thirds vote of the
full membership of the Committee and a majority vote of the Meftro Council.

h. Written notice must be delivered to all members and alternates at least 30
days prior to any proposed action to amend or repeal Bylaws.
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EO0 ME Grand Ave.

M et ro Partiand, OF 972302736
Brepoamel o, gov

June 14, 2021

Clackamas County Coordinating Committee
2051 KaenRd.
Oregon City, OR 97045

Dear Commissioner 3avas, Mayor Hodsonand C4 Members,

Thank you for your letter dated February 16, 2021, regarding yourinterest in adding 3outh Metro Area
Regicnal Transit { SMART) as a member to the Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation
{JPACT). We appreciate your raising this issue. During these difficult times of lockdown during COVID-19,
it'simportant forall of us to work togetherin an inclusive way to address the problems that face our
region.

At the time of your letter, Metro was waiting for direction from its federal partners. On March 24, Metro
received the federal certification of our Metropelitan Planning Origination { MPO) and Transpertation
Management Area [TMA] from the U.5. Departmentof Transportation (USDOT) —in a letter jointly
issued by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Federal Transit Agency (FTA). Inthe
certification, USDOT did not give Metro a corrective action regarding JPACT or the JPACT bylaws;
instead, USDOT made what is called a “recommendation”. A recommendation, com pared to a corrective
action, is one that Metro may consider butisn't compelled to act upon. The relevant USDOT
recommendation isbelow:

"Recommendation 14: Metro should work with the JFACT members and regional transit
agencies to define how regional transitinterests are represented on the committee. The JFACT
By-Laws should explidthy and deary describe the role of the regional transit representation
seat, currently held by TriMet. The representation of transit agencies on JFACT could be further
supported by inter-local agreements between the transitagencies. Itis also recommended
Metro consider direct representation of regional transit agencies on technical advisory boards
and committees such as the Transportation Policy Alternative Committee (TPAC)Y

In summary, USDOT will not require Metro to amend the JPACT bylaws. By not requiring a change in
Metro's bylaws, the USDOT implied that the JPACT bylaws are currently in compliance with Moving
Ahead for Progress in the 21* Century [MA&P-21) guidelines. In fact, in our verbal communications with
USDOT, they have indicated that Metro’s IPACT bylaws are im compliance with MAP-21.

The USDOT recommends that Metro work to facilitate coordination between the transit agencies as
they relate to JPACT and TPALC, using tools such as:

o Desaiptionof dearroles on JPACTand TPAC
o Regular, on-going communication between transit agenciesin the region
2 Inter-local agreements between transit agencies
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Given the USDOT s recommendations, Metro proposesto convene ameeting with Tri-Metand SMART
o discuss next steps with atrained, third-party facilitator. The purpose of the meeting or series of
meetings with a facilitatorwould be to identify next steps. Because the recommendations from USDOT
applyto the entire Transportation Management Area (TMA), there may be an opportunity to also
include C-TRAM and the Regional Transportation Coundil {RTC) of southwest Washington at some point
inthe conversation. Metro believes these discussions must cocur before any revisions to the JPACT
bylawsare considered, and may potentially be achieved without amending the current JPACT bylaws.

Metro will aim to convene this meeting, ora series of meetings, inthe summerand/or fall of 2021. We
believe thatthis path forward will create opportunities fora truly regional transit system, enhance
collaboration between transit agendies and benefit IPACT discussions moving forsard.

Thank you again for reaching out. The C4 committes plays an important role in informing the priorities
and practices of IFPACT.

Please reach out to JPACT co-chair Margi Bradway with any guestions you may have. Margi can be
reached at margi_bradway@oregonmetro gov.

Sincerely,

A

sl e £ ladhet

Shirey Craddick

Metro Councilor, District 1
JPACT Chair

oo Lynn Peterson, Metro Council President
Christine Lewis, Metro Councilor District 2
Juan Carlos Gonzalez, Metro Councilor District 4
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A0 | Clackamas County Publlc Sarvicas Bullding
Y 2051 Kaen Road
"-‘1 Coordinating Sragon cy, OR 5704
Committee orsssasa

Febmary 16, 2021

Lynn Peterson, President
Metre Council

600 NE Grand Ave
Portland OF. 97232

Sharley Craddick, Councilor
Chair, Joint Policy Advisory Comnuttes on Transportation (JPACT)

EE: Clackamas County Coordinating Committes (C4) communication regarding
transportation planning certification review for Portland, OR, MPO

Deear President Peterson. Chair Craddick and members of the Metro Council and JPACT:

On Febmary 4, 2021, the Clackamas County Cocrdinating Committee (C4) considered and voted
unanimously to recommend to the Metro Couneil and Joint Policy Adwvisory Committee on
Transportation (JTPACT) that the JPACT Bylaws be amended to provide urban-area transit
operator South Metro Area Fegional Area Transit (SMART) with direct representation on the
Portland, OF., Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) Transportation Management Area
(TMA) policy board, JPACT.

In support of the Congressional intent in passage of Moving Ahead for Progress m the 21%
Century, MAP-21, we look forward to working with all members of the Metro Council and
JPACT to increase public-transit coordination in MPO TMA fransportation planning efforts.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

. _'_'--:=.'.—-' 5 ._ _— & 5 - ..-:I‘E":-"I: '-_ L i
Paul Savas, Commissioner Brian Hodson, Mayor
Clackamas County City of Canby
Co-Chair, C4 Co-Charr C4

ce:

F.achael Tupica, Federal Highway Administration, Oregon Division
Matt Kunic, Federal Highway Adnunistration, Washington Division
Jeremy Bormrego, Federal Transit Administration, Fegion 10

Ned Conroy, Federal Transit Admimistration, Fegion 10

Fromoting partnership among the County, is Cifies and Special Disincts

66




EXHIEIT D - PAGE 1

TRANSPORTATION POLICY ALTERNATIVES COMMITTEE (TPAC)

BYLAWS

ARTICLE I

This Committee shall be known as the TRANSPORTATION POLICY ALTERNATIVES
COMMITTEE (TPALC).

ARTICLE N

The Transportation Policy Alternafives Committee coordinates and guides the
regional transportation planning program in accordance with the policy of the Metro
Council.

The responsibilities of TPAC with respect to transportation planning are:

a. Review the Unified Planning Work Program (UPWFP) and Prospectus for
transportation planning.

. Monitor and provide advice conceming the transportation planning process to ensure
adequate consideration of regional valuas such as land use, economic development, and
other social, economic and environmental factors in plan development.

c. Advise on the development of the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) in accordance
with federal planning regulations, the Oregon Transportation Flanning Rule, the 18992 Metro
Charter and the adopted 2040 Growth Concept.

d. Advise on the development of the Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program
(MTIP) in accordance with federal planning regulations.

e. Review projects and plans affecting regional tfransportation.

f. Advise on the compliance of the regional transportation planning process with all
applicable federal requirements for maintaining cerification.

g. Develop alternative transportation policies for consideration by the Joint Palicy
Advisory Committee on Transportation (JPACT) and the Metro Council.

h. Review and comment on Metro Paolicy Advisory Committes land use matters that
have significant transportation implications.

i. Review local comprehensive plans for their transportation impacts and consistency
with the Reqgional Transportation Plan. Recommend needs and opportunities for invalving
citizens in transportation matters.

Exhibit 4 fo Resolution (4-3469.4 1
TPAC Bylaws
Auguzr 19, 2004
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J. The responsibilities of TPAC with respect to environmental planning include, but are
not limited to:

1. Review and recommend project funding for controlling mobile sources of
particulates, CO, HC and NOx.

2. Review the analysis of fravel, social, economic and environmental impacts
of proposed transportation control measures.

3. Review and provide advice on the proposed plans for meeting
environmental standards as they relate to mobile sources.

4_ Review and recommend action on fransporiation and parking elements
necessary to meet federal and state clean air reguirements.

5. Consultation role on air quality, pursuant to state and federal planning
requirements.

ARTICLE Il
MEMEBERSHIP, VOTING, MEETINGS

Section 1. Membership

a. The Committee will be made up of representatives from local jurisdictions,
implementing agencies and citizens as follows:

L0y | o o U |
Multnomah County ]
VWashington County .. U |
Clackamas County Cltles 1
Multnomah County Cities {except F'-:lrtland} 1
Washington County Cities 1

Oregon Department of Transportatlnn ............................................................... 1
VWashington State Department of Transportation... S, |
Southwest Washmgton Fteglunal Transpr:-rtatlnn Cuunml _________________________________ 1
Port of Portland... . ) eemmreramnmeeeeeeimnsesmmnmnemnenns }
Tri-Met .. SO
Cregon Department m‘ Enwmnmental Dl..lalll"_.f ................................................... 1
Metro (non-voting) .. US|
= 3 PSSRSO .6
]
Exhibir 4 to Resolution 04-3469.4 2
TPAC Bylaws

Auguzr 19, 2004
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In addition, the City of Vancouver, Clark County, C-TRAN, Federal Highway
Administration, Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), Federal Transit Administration (FTA),
and Washington Department of Ecology may appoint an associate member without a vote.
Additional associate members without vote may serve on the Committes at the pleasure of the
Commitiee.

b. Each member shall serve until removed by the appointing agency. Citizen members
shall serve for two years and can be reappointed.

. Alternates may be appointed to serve in the absence of the regular member.

d. Unexcused absence from regularly schedule meetings for (3) consecutive months

shall require the Chairperson to notify the appointing agency with a request for remedial action.

Secfion 2. Appointment of Members and Altemates

a. Representatives (and altemates if desired) of Cities within a County (except
Portland) shall be appointed by means of a consensus of the Mayors of those cities. It shall he
the responsibility of the representative to coordinate with the cities within his/her county.

b. Citizen representatives and their alternates will be nominated through a public
application process, confirmed by the Metro Council, and appointed by the President of the
Metro Council.

¢. Except as provided by (a) and (b}, representatives (and alternatives if desired) of the
Counties and the City of Portland shall be appointed by the chief administrative officer of their
jurisdiction/agency.

Section 3. Voting Privileges

a. Each member or alternate of the Commitiee, except associate members, shall be
entitled to one (1) vote on all issuss presented at reqular and special meetings at which the
member or altemate is present.

br. The Chairperson shall have no vote. Section 4. Meetings

Section 4. Meetings

a. Regular meetings of the Committee shall be held each month at a time and place
established by the Chairperson.

b. Special meetings may be called by the Chairperson or a majonty of the Commitiee
members.

Exhibit 4 to Reselution 04-3409.4 3
TPAC Bylaws
Auguzr 19, 2004
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Section 5. Conduct of Meetings

a. & majority of the voting members (or designated alternates) shall constitute a gquorum
for the conduct of business. The act of the majority of the members {or designated altemates)
present at meetings at which a quorum is present shall be the act of the Commitiee.

. All meetings shall be conducted in accordance with Robert's Rules of Order, Newly
Fevised.

¢. The Commitiee may establish other rules of procedure as deemed necessary for the
conduct of business.

d. An opportunity will be provided at each meeting for cifizen comment on agenda and
non-agenda items.

ARTICLE IV
OFFICERS AND DUTIES

Section 1. Officers

The permanent Chairperson of the Committee shall he the Metro Planning Director or
designee.

Section 2. Duties

The Chairperson shall preside at all meetings hefshe attends and shall be
responsible for the expeditious conduct of the Committee’s business.

Seclion 3. Administrative Support

a. Metro shall supply staff, as necessary, to record actions of the Committee and to
handle Commitiee comespondence and public information conceming meeting times and
places.

ARTICLE V¥
SUBCOMMITTEES

Subcommitiees of the Committee are established to oversee the major functional area in the
transportation planning process where specific producis are required. The following are
designated as permanent subcommittees:

a. Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP) Subcommittee — to support
the development and update of the five-year TIP, including the Annual Element.

Exhibit A to Resolution 04-7469.4 4
TPAC Bylaws
Awguzr 18, 2004
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b. Regional Transportation Options Subcommitiee (RTO) ~=to recommend measures to

reduce travel demand for inclusion in the RTF or funding in the MTIP, and to provide oversight
on implementation of the Regional Travel Options Strategic Plan.

Other subcommitiees may be established by the Chairperson, subject to approval of
hylaws by TRAC. Subcommitiee bylaws establish the scope of activities for these groups,
though TPAC may direct subcommittees to consider issues that fall outside their respective
bylaws, when appropriate.

Subcommittes members can include TPAC members, altemates andfor outside experts. All
such committees shall report to the Transportation Policy Altermatives Committee.

Ad-hoc committees that function for less than six months may be established by the chair,
and shall operate under the TPAC proceduras for meeting notice requirements.

ARTICLE VI
REPORTING PROCEDURES
The Committee shall make its reports and findings and recommendations to JPACT-and the

Metro Council. The Committee shall develop and adopt procedures, which adequately notify
affected jurisdictions on matters before the Committee.

ARTICLE VIl
AMENDMENTS

Amendments to the Bylaws require the approval of JPACT and the Metro Council.

71




From: Jabitha B

Ta: Pahs, Matthew [FHWA)
Subject: Metro Certfication Review
Date: Thursday, December 12, 2024 8:05:53 PM

Attachments:  RTP OreconWalksPrP §-24-73,0df

This email originated from outside of the Department of Transportation (DOT). Do

not click on links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content
is safe.

Matthew Pahs, Federal Highway Administration:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on Metro's transportation planning process as part
of FHA Certification Review.

While I'm writing this as an individual, I'm attaching a previous letter from the Plans and
Projects Committee of Oregon Walks submitted to Metro during the last Regional
Transportation Plan cycle in August 2024. As noted in the letter, Metro’s process can result in
a mismatch of policies and funded project outcomes, with limited ability for members of the
general public fo meaningfully contribute fo a course correction.

Projects submitted by individual jurisdictions may not necessarily align with projected goals
for climate and mode share, resulting in a project mix that Metro themselves found was far
from projected to support the region's goals to triple transit, walking, and cycling mode
shares. The goals are effectively developed through a broader public process, but fidelity to
these community goals 15 lost through the effective RTP process for individual jurisdictions
submitting to their projects.

At the point where this cumulative picture 1s knowable to the public (even to fairly engaged
and wonky folks whose idea of a good Monday evening is invifing Metro staff to hang out at a
Zoom meeting to make sure they're prepared to meaningfully engage) it seems too late to
course correct. We hear that the deadline for funding anything is looming, so there's no
meaningful opportunity to correct the project mix to meet adopted goals. This process results
in funded projects that are out of sync with expressed community desires and adopted policies
for a greener, safer. more resilient transportation network. Early in the process, if's too soon to
tell what projects jurisdictions are submitting. Later in the process, it's too late to change the
mix. As suggested in the August 2024 letter, Metro can do more in their process to set
expectations for individual jurisdictions. and more fightly condition a relationship between
meeting established community-driven goals and receiving funding.

Sincerely,

Tabitha Boschetti
tabitha. bos@email. com
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PROTECTING YOUR
RIGHT TO ROAM

August 25, 2023
Metro Council,

Az the COregon Walks Plans and Projects Committes, we appreciate the opportunity to comment
on the current draft of the Regional Transportation Plan. We thank staff including Lake McTighe
and Marielle Bossio, as well a3 Councilor Simpson, for connecting with us, sharing resources,
and discussing our questions and concerns.

Falling Short on Our Region's Goals and Policies

Your Executive Summary gets to the heart of the matter. The RTP “doss not meet the region’s
targels fo trple transit, walking and bicycling mode share.” As we face down startling high rates
of deaths on our roads, with disproportionate harm impacting communities of historical
disinvestment, the limitz to investment in walking and biking are distressing. While we
acknowledge and look forward to many worthy projects on this list, we know that our region
nesds to go much further to course-correct and bring our investments in line with Metro’s own
policies and goals. A simple look at the budget distribution shows that identified walking and
biking projects, transit projects, and complete streets projects are fighting for a amall share of
our region’s overall transportation investments. Additionally, we know that historically these
projects are too often the first on the chopping block, and the reality ends up even worse than
what projections predict.

Supporting Areas of Progress

To be clear, we are supportive of the many strong projects in the walking and biking category.
While this category only represents 4% of total capital funding, these projects punch above their
weight to make progress toward our regional goals. Bringing in complete streets, safer
crossings, and filling infrastructure gaps will improve health and quality of life in many areas of
our region, create robust communities, and almost certainly save lives. We are glad to see
projects in areas that are particulardy lacking in safe streets, including Clackamas County and
the east side of our region. To meet Metro’s stated goals, we need significantly more of these
kinds of projects, but to the extent they are present, we encourage pricrity implementation and
construction throughout the region.

Among projects, we would also like to see more attention given to 12095 and 122599: CDOT
projects described as a bundle including pedestrian crossings, filling sidewalk gaps, illumination,
bicycle lanes, and other measures that are sorely misging on ODOT facilities throughout our
region. The conditions on urban arterials managed by ODOT are responsible for a striking and
disproportionate number of road deaths, and these types of projecis are vitally needed in our
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communities. We would like to see ODOT better identify the locations proposed for these
projects, share greater detail with the community, and priortize implementation of these kinds of
improvements.

How Do We Move Forward to Meet Our Goals?

Where we are now, however, state highway megaprojects demand a lion's share of cur public
resources while our region’s streets remain deadly for people walking, rolling, and connecting to
fransit. Metro’s policies for reducing vehicle miles traveled, reducing greenhouse gas emissions,
improving safety, and completing multimodal networks are ultimately undemmined by the range
of projects that jurizdictions and the state legislature have brought to the table. While this
funding iz not simply available to be redistributed, there are opportunities within the
implementation of listed projects and in planning efforts moving forward to seek better
outcomes.

We underztand it iz already too late to change many aspects of the current RTP, but Metro
Council should use the opportunity now to st the groundwork for a new, updated and
forward-thinking process for how projects are zolicited and accepted. In future planning efforts,
we would like to see the RTP do more to include parameters that push ODOT and other
jurisdictions to focus on complets streets, transit connections, and other elements such as streset
trees and resource preservation throughout the design and implementation process.
Jurigdictions should also need to demonstrate accountability to their public engagement and
civil ights obligations through the project submittal process.

Ewven if Metro Council is limited in what it can do to shape our current regional funding balance
now, the future planning work cutlined in Chapter & is an area where leaders can set down
clearer guidance and parameters for what it will accept from regional partners in future planning
efforts. Metro leaders should also use this plan to bring greater resolve in working toward
regional policies in future transportation planning and investment work, from Metro's role in
monitoring for consistency of changes to city TSP and other plans like the Oregon Highway
Plan, ag well as plans for urban reserves and cther growth areas. This can include more
stringent challenges when state and local agencies present plans that don't themsaelves hold
promise for reducing YMT and eliminating pedestrian deaths. Within Corridor Refinement
Planning, that can include efforts to center and prioritize needs for missing and substandard
bike, pedesftrian, and transit infrastructure, including long overdue safety improvements on
urban arterials including Powell Boulevard and TV Highway.

Metro can set expectations now to better leverage your role in project development to ensure
that opportunities for transit and active modes are prioritized at the earliest project stages. The
changes Metro Council makes now can still set us up for better success for implementation and
future RTP phases.

Dawn Walter
Cregon Walks Plans and Projects Committes
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From: Aaron Kuetn

Ta ik 1
Subject: Public Comment - Transpatation Management Anss Certificstion Redew - Portfand Onsgon Metro
Dt Friday, Desenber 13, 2024 120938 AM

This email originated from outside of the Department of Transportation (DOT). Do

not click on links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content
is safe.

Matthew Pahs. Planning and Freight Program Manager
Federal Highway Adminmistration — Washington Division

Diear Matthew Pahs,

As a member of the public, I reviewed the 2023 update to the Portland Oregon Metro Fegional
Transportation Plan (Metropolitan Transportation Plan) and provided comments, feedback,
and testmony. I found systemic flaws in the process that stymied responsiveness of the MPO
to consistent community comments and feedback. Reviewing the Regional Transportation
Plan updates from prior years showed a pattern of inconsistency between the aspirational plan
and the project list.

The BTP update process is five years long, but the plan and project list are only shared with
the public m the final months, the last phase of a five-phase timeline. By then 1t 1s foo late for
public input to have any meaningful impact on the process. It is also too late for elected
representatives to have any control over the process i response to pubhic feedback. There
should be feedback opportumties and public review duning each phase, but including
substantive public comment opportumties m especially the first two or three years of the
process would allow time for public feedback to be acted on by agencies and the MPO.

Projects included in the plan update are evaluated and prionitized based on their adherence to a
set of values. But agencies submitting projects self-evaluate their projects, and there 1s httle or
no oversight or abality for Metro to challenge projects. For example, the Oregon Department
of Transportation's projects are overwhelmingly highway capacity projects that do not meet
climate or safety goals by themselves, but are said to by ODOT. There should be a transparent
system for evaluating projects based on their actual ability to advance those goals, and then
pnunthedb} their project cost. As a region, we are unable to make informed decisions about
project prioritization in the current process.

Some agencies like ODOT blend projects in mega "buckets”, to make projects that don't meet
goals mdividually appear to as a group. Metro needs the authonty and teeth to be able to
require agencies fo reveal the contents of buckets, and hst the projects they contain
individually, so they can be evaluated accurately and independently.

Agencies put their entire operational and mamtenance budgets for the next 20 years mnto the
plan as smgle figures with no breakdown that allows for transparency. This 15 especially a
problem with transit agencies whose costs are pnmanly M&O. Thoese costs should be
provided m more detail so there 15 a way to evaluate them.

It 1s very challenging for the public to meaningfully provide feedback on a 586 page planning

document, and 1090 projects. The public 15 reliant on execubive summanes and other abndged
matenals to accurately represent the totality of the plan, but they are often not accurate. There
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15 pressure to present the B TP project list as meeting the goals of the plan, even when it
doesn’t. Metro 1s selective with its narrative and framing of the project list to the pomt of
decephion. The only chart shared with the public that summanzed the project list m the 2023
plan update compared travel mode investment by number-of-projects, instead of a useful
metric like investment dollars. There are many small bike and ped projects in the region, but
equating each of those with multh-bilhon dollar mega-projects 15 mtenfional misinformation.
This gave the impression that Metro was concealing and distorting the share of regional
investment in highway capacity projects, and was exaggerating the mvestment in bike and ped
projects, to make the plan appear to the public to meet regional fransportation goals, to avoid
public scrutimy.

The ETP update process invelves the gathenng of many cryptic committees, which go by
cryptic imtfialisms, in a byzantine and intenticnally maccessible web of responsibility
obfuscation. 7TAM meetings with too many commiftee members and no real framework for
effective change create conditions for meanmgless ubber-stamp gathenngs that respond to
feedback with essentially shrugs. Members of committees and elected leaders appeared
coerced mnto endorsing a plan they didn’t agree with or understand to avoid nsking the loss of
funding for projects in their commumnity if approval of the plan was delayed.

The Jomt Policy Adwvisory Commuttee on Transportation and the Metro Policy Adwvisory
Commuttee together provided recommended actions to Metro Council on 11/16/23 to
“Improve the RTP project list development and review process in advance of the 2018
RTP." It has now been more than a year since these recommendations were shared with
Metro, and there is no evidence that any of them have been acted on yet.

The recommended actions include the following action 1tems that would address many of the
systemic flaws in the current ETP update process:

— "Recommend Metro convene a group to review Metro's existing metrics and tools for
evalnating safety, climate, eqquuty, mobility and economuc development mmpacts of
transportation decisions across the BT, MTIP, EFFA and investment area programs to ensure
metrics and tools reflect commumity and regional priorities and advance our ability to manage
the existing system i a way that rectifies past and present harms and reduces further burdens
on mammallzed commumnities. This could lead to recommendations on new tools and/or
process improvements that may be needed to better align mvestment pnionities with BT goals
and funding opportunities.”

— "Recommend Mefro conduct a review of the 2023 RTF project list development process in
advance of the 2028 RTP update. The intended outcome of this review 1s an improved project
assessment process that better aligns project selection with commumity and regional pnionhes.
An improved project assessment process would provide transparency ‘and enable decision-
makers to consider the benefits and impacts of multiple projects comprehensively when
making investment decisions.”

— "Recommend that Mefro Council members and staff present to elected councils around the
region to lughlight the goals of the 2023 RTP and expectations around 1denfification of
mvestment pnorties during the scoping phase for the 2028 ETP update.”

— "Post ETP adophon, recommend all agencies engage communify members, community-
based orgamzations, fnbes, cifies, counties, transportation prowviders, businesses and other
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interested parties in the process of 1dentifying and pnentzing locations and projects to address
safety, chmate, equity and transit needs in advance of the 2028 ETP Call for Projects. As part
of this work, consider new/mnovative data and metncs to benchmark and measure
performance on safety and equty.”

— [ would add to this my own recommendation that Metro share their work and gather public
input durmg all phases of the ETP update, not just the final phase.

Adopting these sensible and constructive recommended actions for the Metropolitan
Transportation Plan update process that address the senous and wversal concerns of
committes members, elected leaders, and the public should be a requurement for Metro’s
recertificabion.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment.

Aaron Euehn

From: Joseph Perez
To: Pahs, Matthew (FHWA)

Subject: Fwd: METRO RTP public comments nesded/wanted
Date: Friday, December 13, 2024 2:35:42 PM

This email originated from outside of the Department of Transportation (DOT). Do not click on links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Matthew,
Thanks for the comment opportunity on METRO RTP in Portland Oregon.
Here are my comments on METRO's Planning Process:

B A T B s e s T a2 e Y
In my estimation, METRO and JPACT seem to be planning and recommending plans in oppostion to the region's goals to triple transit, walking and bicyeling mode share. ..

""The RTP increases transit use and multimodal travel, but does not meet the region’s targets to triple transit, walking and bicycling mode share. Metro’s travel models forecast that the investments
in the RTP help to increase the share of trips that people make using these modes, but only by small amounts. Transit mode share is forecast to grow by 1.3% between 2020 and 2045—a relative increase
of over 30%—which is significant, but still far short of adopted targets."

"All transportation-related actions (including federal MPO actions) are recommended by JPACT to the Metro Council. The Metro Council can approve the recommendations or refer them back to
JPACT with a specific concern for reconsideration.
Final approval of each item, therefore, requires the concurrence of both bodies."”

Seems to me the METRO planning process results in a plan approved by both JPACT and Metro Council that does not meet the region's goals
Seems to me that Metro Couneil pl dministrative/r dation process results in a plan that does not meet the region's goals.
Seems to me that JPACT planning/administrative/recommendation process results in a plan that does not meet the region's goals.

Seems to me that Metro Council and JPACT concur on a plan that does not meet the region’s goals.

So here are my recommendations:

Both Metro Council and JPACT need to plan and concur on directing METRO municipalities to design plans that MEET the region's targets to TRIPLE bicycling, transit and walking mode share

Both Metro Council and JPACT need to plan and concur on directing METRO municipalities to pass and fund budgets MEET the region's targets to TRIPLE bicycling, transit and walking mode share
Both Metro Council and JPACT need to plan and concur on directing METRO municipalities to build more transit and more dense housing. Housing Policy is transportation policy

Both Metro Council and JPACT need to concur on a plan that will triple transit, walking and bicycling mode share.

The two statements above in quotes are on page 57 and 456 of the 2023 RTP accessible at this url: https://www.oregonmetro gov/sites/default/files/2024/08/19/2023-Regional-Transportation-Plan-all-

chapters.pdf
e I

Thanks again for the comment opportunity on METRO RTP in Portland Oregon.
I hope my comments result in positive planning outcomes 1 the region.
Joseph Perez
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APPENDIX B — CERTIFICATION NOTIFICATION LETTER

Federal Highway Administraton  Federal Highway Administration  Fedaral Tramsit A dministration
Oregon Division Washington Division ERegion 10 Office
530 Center 5t NE Suite 420 711 Capitol Way 5, Ste 501 915 Second Ave, Ste 3192
LS. Department  szem oz o7301 Olympia, WA 98501 Seattla, WA 98174
of Transportation s03-3e0-3740 360-753-9480 206-220-7954

November §, 2024
DM REPLY REFER TO:
HDA-OFHDA-WATFTA-TRO-10

Mr. Ted Levbold
Transportation Policy Director
Metro

600 NE Grand Avenue
Portland, OR. 97232

Mr. Matt Ransom

Executive Director

Southwest Washington Regional Transportation Council
P.O. Box 1366

Vancouver, WA 98666
Subject: 2025 Portland-Vancowver Certification Review Notification

Dear Mr. Leybold and Mr. Ransom:

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Federal Transit Administration (FTA) will be
conducting a Certification Review of the transportation planning process for the Portland-
Vancouver metropolitan area in February 2025. Metro's meetings are scheduled for Febmary 4,
February 6, and Febmary 12, 2025, Southwest Washington Fegional Transportation Council’s
(RTC) meetings are scheduled for Febmuary 11, Febmary 13, and Febmary 20, 2025 These dates
were selected in consultation with yvour staff. We will review the cooperative planning process as
conducted by Metro, RTC. the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT), the Washington
Department of Transportation (W5DOT), local transit providers. and local governments in the
area.

Since the enactment of the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1891, the FHWA
and FTA are required to jointly review, evaluate, and certify the transportation planning process
mn all Transportation Management Areas (TMAs), urbamized areas over 200,000 in population, to
determine if the process meets the Federal planning requirements in 23 U.S.C. 134, 40 TU5.C.
3303, and 23 CFR 450 at least once every four vears. The deadline for completing this review is
April 12, 2025,

Certification Reviews are conducted to evaluate the transportation planning process.
Consequently, we will not be conducting a pass/fail review, but rather we intend to exchange
information, highlight good practices. and identify opportunities for improvements. The
Certification process will rely extensively on knowledge gained from routine contact with the

78




planning process in the area, as well as the scheduled Certification Review meetings. The specific
focal points we are proposing for the Certification Review meefings include the following:

s Status of Recommendations and Close Out of the Corrective Actions from the previous
Certification

* (Congestion Management Process (CMP)

* Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP)

= Transportation Improvement Program (TIF)

* (Consideration of Title VI'Limited English Proficiency (4-Factor Analvsis)/
Environmental Justice/Public Involvement

s Organizational Structure and Policy Committes Representation and Involvement

s TFederal Land Management Agency Coordination

s (Other topics to be determined

As part of this Certification Review, an online open house was asked to be available from
MNovember 1-December 13, 2024, on the Metro and RTC websites. MPO comnuftee members,
special interest groups, and members of the public are invited to review the online presentation
and email or mail comments fo FHWA. We also offer the opportunity for any committee members
or other local elected officials to meet with us separately if they so desire.

The review will be conducted by FHWA and FTA staff We anficipate and welcome participation
by the staff of the MPO, ODOT, W5DOT, transit providers, as well as any representatives of cities,
counties and other local official who wish to participate.

If vou have any questions concerning this review, please contact Ashley Brvers, FHWA Oregon
Division ashlev bryvers@dot. gov. Matthew Pahs, FHWA Washington Division,
matthew pahs@dot. gov, or Ned Conroy, FTA Region 10, ned conrovfdot. gov.

Sincerely,
ASHLEY DIANE Diigitally signed by ASHLEY NED P E.a?%:h]nidb‘f"!:l_f‘
BRYERS ﬁ%gﬁ!mmu CON HOY Dt 20241708 131657 (300
o
Ashley Bryers Ned Conroy
Planning Program Manager Senior Community Planner
Federal Highway Administration — Oregon Division Federal Transit Administration
Digitally signed by MATTHEW
. W ] JOHN PAHS
4 Data: 2024.11.12 08:59:32 -08'00
Matthew Pahs

Planning and Freight Program Manager
Federal Highway Administration — Washington Division

79




CC:

Catherine Ciarlo, Planning, Development and Research Department, Metro
Tom Kloster, Regional Planning Manager, Metro

Dale Fobins, Planning Manager, RTC

Tudith Perez Keniston, Principal Planner, RTC

Neelam Domman, Region 1 Planning Manager, ODOT

Glen Bolen, Region 1 Planner, ODOT

Chris Ford. Region 1 Policy and Development Manager, ODOT

Erik Havig, Statewide Policy and Planning Manager, ODOT

Laurie Lebowski, Southwest Region Planning Manager, WSDOT

Amna Ragaza-Bourassa, Tribal and Regional Planning Office, WSDOT
KEate Tollefson. Tribal and Regional Planning Office, WSDOT

Miles Pengilly, State Government Affairs Manager, TriMet

Kate Lyman, Manager. Service Planning and Development, Trilet

Scott Patterson. Deputy Chief Executive Officer. C-Tran

Taylor Eidt, Transit Planner, C-Tran

Danielle Casey, Community Planner, FTA Region 10

Jasmine Harris, Transportation Planner, FHWA Oregon Division
WNathaniel Price, Technical Services Team Lead, FHWA Oregon Division
Eelley Dolan, Community Planner. FHWA Washington Division
Theresa Hutchins, Community Planner, FHWA Office of Planning
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APPENDIX C — CERTIFICATION REVIEW AGENDA AND PARTICIPANTS

Federal Team Members

e Ashley Bryers, Planning Program Manager, FHWA Oregon Division

e Autumn Young, Civil Rights Program Manager, FHWA Washington Division
Danielle Casey, Community Planner, FTA Region 10
Debbie Benavidez, Civil Rights Manager, FHWA Oregon Division
Jasmine Marie Harris, Transportation Planner, FHWA Oregon Division
Kelley Dolan, Community Planner, FHWA Washington Division
Matthew Pahs, Planning and Freight Program Manager
Nathaniel Price, Technical Services Team Leader, FHWA Oregon Division
Ned Conroy, Senior Community Planner, FTA Region 10
Theresa Hutchins, Community Planner, FHWA Office of Planning, Environment, & Realty
Yamilée Volcy, Deputy Division Administrator, FHWA Washington Division

Metro Attendees

e Catherine Ciarlo, Director of Planning, Development & Research

Molly Cooney-Mesker, Planning, Development & Research Communications &
Engagement Manager

Kim Ellis, Climate Program Manager

Tom Kloster, Regional Planning Manager

Matt Bihn, Planning Manager

Ted Leybold, Transportation Policy Director

Grace Cho, Associate Transportation Planner

Cindy Pederson, Analytics and Applications Manager

South Metro Area Regional Transit (SMART)
e Dwight Brashear, Transit Director
e Kelsey Lewis, Grants and Programs Manager

Tri-Met Attendees

e Tara O’'Brien, Government Affairs Program Manager
e Alex Page, Planner

ODOT Attendees
e Eric Havig, Statewide Policy and Planning Manager
e Chris Ford, Region 1 Policy Development Manager
e Neelam Dorman, Region 1 Planning Manager
e Glen Bolen, Interim Planning Manager
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RTC Attendees

e Matt Ransom, Executive Director

e Adam Fiss, Senior Planner

e Dale Robins, Planning Manager

e Jennifer Campos, Principal Planner

e Jordan Hamann, Associate Planner

e Judith Perez Keniston, Principal Planner
e Mark Harrington, Principal Planner

C-TRAN Attendees
e Taylor Eidt, Deputy Director of Capital Projects and Planning
WSDOT Attendees
e Anna Ragaza-Bourassa, Acting Tribal and Regional Integrated Planning Manager
e Kate Tollefson, Transportation Planning Specialist
e Laurie Lebowsky-Young, Planning Director
e Gary Albrecht, Southwest Region Deputy Planning Director
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APPENDIX D — METRO 2021 CERTIFICATION FINDINGS DISPOSITION

The Metro 2021 Certification Review includes the following Federal findings:

e 4 Corrective Actions
e 14 Recommendations

The Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) recommended that the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Federal
Transit Administration (FTA) close out the four Corrective Actions from the 2021 Certification Review on July 5, 2024. FHWA and FTA
staff evaluated ODOT’s recommendation as part of their compliance review of the Corrective Actions. Table D-1 summarizes the
status of the 4 Corrective Actions, while Table D-2 details the status of the 14 Recommendations. This review was based on Metro’s
2024 Metro TMA Certification Review Table, included on pages 108-117 of the Metro 2025-2026 UPWP, which was submitted to
FHWA and FTA on January 28, 2025.

Table D-1: Metro 2021 Corrective Actions Status

Topic Area Metro 2021 Corrective Actions Status as of 1/28/25
1. Metropolitan Corrective Action 1: By December 23, 2023, with the update of the MTP, | Resolved
Transportation Metro must create a financial plan that meets the requirements of 23
Plan (MTP) CFR 450.324(f)(11), including:

e Document revenue and cost estimates in YOE dollars

e Inrevenue estimation, develop one consistent process for all
agencies and separate out ODOT revenues from Federal funding

e Define operations and maintenance for highway and transit to
use in MTP and TIP financial planning processes

4. Consultation Corrective Action 2: By June 30, 2022, Metro must document its formal |Resolved
consultation process developing with applicable agencies that outlines
roles, responsibilities, and key decision points for consulting with other
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Topic Area

Metro 2021 Corrective Actions

governments and agencies defined in 23 CFR 450.316(b), (c), and (d), as
required in 23 CFR 450.316(e).

Status as of 1/28/25

5. Public
Participation

Corrective Action 3: By June 30, 2023, Metro must update the PPP to
meet all requirements of 23 CFR 450.316, including:

e Simplifying the PPP document through summaries, visualization,
and other techniques to make the document accessible and
comprehensible to the widest possible audience

e Explicit procedures for outreach to be conducted at the identified
key decision points.

e Specific outreach strategies to engage traditionally underserved
populations.

e Criteria or process to evaluate the effectiveness of outreach
processes.

e A minimum public comment period of 45 calendar days shall be
provided before the revised participation plan is adopted by the
MPO.

See PPP Section for additional
recommendations

6. Civil Rights (Title
VI, EJ, LEP, ADA)

Corrective Action 4: By December 31, 2022, Metro must complete an
ADA self-evaluation of all Metro programs, services, and activities that
identifies universal access barriers and describes the methods to remove
the barriers, along with specified timelines to come into compliance with
Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973/Americans with Disabilities
Act (ADA) of 1990. The self-evaluation and transition plan should include
a list of advocacy groups/individuals consulted with as part of the self-
evaluation/transition plan process and be posted on Metro’s website for
public information and opportunity to provide feedback.

Not Resolved

Missing a list of advocacy
groups/individuals consulted with as
part of the self-evaluation/transition
plan process.
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The Federal Team appreciates Metro staff for addressing the recommendations below.

Table D-2: Metro 2021 Recommendation Status — Submitted by Metro Staff

Topic Area

Metro 2021 Recommendations

Status Update by Metro Staff on 1/28/25

1. Metropolitan
Transportation Plan
(MTP)

Recommendation 1: As part of fiscal constraint
documentation, Metro should develop cost and
revenue estimates for functional categories (e.g.,
preventive maintenance, operations and
management, capital), time periods (e.g., 2020-
2030, 2030-2040) and by major travel modes (e.g.,
roadways, public transit, bike and pedestrian) to
provide more specific detail describing how
available revenues can meet projected costs
overtime.

Metro staff will work with agency staff to develop cost
estimates for functional categories. OM&P costs will be
attributed to time periods (or cost bands). The current
revenue forecast and capital project cost estimating
methodologies anticipates that revenue forecasts will be
developed for time periods within the plan years of 2024
through 2040. Capital projects will be assigned for
implementation within time periods in YOE costs, limited to
the revenue capacity within those time periods.

Capital projects will identify all major travel modes provided
or impacted by the project. For projects that provide or
impact multiple modes, it may be difficult to attribute costs
and apportionment of

revenues to singular modal categories.

Recommendation 2: Metro should develop a
single definition for a regionally significance
project and use it consistently throughout all
documents and processes.

Metro expects to establish a comprehensive definition for
the term “regionally significant” as part of the 2023 RTP
update.

Recommendation 3: Metro should look at MTPs
of peer MPOs and consider changes to provide a
more user-friendly and accessible MTP format.

As part of the 2023 RTP update, Metro is considering options
for preparing a simplified version of the plan that is more
accessible to the general public. We are

contacting peer MPOs for examples.
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Topic Area

Metro 2021 Recommendations

Status Update by Metro Staff on 1/28/25

One of the burdens unique to our MPO is that our RTP is also
regulated by Oregon’s statewide planning laws, as well as
Metro’s own regional planning

requirements under a voter-approved charter. As a result,
our RTP serves many masters, each with specific
requirements for its content and degree of detail.

Given these conditions and requirements, we are considering
a separate, simplified summary version aimed at the general
public and policy makers. The MTC in the Bay Area is a good
example of this approach, though our own work will be
subject to budget and capacity availability.

Recommendation 4: Metro should include the
timelines for re- evaluation points, equity
milestones, and follow-up actions to ensure
accountability and benchmarks for success in the
Transportation Equity Evaluation section of the
MTP/RTP.

Metro staff will consider incorporating this
recommendation as part of updating the regional equity
analysis and findings for the 2023 RTP.

2. Transportation
Improvement
Program

Recommendation 5: Metro should include a
breakdown of each federal funding source by
amount and by year within the main document of
the MTIP.

Metro staff will look to extract from the programming tables
and the more detailed appendices of revenue and
programming information, a user-friendly table

of each federal funding source by amount and year within the
main document of the 2024-27 MTIP.

Recommendation 6: Metro should address ADA
Transition Plan implementation in the TIP project
prioritization and selection processes.

Metro will request ODOT and transit agencies to document
how their prioritized investments and programming address
their ADA Transition Plans.

Additionally, the MTIP will document how the allocation of U-
STBG, TAP and CMAQ funds accounted for ADA Transition
Plans.
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Topic Area Metro 2021 Recommendations Status Update by Metro Staff on 1/28/25

3. Congestion Recommendation 7: Metro should continue to As part of the 2023 RTP update Metro is working in
Management address the following portions of their congestion | partnership with ODOT to update the region’s mobility policy.
Process management process (CMP): This work is expected to conclude in

mid-2022 and recommendations from the work will be
carried forward to be applied and incorporated into the 2023
RTP. The updated policy will also be considered for
amendment into the Oregon Highway

Plan by the Oregon Transportation Commissions.

e Methods to monitor and evaluate the
performance of the multimodal
transportation system by identifying the
underlying causes of recurring and non-
recurring congestion; identifying and

evaluating alternative strategies; As part of the 2023 RTP update, Metro will be revising
providing information supporting the Chapter 4 (Existing Conditions) and completing our 4-year
implementation of actions; and System Performance Report (as required by federal
evaluating the effectiveness of regulations). In addition,
implemented actions; Metro will update a needs assessment to evaluate

e Identification and evaluation of the performance of our multimodal transportation system, and

setting investment priorities following the CMP process

anticipated performance and expected
described in the RTP.

benefits of appropriate congestion
management strategies that contribute
to the more effective use of and
improved safety of existing and future
transportation systems based on the
established performance measures.

e Implementation of a process for
periodic assessment of the
effectiveness of implemented
strategies, in terms of the area's
established performance measures.

5. Public Participation | Recommendation 8: Metro should use just one Metro plans to update to the “practitioner’s portion” of the

document as the MPO’s Public Participation Plan to |Public Engagement Guide and include that as secondary
content (appendices and
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Topic Area

Metro 2021 Recommendations

Status Update by Metro Staff on 1/28/25

make it easier for the public participation processes.

attachments) in the updated Public Engagement Guide,
which will serve as the PPP. This Public Engagement Guide
update was launched as a process but was cut short in March
2020 due to impacts from the COVID-19 pandemic. The
process

has resumed in 2023.

Recommendation 9: Metro should include
information in the PPP on how the public can
volunteer to serve on committees.

Metro will pursue this recommendation,
understanding that multiple departments outside of the MPO
function also manage and recruit for committees.

Recommendation 10: Metro should update the
Language Assistance link on its website so it’s
stated in the prominent languages in the region,
as determined in the LEP Four-Factor Analysis and
the Safe Harbor Provision.

Metro is currently developing its next website to comply with
technical support and security updates to its Drupal platform.
This recommendation has

been included in the requirements and project plan for the
new website, and the initial version was expected in early
2023 but has been delayed to 2025 due to COVID pandemic-
related budget and

staffing issues.

6. Civil Rights (Title
VI, EJ, LEP, ADA)

Recommendation 11: Metro should ensure the
ADA Notice can be easily located on its website, and
in Metro buildings, and include the basics of ADA
requirements of the State or local government,
written in easy to understand plain language
format, and contact information of the ADA
Coordinator.

These recommendations are included in the work of the ADA
Coordinator and ADA self-assessment project manager. This
information has also been referred to the website update
project team, and we

expect this notice to be easier to locate on the new site. The
current site has been updated to include an “Access”
category prominently displayed in the bottom “wrap”
(information that transfers across all web pages). This Access
category includes plain language categories of “Know your
rights” and “Accessibility at Metro,” both of the pages for
which

include the ADA Notice, requirements and ADA Coordinator
contact information.
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Topic Area

Metro 2021 Recommendations

Status Update by Metro Staff on 1/28/25

Recommendation 12: Metro should work with
ODOT’s Title VI staff to:

Clarify compliance reporting procedures
and timelines;

Ensure that USDOT Standard Assurances
associated with FHWA financial assistance
are signed and incorporated into Metro’s
Title VI Plan;

Confirm ODOT’s expectations related to
collection and analysis of Title VI data;
Revise its Title VI complaint

procedures to include FHWA's

guidance on processing Title VI
complaints;

Remove age and disability from the Title
VI Plan, complaint procedures, and any
other associated documents and ensure
only

appropriate groups are included.

Metro will continue to —and more actively — work with ODOT
Title VI staff. Metro intends to update its Title VI Plan this
year, incorporating the elements recommended.

Metro staff would benefit from more direction from FHWA
regarding removing the age and disability from the Title VI
Plan. From a program management

and public communications perspective, Metro strives to
address Civil Rights holistically, while still meeting our
responsibilities for Title VI programming

and reporting under its MPO functions. Metro has also taken
guidance from USDOT practice in its program and
communications around Civil Rights,

addressing protections and processes beyond the Title VI
requirements for race, color and national origin. See:
https://www.transportation.gov/civilrights/
complaint-resolution/complaint-process.

One potential path is to clarify that Metro’s Civil Rights

program has that holistic approach, and reflect that in a “Civil
Rights Plan,” inclusive of but in place of a “Title VI Plan,” that
meets the regulations and requirements of FHWA for Title VI.

Recommendation 13: Metro should use the U.S.
Census American Community Survey data as the
primary data sources for identifying Limited
English Proficiency populations and incorporating
a more comprehensive, multiple data-set,
approach.

Metro agrees with this recommendation and continues to
follow this practice. The ACS remains our primary data source
for identifying Limited English Proficiency populations.
Oregon Department of Education data is used as a secondary
source where ACS data aggregates LEP populations such as
“Other Indo-European languages”; “Other African
languages”; etc. as the best data to align with ACS

data and disaggregate languages which may fall within the
Safe Harbor guidance.
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Topic Area

Metro 2021 Recommendations

Status Update by Metro Staff on 1/28/25

7. Transit
Representation on
MPO Board

Recommendation 14: Metro should work with the
JPACT members and regional transit agencies to
define how regional transit interests are
represented on the committee. The JPACT By-
Laws should explicitly and clearly describe the role
of the regional transit representation seat,
currently held by TriMet. The representation of
transit agencies on JPACT could be further
supported by interlocal agreements between the
transit agencies. It is also recommended Metro
consider direct representation of regional transit
agencies on technical advisory boards and
committees such as the Transportation Policy
Alternative Committee (TPAC).

In 2008, JPACT updated the committee bylaws to clarify a
formal role for TriMet as representative of all transit service
providers, and in turn, TriMet

would be expected to coordinate directly with area transit
providers, including C-TRAN.

More recently, South Metro Area Rapid Transit (SMART)
asked JPACT to consider adding a second transit seat to the
committee. Metro offered to

SMART and TriMet to work with a third-party consultant to
convene facilitated meetings between the transit agencies to
discuss a mutually beneficial path forward and improve
communication between agencies. At this time, TriMet
continues to serve as the representative at JPACT with the
expectation that they represent all

transit providers at JPACT.

TPAC has somewhat different representation than JPACT, and
its bylaws already include two transit representatives. TriMet
holds a voting position on TPAC and C-TRAN has a non-voting
position on the committee.
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Southwest Washington Regional Transportation Council
2025 TMA Certification Review

April 12, 2025

APPENDIX E — RTC 2021 CERTIFICATION FINDINGS DISPOSITION, SUBMITTED BY RTC

Topic Area

FHWA/FTA Recommendations

Status

MPO Structure
and Agreements

Recommendation 1: While RTC's self-
certification demonstrates adherence to 2 CFR
200 for procuring and rendering contractor and
consultant services and further adheres to
following 23 CFR 450.220 and 23 CFR 450.336,
RTC should update all contracts and
agreements with Appendices A & E of the
USDOT Title VI assurances when services will be
provided by consultants or contractors.

Recommendation 2: With respect to the
metropolitan planning agreement, per 23 CFR
450.314, and metropolitan planning (PL/5303)
funding agreement with WSDOT, RTC should
continue monitoring tasks and responsibilities
that are being completed within the
metropolitan planning area to ensure that
planning tasks are not duplicated and that the
appropriate agency is handling the respective
tasks in alignment with each agreement.

Response to Recommendation 1: RTC has fully implemented this
recommendation. In RTC’s professional services agreement, Appendixes A
& E were attached and required to be signed by all contractors. RTC is also
using the WSDOT contract template from the current Local Agency
Guidelines (LAG) manual for our most recent professional services
contracts to ensure that federal requirements are met and addressed.

Response to Recommendation 2: RTC monitors tasks to ensure all
responsibilities within the MPA are being handled by appropriate agencies
in alignment with each agreement and to reduce redundancy. RTC elicits
feedback and delegates applicable responsibilities to planning partners
during the formal UPWP consultation process (annual), which includes
consultation with Metro as part our bistate MPA planning memorandum of
understanding and practices agreement. In addition, RTC participates in
the quarterly WSDOT/MPO-RTPO coordination meetings and
subcommittee processes. Those consultations are specifically designed to
ensure WSDOT and MPOs are coordinating planning functions (for
example, transportation performance management program coordination,
congestion monitoring, project prioritization) and for administration of
Title 23 grant funds suballocated to MPOs as part of the State
Transportation Improvement Program process.
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https://www.wsdot.wa.gov/publications/manuals/fulltext/M36-63/LAG.pdf

Southwest Washington Regional Transportation Council
2025 TMA Certification Review

April 12, 2025

Metropolitan None
Planning Area

Boundaries
Transportation None

Planning Process

Unified Planning
Work Program

Recommendation 3: RTC should continue to
use the UPWP as a tool to track tasks and
activities with respect to revenues and
expenditures. In addition, RTC should hold
check-in meetings throughout the year with
WSDOT to review timelines for various
deliverables.

Recommendation 4: RTC should include
research and other initiatives in the UPWP
that will generate data that can be used to
further advance equity in the transportation
planning process. TCRP Report 214 is an
example of one resource that may provide RTC
with insight on this recommendation.

Response to Recommendation 3: RTC's and WSDOT's Tribal and Regional
Integrated Planning (TRIP) offices collaborate on a regular basis to ensure
that programs are delivered on time and on budget. A timeline of
deliverables was included in the SFY 2025 UPWP. WSDOT SWR attends the
RTC Board and RTAC monthly meetings.

Project specific activities, deliverables, and financial reports are
transmitted monthly as part of RTC’s routine grant billing processes to
WSDOT TRIP, which promotes mutual oversight and administration of the
approved UPWP planning activities. In addition, RTC prepares a UPWP
Annual Report, which provides a complete assessment of each fiscal year
work program delivery, including specific task oversight and financial
reporting. The UPWP Annual Report is transmitted to the Board of
Directors and presented during a monthly public meeting. (Refer to UPWP
FY 2023 Annual Report.)

Response to Recommendation 4: RTC has been organizing its work
program and building technical capacity to expand inclusion of equity in
the transportation planning process, being responsive to the FHWA/FTA
Planning Emphasis Areas (2021).

RTC staff have been participants in regional equity advisory committees
for major investment projects. Committee participation has strengthened
RTC staff networking and relationships among stakeholder groups and
have expanded technical understanding of methods and practices. The
notable committees RTC participates and monitors have included Equity
Advisory Group (Interstate Bridge Replacement Program), Equity and
Mobility Advisory Committee (ODOT Toll Program), Accessible
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https://www.rtc.wa.gov/programs/upwp/docs/UPWP2025-05092024-FinalResolution.pdf
https://rtc.wa.gov/packets/board/2023/11/202311-06b-UPWP.pdf
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Southwest Washington Regional Transportation Council
2025 TMA Certification Review
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Transportation Coalition, and the Clark County Bicycle and Pedestrian
Advisory Committee. In addition, RTC staff is a partner with Clark County
Public Health in leading a Walkability Action Institute action team, which
meets on a monthly basis. The team includes regional partners, many of
whom provide services to underserved populations. After completing
several elements of their original 2022 action plan, the team updated the
action plan in 2024 with new action steps for supporting planning for
active transportation, equity, complete streets, helping to meet federally
required safety measure targets, planning for human services
transportation needs, and realizing health outcomes for the community.

In 2023 RTC prepared a series of briefing papers that guided development
of the Regional Transportation Plan (2024). Environmental Justice was a
major theme for inclusion in the RTP update. RTC has gone further and
developed equity analysis methodology and policy, which was endorsed
by the RTC Board of Directors (Staff Report, PowerPoint). In development
of the methodology and policy, RTC reviewed applicable state and federal
regulations and various spatial and quantitative analytical tools and has
incorporated expanded methods of technical analysis into its equity
analyses.

In 2024, as part of updates to RTC’s Title VI, Language Assistance Plan, and
Public Participation Plan, the EJ Demographic Profile

were completed to identify equity focus areas that identified overlapping
areas of people of color, people with lower incomes, and LEP populations.
The equity focus area analysis tools are being integrated into planning
projects and programs to ensure underserved populations are being
identified and considered throughout RTC’s projects and programs. This
includes using the equity focus areas in the TIP project evaluation process
that awards additional points for projects that occur in equity focus areas
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https://rtc.wa.gov/packets/board/2023/03/202303-06b-RTPPolicyBriefs.pdf
https://rtc.wa.gov/packets/board/2023/03/202303-06b-RTPPolicyBriefs.pdf
https://rtc.wa.gov/packets/board/2023/10/202310-09-Equity.pdf
https://rtc.wa.gov/packets/board/2023/10/202310-09-EquityPP.pdf
https://www.rtc.wa.gov/agency/docs/RTC-2024TitleVIPlan-Final.pdf
https://www.rtc.wa.gov/agency/docs/RTC-LAP-Plan-2024-Final.pdf
https://www.rtc.wa.gov/agency/docs/RTC-2024-PPP-20240614-Final.pdf
https://www.rtc.wa.gov/agency/docs/RTC-EJ-Demographic-Profile-RTPO-2024-Final.pdf
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and for evaluating potential projects in the development of a regional
safety action plan.

In addition, the SFY 2025 UPWP includes an unfunded task: Integrate
Equity Into Transportation Planning Process. This task includes the
prioritization of investments that ensure marginalized and underserved
populations have equitable access to safe, reliable, affordable, and
convenient travel choices to key destinations, and it updates the TIP
project evaluation criteria to support projects that benefit underserved

populations.
Performance- None
Based Planning
and
Programming
Metropolitan Recommendation 5: RTC should expand its EJ Response to Recommendation 5: The 2024 RTP Appendix G — RTP
Transportation analysis to include an equity analysis to better Environmental Justice Analysis expanded its analysis to include the
Plan determine whether planned transportation proximity of RTP projects to vulnerable or marginalized populations.
investments will create a benefit or a burden Fifty-one percent (96 projects) are located within or crossing through
on affected communities. equity focus areas. This suggests that equitable investments are being

planned for underrepresented populations. SFY 2025 UPWP proposed an
unfunded task to analyze whether transportation investments will create
a benefit or a burden on affected communities.

The EJ Demographic Profile, which was used to develop Appendix G of
the RTP, was updated in 2024 to include an analysis of the amount of
federal grant funding RTC has distributed since 2016 for people of color
populations in Clark, Klickitat, and Skamania counties. The distribution
was segmented into 5% to 10%, 10% to 25%, 25% to 50%, and greater
than 50% populations of people of color.

Refer also to Responses to Recommendations 3 and 4, above.
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Recommendation 6: As part of the next MTP
update, RTC should include a well-
documented analysis of future transportation
problems by major subareas or corridors that
describes the transportation needs the MTP
projects and programs are anticipated to
address.

Recommendation 7: As part of the next MTP
update, the financial constraint demonstration
should include sufficient detail — functional
categories, time periods, major travel modes —
to more clearly demonstrate the total costs
associated with meeting long-term regional
and local transportation needs. If new
revenues options are included in Metro & RTC
2021 TMA Certification Report Executive
Summary Page 6 Topic Area RTC 2021
Corrective Action/ Recommendation the plan,

Response to Recommendation 6: All projects included in the 2024 RTP
come from local or regional analysis of transportation needs. The 6-Year
RTP project list includes priority projects from local, regional, or state
planning efforts. Projects included on the 6-Year List are programmed
between 2024 and 2029 and are included in the current TIP, and the list
can be found in Chapter 6. The RTP 20-Year List can be found in Appendix
N. These planned projects programmed between 2028 and 2045 will
further the regionwide application of advanced technologies, facilitate
intermodal connectivity, and incorporate complete streets elements and
capacity improvements.

As part of RTC’s Congestion Management Process (CMP), RTC provides
data discovery, assessment and consultation with planning partners
regarding regional designated transportation corridor needs and
implementation actions that are meant to address known deficiencies
consistent with CMP guidance. The CMP is an annual data assessment.
The CMP report is shared annually with RTC technical committee and the
Board of Directors. (Refer to CMP Reports, Board of Directors briefing
materials for 2023 assessment period (Data, Summary, Report)).

Response to Recommendation 7: RTC uses a detailed spreadsheet to
prepare the financial constraint demonstration. This process includes
calculation for funds from C-TRAN, cities, the County, and WSDOT. RTC
further calculated this based on projects' estimated timeline for
completion: within TIP (4 Years), within 10 years (5-10 years), more than
10 years. Chapter 5 outlines the RTP Financial Plan, and Appendix M
documents the current and potential revenue sources and funding
programs available for transportation uses.
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they should be specifically identified and
supported with assumptions that establish
that they are reasonable.

Recommendation 8: As part of the next MTP
update, RTC should expand their analysis of
emerging transportation technologies to
include the potential long-term impacts of
shared, autonomous, and/or connected
vehicles on future travel demand.

Response to Recommendation 8: Addressing the analysis and inclusion
of emerging transportation technologies is included in the 2024 RTP
Accessibility & Mobility and Sustainability & Resiliency goals and

objectives, Chapter 3, and action strategies Chapter 6. Future versions of

the RTP will address the needs identified in the 2024 RTP.

Congestion
Management
Process

None

Transportation
Improvement
Program

None

MPO Self-
Certification

None

Public
Participation

Recommendation 9: RTC should add an ADA
nondiscrimination statement (similar to the
Title VI statement) to the inside cover of the
Public Participation Plan, ending the
statement with the existing information
regarding how to obtain materials in
alternative formats.

Recommendation 10: RTC should continue to
review its methods of public
outreach/participation, and make changes as
necessary to ensure that communications with
the public includes equal access for

Response to Recommendation 9: RTC has developed an ADA
nondiscrimination statement that is in English, Spanish, Russian, Chinese,
and Vietnamese, which will be used in the front of all documents. It
details how to obtain materials at no cost.

Response to Recommendation 10: The Public Participation Plan was
updated in 2024 and reflects the ongoing need to ensure that RTC’s
public outreach process is accessible to underserved populations. An
example of how RTC engages populations who may not have internet
access was the distribution of paper surveys to transit riders and at
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traditionally underserved populations, and
recognizes that not all populations have
internet access.

Recommendation 11: RTC should clearly
document the process for selecting
underrepresented populations and
community-based organizations to be invited
to public participation events and decision
making points.

libraries for the most recent update of the Human Services
Transportation Plan.

Response to Recommendation 11: RTC developed equity assessment
and spatial analysis methodology, which was endorsed by the Board of
Directors in 2024. This methodology is used to identify (based on data
available) areas on which to focus public outreach and engagement. The
Equity Focus Area map is also used in the RTC grant selection criteria
processes. (Equity Methodology: Staff Report, Methods report , Equity
Focus Areas map)

To supplement the methodology and approach, RTC is participating on
and/or engaged in various multiagency Equity Advisory Groups (see
response to Recommendation 4). Direct participation and monitoring of
these groups' activities foster networking and trust/relationship building,
which refines RTC’s outreach methods.

Likewise, with the help of local and regional partners, RTC has a database
of organizations that are in identified equity focus areas or help to
support underrepresented populations. The database also includes the
names of individuals who are interested in participating in engagement
opportunities.

Recommendation 12: RTC should retitle the
Title VI Complaint form to more accurately
reflect the range of complaints that may be
filed using this form (e.g., Discrimination
Complaint Form), consistent with a previous
recommendation in the 2017 Certification
Review. In addition, RTC should update the
complaint procedures to add, under No. 4 (the

Response to Recommendation 12: Three separate complaint forms have
been created: form for Title VI FHWA complaints, form for Title VI FTA
complaints, and an ADA complaint form. The complaint procedures have
been updated to WSDOT and FTA template language.
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section pertaining to dismissal of a complaint),
“The complaint was not filed within the 180-
day time limit.”

Recommendation 13: RTC should consider
providing a more prominent language link on
its website.

Recommendation 14: RTC should revise the
Title VI Assurances contained in its Title VI
Plan to more accurately reflect the USDOT
Title VI Assurances template. WSDOT Title VI
staff should be consulted in updating the Title
VI Plan to include detail on data collection and
equity analyses. RTC should also refer to FTA's
Title VI Circular (C 4702.1B), specifically
Chapters lll and VI, as appropriate.

Recommendation 15: RTC should update its
2018 ADA Self Evaluation & Program Access
Plan to address feedback from FHWA that will
be provided to RTC’s ADA Coordinator under
separate cover. RTC should post its updated
ADA Self-Evaluation & Process Access Plan to
its website for public information.

Response to Recommendation 13: Individual language pages have been
added in Spanish, Russian, Chinese, and Vietnamese that have the
translated Title VI notice, complaint form, and procedures.

Response to Recommendation 14: The Title VI Assurances have been
updated using the template provided by WSDOT.

Response to Recommendation 15: ADA Self-Evaluation and Program

Access Plan has been updated per the feedback provided in 2021, as well

as feedback provided by WSDOT staff in a 2024 document review. The
document has been posted to RTC’s website.
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Report prepared by:

FHWA Oregon Division
530 Center St NE, Suite 420
Salem, OR 97301

Phone: 503.399.5749

FHWA Washington Division 711 Capitol Way, Suite 501
Olympia, Washington 98501
Phone: 360.753.9480

Federal Transit Administration Region 10
915 Second Ave, Suite 3142

Seattle, WA 98174-1002

Phone: 206.220.7954

For additional copies of this report, contact us.
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Memorandum

To: C4 Metro Subcommittee

From: Team TPAC, Representing Clackamas County & Clackamas Cities
Re: TPAC Highlights from June 6, 2025

Date: June 6, 2025

Overview

Following is a summary of the June TPAC Meeting and a look ahead into future meetings. June meeting materials
can be found here.

General Updates & Committee Updates from around the Region

Fatal Crash Update: According to recent data available, Metro shared that there were approximately
seven traffic deaths from the beginning of May until June 2 across Clackamas, Multnomah, and
Washington counties. Of this total, one person died while walking, three while operating a motor vehicle,
and three while operating a motorcycle. One fatality occurred in Clackamas County. Metro continues their
commitment to a safe systems approach, advocating for safe streets, speeds, and people. Some of the
actions regional partners are taking for safer streets include:

O ODOQT: Construction will begin soon on Phase 2 of the Outer Powell Transportation Safety Project,
adding sidewalks, protected bike lanes, new signals, and flashing beacons along SE Powell
Boulevard from [-205 to SE 174" Avenue. More information can be found here.

O PBOT: Improvements will begin in the NE 60" Avenue and Halsey Street area from May 2025 to
August 2026, with upgrades including repaving, signal replacements, turn lanes, wider sidewalks,
and safer crosswalks with median islands. More information can be found here.

O Metro: The Community Quick-build and Demonstrations Projects Guide has been released to
support partners in deploying low-cost, fast-implementation safety improvements with clear
specs, benefits, and case studies. More information can be found here.

Transit Minute: According to the data available for the month of April, Metro reported approximately 5.56
million rides, a 5% increase over March ridership. April ridership is now at 66% of pre-pandemic (2019)
levels, or approximately 84% when adjusted for telework patterns. Key growth areas for the month
include Line 33 (McLoughlin), FX2-Division, and the Orange Line, where increased service reliability and
safety investments are beginning to show effects.

Minutes Approved: The May 2 TPAC minutes were approved with no changes.

MTIP Amendments Summary: There were no MTIP amendments this month.

Title VI Plan Approval: Metro staff presented the final draft of their 2025 Title VI Plan update, which
outlines how Metro ensures nondiscrimination in its programs, services, and activities. The update
includes demographic analysis, community engagement strategies, and methods for evaluating service
equity. TPAC voted unanimously to recommend approval of the Title VI Plan to JPACT for consideration.
Montgomery Park LPA Presentation and Request for TPAC Recommendation: Metro and TriMet staff
presented the Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) for the Montgomery Park Transit and Land Use
Development Study. The LPA includes a streetcar extension from NW 23™ into the Montgomery Park
industrial area. The project promotes housing development, economic growth, and safe multimodal
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access, especially in underserved communities. TPAC voted in favor of recommending approval of the LPA
to JPACT for consideration.

e Tualatin Valley Highway Transit and Safety Project LPA and Request for TPAC Recommendation: Metro
staff presented the LPA for the Tualatin Valley (TV) Highway Transit and Safety Project. The LPA proposes
a new high-capacity transit corridor with improvements including new bus stations, larger capacity zero-
emission buses, enhanced pedestrian crossings, and intersection safety treatments. The project aims to
improve transit reliability and access for underserved communities while addressing the region’s high-
injury corridor status. TPAC voted to recommend the LPA for adoption to JPACT for consideration.

2028-30 Regional Flexible Fund Allocation (RFFA) Step 1A.1 - Public Comment
Considerations and Overview of Draft Bond Legislation

Overview:

Metro staff presented a summary of the public input received during the Step 1A public comment period, which
included over 350 online survey responses and numerous stakeholder submissions. Comments were synthesized
around several key themes: the urgency of safety investments, support for funding equity-focused projects, and
the need for increased transparency in the prioritization process. Metro staff also outlined a potential legislative
concept under development for a new regional infrastructure bond framework that could support transportation
and housing investments through locally matched funding mechanisms. This framework is being shaped in
partnership with JPACT and local jurisdictions, and staff emphasized that any such bond would require Metro
Council referral. Metro staff emphasized the value of aligning bond-eligible uses with the goals of the RTP and
Metro’s Climate Smart Strategy, and noted that the timing of a bond measure would be considered alongside
other regional ballot measures in the pipeline.

Discussion Highlights:

e TPAC members said that stronger clarity is needed on how rural and suburban needs will be addressed
under the proposed bond framework, particularly in areas that may not qualify as regionally significant
under standard Metro definitions.

e Some members discussed the importance of clearly communicating trade-offs to the public between
funding readiness and long-term need.

e Committee members noted that more consistent definitions of “eligible use” and “project readiness”
would help partners assess whether to advance projects under the bond structure or seek other funding
resources.

e TPAC members asked how the draft legislation would interact with other local revenue tools, such as
transportation system development charges (TSDCs). Metro staff responded that the bond structure is
intended to complement, not replace, existing tools.

e Metro said that they are still seeking partner feedback to refine the legislative language before Council
consideration.

Next Steps:
e Metro staff will circulate a working draft of the bond language in July.

e Committee members were encouraged to submit written feedback and technical comments by late June.

e A TPAC work session is being planned for early August to review the legislative framework and coordinate
with the RTP strategy.

e  Staff will continue tracking public finance developments at the state level to ensure alignment.
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2028-30 Regional Flexible Fund Allocation (RFFA) Step 2 — Allocation Package Options

Overview:

Metro staff provided a comprehensive overview of the proposed allocation scenarios for Step 2 of the 2028-30
RFFA, which detailed three conceptual funding packages that aim to balance regional and sub regional
investments, each shaped by performance criteria aligned with RTP goals, such as equity, safety, access to transit,
and climate resilience. Staff explained the methodology used to evaluate and score applications, which included
a blend of quantitative scoring and narrative review to assess project readiness and alignment. Particular attention
was given to the tension between shovel-readiness and long-term vision, with staff acknowledging that while
ready-to-go projects may score higher, this must be balanced against projects that address historical
underinvestment. A summary of funding targets was shared, along with illustrative examples of how different
scenarios could affect final allocations. Staff emphasized that the draft packages are not final and that Metro seeks
input to refine the trade-offs and priorities.

Discussion Highlights:
e TPAC members said that more clarity is needed on how scoring criteria were normalized across projects
of different scales and sponsor capacities.
e Committee members noted the importance of reviewing geographic equity not only across counties, but
also within them, to ensure that high-need communities are not being overlooked.

Next Steps:
e Metro will release a side-by-side comparison of scenario outcomes, including equity and performance
metrics by mid-June.
e TPAC members were asked to provide feedback on preferred allocation scenarios no later than July 10.

Interstate Bridge Replacement Program (IBRP) Updates
Overview:

Staff from the Interstate Bridge Replacement Program (IBRP) provided an update on project costs, tolling strategy,
and ongoing coordination with regional partners. Revised cost estimates reflect inflation and recent design
changes, including enhanced transit and equity features. The presentation also covered anticipated federal
funding sources, proposed mitigation strategies, and upcoming milestones in the environmental review process.

Discussion Highlights:

e Some members discussed concerns about long-term funding sustainability and asked what contingencies
are in place if federal funds are delayed.

e Committee members noted the importance of ongoing coordination with regional transit and land use
planning, particularly given the project's high-capacity transit component.

e TPAC members asked how the project’s climate performance would be tracked over time.

e |IBRP staff said that environmental monitoring protocols are being incorporated into the final design and
that additional oversight will come through a forthcoming community advisory board.

Next Steps:

e The IBRP team will return to TPAC in July with more detail on tolling structure and equity implementation.

e Metro and IBRP staff will coordinate a joint TPAC-JPACT briefing in July.

e Final NEPA documentation is scheduled for submission to federal agencies in fall 2025, with right-of-way
and pre-construction activities to follow.
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Upcoming Agenda Highlights

JUNE 11 -- WORKSHOP JULY 11

e  Regional Emergency Transportation Routes (RETR) Phase e  MTIP Formal Amendment 25-XXXX Recommendation to
2: Tiering Methodology JPACT

e  MPO certification findings, corrective actions, and draft e  2028-30 Regional Flexible Fund — Step 1A.1 & Step 2
action plan Allocation Recommendation to JPACT

AUGUST 1 SEPTEMBER 5

e MTIP Formal Amendment 25-XXXX Recommendation to e  MTIP Formal Amendment 25-XXXX Recommendation to
JPACT JPACT
e 2027-30 MTIP Performance Measures Follow-Up and e  Additional Agenda Items TBD

Milestone Timeline
e Community Connector Transit Study: Network Vision
e  EPA Climate Pollution Reduction Grant: Draft
Comprehensive Climate Action Plan

For More Information, Contact Team TPAC

COUNTY REPS CITY REPS

Will Farley, City of Lake Oswego
Jeff Owen, Clackamas County wfarley@ci.oswego.or.us
jowen@clackamas.us

Dayna Webb, City of Oregon City
Karen Buehrig, Clackamas County dwebb@orcity.org
karenb@clackamas.us

Laura Terway, City of Happy Valley
Iterway@happyvalleyor.gov

Tanya Battye, City of Milwaukie
BattyeT@milwuakieoregon.gov
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Memorandum

To: C4 Metro Subcommittee

From: Team MTAC, Representing Clackamas County & Clackamas Cities
Re: May 21, 2025 MTAC Highlights

Date: May 23, 2025

Overview

Following is a summary of the May MTAC Meeting. Meeting materials can be found here.

General Updates

e Housing Planning Assistance Grants (DLCD): The Oregon Department of Land Conservation and
Development (DLCD) has announced the Housing Planning Assistance Grant Program. The
application window opens on June 2 and closes on August 1. This program offers funding to local
and tribal governments for housing-related planning efforts, including Housing Capacity
Analysis, Housing Production Strategies, and updates to development codes to support housing
production and affordability. More information on this grant program can be found here.

e Transportation and Growth Management (TGM) Planning Grants: The TGM Program, a
partnership between DLCD and the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT), is accepting
applications for its 2025 planning grants. These grants support local governments in integrating
transportation and land use planning to create livable, sustainable communities. Applications
are due by July 31, 2025, with awards announced in September. More information on these
grants can be found here.

e Equitable Engagement Toolkit and Community Explorer (DLCD): DLCD has released the
Equitable Engagement Toolkit, a comprehensive resource structured around a seven-step
framework to guide practitioners through equitable community engagement processes. The
toolkit includes practical guides, worksheets, and external resources. Additionally, DLCD has
introduced the Community Explorer, an interactive GIS-based tool that reveals patterns of
demographic, economic, and social characteristics of communities, aimed at aiding engagement
planning.

o Metro Climate Partners Forum: Metro will convene the Climate Partners’ Forum to support the
development of a Comprehensive Climate Action Plan for the Portland-Vancouver region. The
forum brings together staff from public agencies, non-profits, and community-based
organizations across the 7-count Metro region to align goals and ensure the plan builds on
existing climate efforts. Meetings are held online every other month (third Tuesdays, 1:30 — 3:30
PM) through 2025. Registration is required and interested participants can contact Eliot Rose at
eliot.rose@oregonmetro.gov

e Approval of April MTAC Meeting Minutes: approved unanimously by MTAC.
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82" Avenue Transit Project

Metro presented an overview of the 82" Avenue Transit Project, focusing on the proposed Bus Rapid
Transit (BRT) corridor. This project aims to transform 82" Avenue into a high-capacity transit corridor,
enhancing mobility and accessibility for residents. Components of the project include dedicated bus
lands, improved pedestrian crossings, and transit signal priority to address safety and increase
efficiency. The project emphasizes equitable transit investment, particularly benefitting historically
underserved communities along the corridor. Extensive community engagement has been conducted to
inform the project’s development, ensuring that the needs and concerns of local residents are
addressed.

Discussion Highlights & Next Steps:

e Arequest was made to clarify projected ridership split between the proposed BRT line and the
adjacent MAX line. Though specific modeling numbers were not readily available, Metro staff
said that modeling estimates indicate the BRT line would capture a distinct transit market
focused on local, intra-corridor trips, and first-mile/last-mile access. Project staff and Metro staff
said that further refinements of ridership projections will be shared as part of the RTP
amendment package. Clackamas County Staff requested that Project staff follow up directly
with ridership information as soon as it is available.

e Committee members commended the project’s community engagement process, especially its
focus on BIPOC and low-income populations.

e MTAC members discussed the importance of early identification of local match funding to
prevent implementation delays.

e Members expressed interest in how revised BRT designs address cost and constructability
challenges and recognized co-benefits such as improved accessibility and safety.

e  MTAC voted unanimously via roll call to recommend that the Metro Policy Advisory Committee
(MPAC) endorse the project’s Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) to Metro Council.

o Next Steps:
o  Metro will ask MPAC at its May 28 meeting to endorse the LPA for the 82" Avenue
Transit Project.
o Final Metro Council endorsement is anticipated on July 31.
RTP amendments bundling this project with TV Highway and Montgomery Park
Streetcar are expected in late 2025.

Regional Housing Coordination Strategy Update

Metro provided an update on the Regional Housing Coordination Strategy (RCHS), outlining its required
adoption by December 2025 under the Oregon Housing Needs Analysis (OHNA) framework. The strategy
aims to align Metro’s housing roles with local strategies, fair housing principles, and a six-year action
horizon. It focuses on coordinating housing production efforts across the region, addressing
affordability, and ensuring equitable access to housing opportunities. The RHCS will serve as a guiding
document for Metro’s involvement in housing policy and investment decisions, complementing state
and local initiatives.
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Discussion Highlights & Next Steps:

e Committee members recommended that Metro clearly distinguish between speculative and
adopted actions, especially regarding Supportive Housing Services (SHS) reform.

e MTAC emphasized aligning the RHCS with local housing production strategies.

e Requests were made for clarity on how engagement feedback will shape the evaluation
framework.

e There was recognition that Metro’s contribution should complement without duplicating state
and local efforts.

o Next Steps: Metro will return to MTAC in July with a refined list of strategies and evaluation
framework results for review and feedback prior to drafting the final RHCS.

Comprehensive Climate Action Plan (Draft Transportation and Land Use
Measures)

Metro introduced components of the Comprehensive Climate Action Plan (CCAP), focusing on emissions
reduction through transportation and land use strategies. The plan aligns with state climate mandates
while ensuring feasibility for local implementation. The presentation shared results from Metro’s sector-
based inventory, identifying transportation and buildings as the top two emissions sectors in the region.
The CCAP focuses on quantifiable, high-impact, and locally implementable measures, aiming to integrate
climate considerations into regional planning and decision-making processes.

Discussion Highlights & Next Steps:

e Committee members expressed support for Metro’s focus on quantifiable, high-impact, and
locally implementable measures.
e MTAC showed interest in aligning measures with the 2023 RTP and existing climate strategies.
e Concerns were raised about adaptation being sidelined; Metro clarified that initiatives like the
Cooling Corridors study address those gaps.
e  Multiple MTAC members requested clarity on cost-benefit analysis for priority strategies and
how implementation scenarios will be selected.
e Next Steps:
o MTAC feedback will inform greenhouse gas reduction modeling and cost assessments.
o OnlJune 17, Metro will present draft scenarios at the Climate Partners’ Forum.
o Adraft CCAP will be presented at the July MTAC meeting for review and comment
before a final recommendation to Metro Council later this year.
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Upcoming Agenda Highlights

JUNE 18 JULY 16 — HYBRID

e  Regional Housing Coordination Strategy: Technical | ¢  Community Connector Transit Study: Network Vision

analyses e Regional Housing Coordination Strategy: Evaluation
e  Montgomery Park Streetcar LPA Recommendation framework results, final draft RHCS
e TV Highway LPA Recommendation e  Feedback on draft Comprehensive Climate Action Plan
e  Flood Storage Mitigation Banking Under NFIP

Revisions

AUGUST 20 SEPTEMBER 17

e TBD e  Regional Housing Coordination Strategy: Final Draft;
Recommendation to MPAC
e Metro Cooling Corridors Study Update

For More Information, Contact

COUNTY REPS CITY REPS

Jamie Stasny, Clackamas County Laura Terway, City of Happy Valley
jstasny@clackamas.us laurat@happyvalleyor.gov

Martha Fritzie, Clackamas County Pete Walter, City of Oregon City

mfritzie@clackamas.us pwalter@orcity.org

Adam Torres, Clackamas County Erik Olson, City of Lake Oswego

atorres@clackamas.us eolson@ci.oswego.or.us
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Clackamas County

’q Coordinating 2025 C4 RETREAT

Committee

RESERVATION FORM

JOIN US FOR THE 2025 C4 SUMMER RETREAT!

The C4 retreat is a valuable chance to connect with colleagues and local leaders, participate in comprehensive
presentations on key topics, and pinpoint goals and issues that require further attention in future C4 meetings.

When: Friday, July 25 (starts at 1 p.m.) — Saturday, July 26 (ends by noon)

Where:
Who: C4 members, alternates, and their staff

Mt Hood Oregon Resort, 68010 E Fairway Ave, Welches, OR 97067

STEP 1: RESERVE YOUR SPOT

CLICK HERE TO RSVP

STEP 2: PAY REGISTRATION FEE

PAY BY CHECK

Overnight - Registration fee is $296 per person, which
covers one-night single accommodation, meeting
venue, and meals (Friday dinner and Saturday
breakfast and various snacks and drink service).

Day Only - Registration fee is $149 per person for
those who choose not to stay overnight at the resort.
This covers all the same costs except for room
accommodation.

Please make checks payable to Clackamas County.
Checks may be mailed to:

Jaimie Lorenzini
Clackamas County Public & Government Affairs
2051 Kaen Rd
Oregon City, OR 97045

PAY ONLINE

Overnight - Registration fee is $311 per person,
which covers one-night single accommodation,
meeting venue, and meals (Friday dinner and
Saturday breakfast and various snacks and drink
service). Registration fee includes a 5% online
processing fee.

Day Only - Registration fee is $156 per person for
those who choose not to stay overnight at the resort.
This covers all the same costs except for room
accommodation. Registration fee includes a 5% online
processing fee.

CLICK TO PAY ONLINE

Cancellations after Monday, June 30, are non-refundable. Hamlet & CPO Reps: Please contact Jaimie Lorenzini

(jlorenzini@clackamas.us) for separate registration.



https://www.convergepay.com/hosted-payments/?ssl_txn_auth_token=%2Fv%2FSqgv5QiSL6zAnW7IbgwAAAZaCvmLU#!/payment-method
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https://lp.constantcontactpages.com/ev/reg/5x4affj

@ Metro

MPO
Certification
Review Report

Clackamas Co. Coordinating Committee
June 11, 2025

Overview: MPO Certification Review

USDOT Review of MPO Process
Conducted every 4 years

e Joint process with SWRTC

* |Issues review report

MPO staff to draft Action Plan




MPO Certification Review Results

e Metro and SWRTC = "'
metropolitan planning process i
are certified in compliance with
federal regulations

 (Corrective actions and
recommendations

 MPO staff drafting action plan

MPO Certification Review Results

 Corrective Actions
« Title VI (Civil rights) related

* RTP to complete a financial
strategy




MPO Certification Review Results

Recommendations

Transit coordination
RTP project prioritization process refinements

Congestion Management Process refinements and tool
updates

Organization of public participation tools

Prioritization of projects in TIP and description of how
they support RTP and federal performance measures

Draft Action Plan

Required for corrective
actions

|dentifies work program
aspirations and strategies

Resource for future UPWPs
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MPO Transit Planning and Representation

Raised by Clackamas agencies
Related recommendations

* Define existing transit
representation

e Consider advisory board
representation

* Local agreements

MPO Transit Planning and Representation

Draft action plan
e Metro hosted coordination

* Review of representation on
advisory bodies; consider
additional transit reps

e Update regional planning
agreement to increase
coordination on transit topics

e Consult on support to JPACT
members to prepare transit
rep roles




Next Steps

Input on draft Action Plan

Share Action Plan with FHWA
and FTA staff

Implement action plan
activities as resources allow

Include activities in upcoming . Ve - » ¥4 ( w-
Unified Planning Work )

o _

Arts and events
Garbage and recycling

M Housing and supportive services

et ro Land and transportation Oregonmetro.gov
Parks and nature
Oregon Zoo

-
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