ATTACHMENT C

Public Comments on Proposed Rule Amendments

The Department received letters of comment on the proposed rule amendments from the

following groups:
- City of Beaverton
- Metro
- Northwest District Association
- City of Salem

- Retail Task Force



CITY of BEAVERTON
4755 S.W. Griffith Drive, P.O. Box 4755, Beaverton, OR 97076 TEL: SZGBEPF O}FZG-ZS?I

ROB DRAKE o o
February 18, 2005 LAND CONSERV,
MAYOR AND DEVELOPMERT,

Mr. John VanLandingham, Chair

Land Conservation and Development Commission
635 Capitol Street NE, Suite 150

Salem, Oregon 97301-2540

Dear Chair VanLandingham:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed amendments to the Transportation
Planning Rule (TPR) dated January 3, 2005. To date, the City of Beaverton has participated in
review of the amendments at our Washington County Coordinating Committee and Metro’s
TPAC and JPACT committee meetings. We understand that the amendments seek to clarify
requirements of OAR 660-012-0060 related to plan and land use regulation amendments in
response to the Court of Appeals decision in Jaqua v. City of Springfield. We welcome the text
clarifying the relevant planning period for determining significant effects and the text allowing
significant effects to be remedied by adoption of conditions of approval.

We believe that the TPR has resulted in a most thoughtful, beneficial, and optimistic yet realistic
long-range transportation plan that will result in a more livable and vibrant Beaverton. Our
acknowledged 2020 Transportation Plan responds to our citizens’ vision for the future and
contributes to realizing the region’s 2040 Growth Concept. Moreover, we recently amended our
Comprehensive Plan and Development Code traffic impact analysis requirements to specifically
address identification and mitigation of long-range effects of amendments and development on

our system and we feel our enhanced process is working well to address the intent and the letter
of the TPR.

For these reasons, we are concerned that some of the proposed text goes beyond the Jaqua case
and may limit our progress toward achieving our goals. We have the following modifications to
the proposed text:

Section 660 012 0060(4) (a) 2

amendment has a szgnzf cant ejj‘ect on an existing or planned transportatton facility under .

Section 660-012-0060(4)(a)(C) Transportation facilities, improvements or services in a
metropolitan planning organization (MPQO) area that are part of the area’s federathy-approved;

Ffinanciall-constrained-adopted regional transportation system plan.



Mr. John VanLandingham, Chair
February 18, 2005
Page Two

Section 660-012-0060(4)(a)(D) Improvements to state highways that are included as
or comprehensive plan. when

gtaxnaan W 1 Ay ato 3a 3000 0N o a

Section 660-012-0060 (4)(b) Delete section

We continue to interpret and through our Plan and Code specifically require that the performance
analysis be based on the improvements contained in our transportation plan. The above
modifications could clarify this intent yet not undo our significant progress. Additionally, we
respectfully request that further amendments to the TPR be addressed through a subsequent
review process that allows thorough consideration of potential impacts to local and regional
planning efforts.

Thank you again for this opportunity to comment. We look forward to working with you in the
future.

Sincerely,

Rob Drake
Mayor



600 NORTHEAST GRAND AVENUE ‘ PORTLAND, OREGON 97232 2736

TEL 503 797 1700 FAX 503 797 1797

February 24, 2005

METRO

John VanLandingham, Chair

Land Conservation and Development Commission
635 Capitol St., NE

Suite 150

Salem, OR 97301-2540

Dear Chair VanLandingham:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed amendments to
the Transportation Planning Rule (TPR). We commend the joint OTC/LCDC
Transportation Subcommittee for producing these amendments in such a
short time frame, and support the Commission’s effort to focus this first
round of amendments on the critical issues raised by the Jaqua vs. City of
Springfield case. In our prior comments we have argued that the Jaqua case
is simply a call for “fine tuning” amendments to the TPR, and not a major
overhaul that would undermine the many valuable provisions contained in
the rule. With some notable exceptions discussed below, the public comment
draft of the TPR meets this test.

“'Going Slow” on New TPR Provisions

The January 3, 2005 public comment draft of the TPR generally focuses on
amendments that respond to the Jaqua ruling, and we believe will prevent
this case from creating a de facto concurrency requirement in the TPR.
However, the provisions to apply a special test for system adequacy along
Interstate highway corridors goes beyond the Jaqua remedies, and
represents a major shift in policy. While we support the state’s interest in
protecting the integrity of the Interstate system, we also believe this goal
can be more effectively met through other strategies outside this round of
rulemaking.

As the map in Attachment B illustrates, the effects on the Metro region,
alone, is sweeping and undermines the ability of the region to develop many
of the compact urban centers called out in the Region 2040 plan that happen
to be located near the Interstate highway system. Implementation of this
provision would be further complicated in the Metro region by the fact that
almost all of the interstate system has been designated for “refinement
planning” under the TPR, and thus has no specific transportation
improvements called out in the Regional Transportation Plan until this work is
completed. The LCDC should defer action on this component of the proposed
TPR amendments to a separate round of rulemaking, where the eféEPPTI'@F
new language can be fully evaluated.
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More specific comments on these new provisions for Interstate highways are
outlined in Attachment A. Instead of these proposed additions to the TPR, we
recommend that the OTC consider amendments to the Oregon Highway Plan
to create a two-tiered process for establishing interchange management
plans for all Interstate Highway access points within MPO areas, and key
access points in other areas. The process would include:

1. Inventorying, evaluating and ranking by relative importance the
interchanges within an MPO area for their significance in providing access
to the interstate system. This evaluation and ranking would consider
relative vulnerability to land use changes that could compromise the
function of an interchange.

2. Development of individual Interchange Management Plans for existing and
planned facilities, according to ranking of importance. Interchange
Management Plans would include an element to be adopted in local and
regional TSPs, establish a geographic extent for the management plan
and would provide a framework for specific mitigation improvements and
programs needed to protect the function of the interchange and adjacent
Interstate Highway segment.

Protecting Existing TPR Provisions

Our recommendation to limit the proposed TPR amendments to remedies
that respond solely to the Jaqua case are rooted in our concern that a
broader overhaul of the rule could threaten critical provisions that should not
be compromised. While in the Metro region, the acknowledged 2000 Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP) exceeds many of the TPR provisions, the rule stiil
functions as an important backstop for our adopted plans. To this extent, we
do not support changes to the rule that would weaken the following key
elements of the RTP:

¢ Level of Service Policy - the Metro region adopted a graduated level of
service policy in 2000 that balances mobility needs and funding realities.
Unrealistic standards would have produced $14 billion in road projects
over 20 years, compared to $1.5 billion in available capital during the 20-
year planning period. The new policy maintains mobility on major freight
corridors, while relying on travel alternatives in major commute corridors.
The resulting road improvements needed to implement the policy total
just over $4 billion over 20 years, and are part of a more multi-modal
transportation system that has broad land use and air quality benefits for
the region.

Metro needs the TPR provisions that give Metropolitan Planning
Organizations (MPOs) the authority to adopt comprehensive level of
service standards for metropolitan areas. For the Metro region, this
provision prevents the adoption of local, potentially conflicting policies by

Metro Comments
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provision prevents the adoption of local, potentially conflicting policies by
the dozens of overlapping state and local transportation providers here,
and ensures a consistent approach to road sizing for the major routes that
often span these jurisdictional boundaries.

e Parking Policy - Parking minimum and maximum standards were
adopted by Metro in 1996, and have since been incorporated into local
codes for the 24 cities and three counties in the region. The policy is
driven by a desire to reduce the construction of excess parking in an
effort to minimize land consumption - particularly in mixed-use centers. A
second component of the parking policy is to develop large parking lots
with “street-like” features, such as curbs, sidewalks, street trees, with the
goal of allowing parking lots to gradually infill over time with new
structures. Several major parking lots have been successfully developed
with these features in recent years, including the Jantzen Beach and
Eastport Plaza redevelopments, Gresham Station, and a number of other
large sites. These successes demonstrate that the TPR parking provisions
are both attainable and effective, and should be retained in the rule
without major changes.

e Street Connectivity - Metro’s Livable Streets program also included a
street connectivity study that demonstrated the close relationship
between poorly connected local street systems and resulting congestion
and delay on adjacent major streets. This study led to new regional
connectivity standards in 1996 for new residential and mixed use
developments, with maximum street spacing of 530 feet, and limits on
cul-de-sac length of 200 feet. These standards have since been adopted
in local plans and codes across the region. The TPR provisions and state
Local Street Guidelines provide an important foundation for these regional
standards.

* New Throughways - In response to the 2040 Growth Concept, and
subsequent update to the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) in 2000,
four strategic new throughways were identified to ensure mobility in
rapidly growing areas of the region. These include:

o Tualatin Valley Highway
o I-5to 99W Connector

o MclLoughlin/224 Corridor
o Sunrise Corridor

The Tualatin Valley Highway and McLoughlin/224 corridors represent
consolidation projects, where the RTP calls for improving mobility on
existing highways through incremental access consolidation and
interchange improvements. The I-5 to 99W Connector and Sunrise
Corridor project represent new facilities that would replace existing state
routes. All four projects require a corridor refinement plan under the
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corridors, the TPR provides a critical forum fbr identifying major corridor
improvements as part of the regional planning process.

* Mode Targets - The 2000 RTP employs an alternative strategy for
addressing the TPR requirement to reduce per capita vehicle miles
traveled (VMT/capita). The Metro region uses a series of 2040 mode
targets that are based on land use types and expected non-auto travel
patterns that will result from the 2040 Growth Concept. For each land
use type, the mode target consists of the combined transit, walk, bike and
shared ride travel as a portion of overall travel. Metro recently received a
TGM grant to explore additional strategies for reaching the targets, and to
better measure the effectiveness of these strategies at meeting the
targets. The study may result in recommended fine-tuning of the TPR in
order to best support any needed changes to the regional policy on modal
targets.

e Street Design Program - Metro’s Livable Streets program was
developed in 1996 as a strategy to retrofit existing major streets and
construct new streets to meet the modal demands of the 2040 Growth
Concept. This marked the first time that land use plans were used to
define street design details. Metro published “Creating Livable Streets” to
promote the new policy, and has also implemented the program with
more than $20 million allocated to over a dozen “boulevard” retrofit
projects across the region. Metro relies in the TPR provisions for
promoting travel options as an important foundation for these street
retrofit improvements that add transit, pedestrian and bicycling facilities
to existing routes.

ODOT Incentives for Regional Planning

The recent state review of metropolitan planning also reports that the Metro
region is the only one of six federally recognized metropolitan areas in the
state to adopt a coordinated land use and transportation strategy that
satisfies the TPR. While this is due, in part, to Metro’s unique regional
planning authority, the reality is that our policies are largely developed
through regional consensus, and enacted through local ordinances. We
believe that the other MPOs could be encouraged to find consensus without a
structure like Metro if transportation funding incentives were provided by
ODOT.

For example, Metro has actively used federal flexible (STP) and CMAQ
funding to promote transportation projects that provide travel options to
driving alone. More than $25 million has been allocated annually from these
sources since the mid 1990s to fund transit, pedestrian, bicycle, demand
management, transit-oriented development and boulevard projects.

Metro Comments
Draft Oregon Transportation Rule Amendments
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We propose that a similar strategy be used to encourage other MPOs in the
state to adopt coordinated regional land use and transportation plans like
that in place in the Metro region, and called for in the TPR. ODOT could
allocate flexible funds at the state level to similar projects when they occur in
an MPO area that has completed a coordinated regional plan, providing an
important incentive to MPOs that would represent a modest share of the
State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP). We encourage the LCDC
and OTC to explore this concept as part of the current joint subcommittee
discussion.

State Role in Greater Metro Area Planning

Metro has worked to achieve Area Commission on Transportation (ACT)
status with the Oregon Transportation Commission over the past two years,
without success. While we believe that we can effectively communicate on
many ACT issues without being recognized as such, we also see a need for
the LCDC and OTC to step up involvement in regional planning issues that
extend beyond federal MPO boundaries. Two examples include the greater
Metro region, where our travelshed includes many cities located outside our
planning boundary, and the Corvallis-Albany-Lebanon triangle, where the
cities are linked by disparate employment and housing opportunities, placing
a growing strain on transportation facilities.

Metro does not advocate for extensive rulemaking on this front as part of the
TPR update. Instead, we support a new provision for consultation among
agencies that share a daily travelshed, with ODOT and DLCD staff convening
stakeholders for this purpose. We also support a separate, larger
examination of whether a “Valley Goal” is needed to better evaluate the
incremental effect of individual urban growth boundary and transportation
project decisions on the long-term urbanization of the Willamette Valley.

We look forward to continued participation and comment as rulemaking and
legislation proceeds, and as other portions of the TPR are reviewed in coming
months. Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important
rulemaking.

Sincerely,
i\ I (\/
t\d
Rex Burkholder David Bragdon
JPACT Chair Metro Council President

cc:  Members of the LCDC
Lane Shetterly, Department of Land Conservation and Development
Members of the Oregon Transportation Commission
Bruce Warner, Oregon Department of Transportation
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Attachment ‘A’
Specific Comments on Draft TPR Amendments

The January 3, 2005 public comment draft of the proposed TPR revisions
represents a good effort in providing the needed fine-tuning to address the
Jaqua decision. Upon reviewing the draft amendments, we recommend
further revisions to the public comment draft, as follows:

Section 1 - Defining “Significant Effect”
The following minor revisions to the draft TPR amendments would help clarify
how "significant effect” is defined:

Section 660-012-0060 (1)(b) Change standards implementing travel
function to be inconsistent with a functional classification system, or

Section 660-012-0060 (1)(c)(A) Allow land uses #ypes or levels of
development {ard-uses that would result in levels of travel or access that
are inconsistent with the functional classification...

Section 2 - Local Remedies

We support the proposed amendments to this section without changes -
particularly the added provision to allowed conditions of approval to be
applied.

Section 3 - Mitigating Impacts
We support the proposed amendments to this section without further change.

Section 4 - Evaluating the Effects of an Amendment

The following proposed revisions reflect our concerns over (1) the
inappropriate inclusion of amendments that go beyond the needed remedy to
the Jaqua decision, (2) the lack of specific guidance for ODOT in managing
existing and planned interchanges in the context of plan amendments, and

(3) the role of ODOT in certifying whether a proposed change will impact the
system:

660-012-0060 (4) Determinations under sections (1) - (3) of this rule
shall be coordinated with affected transportation facility and service
providers and other affected local governments.

(a) - . - . ; - . . .

- in
determining whether an amendment has a significant effect on an
existing or planned transportation facility under section 1(c) of this
rule, local governments shall rely on existing transportation facilities
and services and the following planned transportation facilities,
improvements and services:

Metro Comments

Draft Oregon Transportation Rule Amendments
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(A) Transportation facilities, improvements or services that are funded
for construction or implementation in the Statewide Transportation
Improvement Program, Metropolitan Transportation Improvement
Program or othera-locally or regionally adopted transportation
improvement program or capital improvement plan or program of a
transportation service provider.

(B) Transportation facilities, improvements or services that are
authorized in a local transportation system plan and for which a
funding plan or mechanism is in place or approved. These include, but
are not limited to, transportation facilities, improvements or services
for which: transportation systems development charge revenues are
being collected; a local improvement district or reimbursement district
has been established or will be established prior to development; a
development agreement has been adopted; or conditions of approval
to fund the improvement have been adopted.

(C) Transportation facilities, improvements or services in a
metropolitan planning organization (MPO) area that are part of the

area’s federaly-approved,-financially-constrained adopted regional

1
transportation system plan.

660-12-0060 (4)(b) When the amendment involves property within
one-half mile of an existing or planned interchange on an Interstate
Highway, as measured from the center point of the interchange, in
determining whether an amendment has a significant effect on an existing
or planned transportation facility under section 1(c) of this rule, local
governments shall rely on existing transportation facilities and services
and the planned transportation facilities, improvements and services in
(a)(A) through (C) of this section.

i HoR.
Section 5 - Definitions

660-012-0005 Definitions

Metro Comments
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Transportation facility - physical improvements that serve one or more
modes of travel, including motor vehicles, transit, bicycles and
pedestrians.

Metro Comments
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Attachment ‘B’

Map: Areas affected by the Interstate Highway protection provisions
in the Draft Oregon Transportation Planning Rule amendments.

Metro Comments
Draft Oregon Transportation Rule Amendments
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DEFTOF NORTHWEST
Fes . s DISTRICT ASSOCIATION g\"’é
. sEmy 2257 NW Raleigh St.

ANDDELC I PORTLAND, OR 87210 /A\\

(603) 823-4212 -

21 February 2005

John VanLandingham, Chair

Land Conservation and Development Commission
635 Capitol St., NE

Salem, OR 97301-2540

Dear Chair VanLandingham:

The Northwest District Association is the neighborhood association for Northwest Portland.
Having recently prevailed at LUBA against the City of Portland on their failure to update the
Portland TSP with regard to amendments to our neighborhood plan, we are particularly sensitive
to the importance of the Transportation Planning Rule and appreciate the opportunity to
comment with regard to the current proposed amendments as they may affect the ability of
neighborhoods to protect their character and livability.

Our first concern is about the new proposed Section 2(e) “Providing other measures as a
condition of development...” We fear that this creates an opportunity for jurisdictions to bypass
true analysis and planning and instead create a ‘fig leaf’ for new development that has serious
impacts on the transportation system. This is essentially what the City of Portland attempted in
NWDA vs. City of Portland.

We are also very concerned about the new Section 3. Allowing transportation facilities to remain
below standards is inconsistent with promoting neighborhood livability.

We suggest that these two provisions be removed from the proposed rule.

Thank you for your consideration of our input.

1edrich
NWDA President



CITY OF déh\/

AT YOUR SERVICE
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February 28, 2005

John VanLandingham, Chair

Land Conservation and Development Commission
635 Capitol Street NE, Suite 150

Salem, OR 97301-2540

Dear Chair VanLandingham:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed amendments to the Transportation
Planning Rule (TPR). The City of Salem supports the efforts of the Commission to clarify the intent
of the TPR in light of the rulings issued in Jagua v. City of Springfield. While we support revisions
that directly address the Jaqua ruling, we would like to draw your attention to concerns that we
have with other proposed amendments. Specific comments on the proposed amendments are shown
in the enclosed version of Section 660-012-0060.

Section 660-012-0060(1)(c)(C) will make it more difficult for core areas of Salem to redevelop.

This amendment is in response to the Jagua decision and expands the definition of when a plan or
land use regulation amendment would have a “significant effect” on a transportation facility by
including transportation facilities that are already failing. We believe that the unintended
consequence of this proposed amendment will be to encourage sprawl and make redevelopment of
core downtown areas more difficult if not impossible. We similarly oppose the new Section 660-
012-0060(3) that specifies possible mitigation measures where a transportation facility is already
failing. In many cases, the congestion on transportation facilities in core areas that are already
failing could only be relieved by adding lanes that would destroy the vital commercial core that is
generating the traffic. As an example, a recent land use regulation amendment to allow mixed-use
development just south of downtown Salem (The Meridian Project) would not have been possible
with this proposed amendment to the TPR. The City of Salem requests deletion of sub-section (C)
and deleting the entire proposed section (3) on page 4 of the draft revisions to the rule.

Section 660-012-0060(2)(a) is unclear and will create greater confusion.

The new language is unclear as to what measures might be adopted. The previous language was
clear that limiting land uses to be consistent with the planned function, capacity, and performance
standards of the transportation facility was a possible mitigation measure for local governments to

consider. We would recommend that this be clarified.

The addition of “minor transportation improvements” in Section 660-012-0060(2)(e) appears
to limit what improvements the City could require from a developer.

We believe it is important to be able to require developers to mitigate the impacts of their
developments as appropriate. Sometimes this will involve minor transportation improvements, and

< AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER «



John VanLandingham, Chair
February 28, 2005
Page 2

other times it will involve major transportation improvements. While we recognize that we could
still require major transportation improvements as a requirement of a Traffic Impact Analysis,
calling out “minor” transportation improvements in this section could make it more difficult for the
City to require the addition of travel lanes or other transportation improvements as part of achieving
compliance with the TPR. We also find the definition of “minor transportation improvements”
confusing since it is only a list of examples.

Section 660-012-0060(4)(a)(E) adds an additional level of planning on top of already required
planning.

Making a determination of which projects within the Salem TSP are “reasonably likely to be
provided within the planning period” will require additional staff resources, which are already
limited and consumed by existing planning requirements. Making this determination at the time of
a proposed plan amendment or zone change will increase the complexity of processing plan
amendments and zone changes to adjust to changing circumstances and respond to opportunities in
our community. We believe that the City and developers should be able to rely on the
improvements that have already been identified through our existing planning processes.

Section 660-012-0060(4)(b) seeks to protect the function of highway interchanges, but needs to
provide cities flexibility to develop urban lands and work collaboratively with ODOT on
mitigation measures.

The City of Salem supports the orderly and timely provision of infrastructure in concert with
development. It is important for the economy of the City and region to have interchanges that
function efficiently. However, it is important that cities have the flexibility to develop lands within
their urban growth boundaries to best meet their urban needs, which includes making changes to
their Comprehensive Plan designations and zoning code maps. Cities especially need the flexibility
to take advantage of economic development opportunities when they become available. The City of
Salem recommends that sub-section (b) be re-written to reflect a discretionary, collaborative process
with ODOT rather than a mandatory approach to regulating land use development within
interchange areas.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment on these proposed amendments to the TPR. We
look forward to participating in continued review of other sections of the TPR over the coming

months.

Sincerely,

Janet Tayor, May:
City of Salem

Enclosure: Proposed Administrative Rule Amendments (01/03/05)
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Proposed Administrative Rule Amendments

January 3, 2005

OAR 660, DIVISION 012

TRANSPORTATION PLANNING RULE

660-012-0060
Plan and Land Use Regulation Amendments

City of Salem comments on TPR Rulemaking, DRAFT 2/14/05

Page 1 of 7
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SECTION 660-012-0060(1)

(1) Where an amendment to a functional plan, an acknowledged comprehensive

plan, or a land use regulation would significantly affect an existing or planned

transportation facility, the local government shall put in place measures as provided in

section (2) of this rule to assure that allowed land uses are consistent with the identified

function, capacity, and performance standards (e.g. level of service, volume to capacity

ratio, etc.) of the facility. A plan or land use regulation amendment significantly affects a

transportation facility if it would:

(a) Change the functional classification of an existing or planned transportation

facility;
(b) Change standards implementing a functional classification system; or

d identified in the adopted

transportation system plan:

(A) Allow types or levels of land uses that would result in levels of travel or

access that are inconsistent with the functional classification of an existing or planned

The City of
Salem
supports this
clarification
of the end of
planning
period.

transportation facility;

(B) Reduce the performance of an existing or planned transportation facility

below the minimum acceptable performance standard identified in the TSP or

comprehensive plan; or

section (3) on page 4 of this draft.

The City of Salem does not support (C) or associated
new section 660-012-0060(3). We believe that these
new provisions would have the unintended
consequence of encouraging sprawl by making it
more difficult to redevelop in core areas that already
experience congestion, such as downtown Salem.
The City of Salem recommends deleting this new
sub-section (C) and deleting the entire proposed

City of Salem comments on TPR Rulemaking, DRAFT 2/14/05 Page 2 of 7




SECTION 660-012-0060 (2)

(2) Where a local government determines that there would be a significant effect,
compliance with OAR 660-012-0060(1) shall be accomplished through one or a

combination of the following;

The City of Salem
recommends that

subsection 2(a) be
clarified as shown.

(b) Amending the TSP or comprehensive plan to provide transportation facilities

adequate to support the proposed land uses consistent with the requirements of this

division.

(c) Altering land use designations, densities, or design requirements to reduce

demand for automobile travel and meet travel needs through other modes.

(d) Amending the TSP to modify the planned function, capacity or performance

standards of the transportation facility.

(e) Providing other measures as a condition of development, including

transportation system management measures or miRer-transportation improvements.

The City of Salem recommends deleting
the word “minor” since it implies that the
City would not be able to condition other
major transportation improvements (such
as an additional travel lane) on
development as a way to mitigate a
significant effect. Also see note about
proposed definition of “minor
transportation improvement” on page 7.

City of Salem comments on TPR Rulemaking, DRAFT 2/14/05 Page 3 of 7



i

AN W

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23

24

SECTION 660-012-0060 (3)

(3) Notwithstanding sections (1) and (2) of this

As mentioned on page 2, the City of
rule, where an existing transportation facility is Salem does not support the addition
of these provisions and recommends
already performing below the minimum acceptable | that this section be deleted in its
entirety. If it is not removed, the
City recommends that the
subsections (3)(a) and (3)(b) be
revised as shown here.

performance standard identified in a TSP or

comprehensive plan at the time an amendment

application is submitted, and where in the absence

of the amendment application existing and planned transportation facilities,

improvements and services as set forth in section (4) of this rule would not be adequate to

achieve consistency with the identified function, capacity or performance standard for

that facility at the end of the planning period identified in the adopted TSP, a local

government may approve the amendment provided the following are satisfied:

(a) The proposed development will mitigate the impacts of the amendment by the

time of development through one or a combination of transportation improvements or

measures in a manner that aveidsfurtherdeeradationto-the performance-of-thefacility

and-moves the facility in the direction of achieving compliance with its identified

performance standard; and

(b) For affected state hishways, ODOT provides a written statement that the

identified mitigation improvements or measures are sufficient to aveid-further

and-move the facility in the

direction of achieving compliance with its identified performance standard.

City of Salem comments on TPR Rulemaking, DRAFT 2/14/05 Page 4 of 7
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SECTION 660-012-0060 (4)

(4) Determinations under sections (1) - (3) of this rule shall be coordinated with affected

transportation facility and service providers and other affected local governments.

(a) Except when the amendment involves property within one-half mile of an

existing or planned interchange on an Interstate Highway, in determining whether an
amendment has a significant effect on an existing or planned transportation facility under

section 1(c) of this rule, local governments shall rely on existing transportation facilities

and services and the following planned transportation facilities, improvements and

services:

(A) Transportation facilities, improvements or services that are funded for

construction or implementation in the Statewide Transportation Improvement Program or

a locally or regionally adopted transportation improvement program or capital

improvement plan or program of a transportation service provider.

(B) Transportation facilities, improvements or services that are authorized in a

local transportation system plan and for which a funding plan or mechanism is in place or

approved. These include, but are not limited to, transportation facilities, improvements or

services for which: transportation systems development charge revenues are being

collected; a local improvement district or reimbursement district has been established or

will be established prior to development; a development agreement has been adopted: or

conditions of approval to fund the improvement have been adopted.

(C) Transportation facilities, improvements or services in a metropolitan planning

organization (MPO) area that are part of the area’s federally-

The City of Salem recommends

approved, financially constrained regional transportation that local governments be allowed
to rely on all planned
system plan. transportation facilities within the

local TSP as is currently allowed.

(D) Improvements to state highways that are included | These new provisions have the
) ] ) ) potential to create a new layer of
as planned improvements in a regional or local transportation | required planning to determine

what is “likely to be provided.”

system plan or comprehensive plan when ODOT provides a

written statement that the improvements are reasonably likely to be provided within the

planning period.

City of Salem comments on TPR Rulemaking, DRAFT 2/14/05 Page 5 of 7
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(E) Improvements to regional and local roads, streets or other transportation

facilities or services that are included as planned improvements in a regional or local

transportation system plan or comprehensive plan when the local government(s) or

transportation service provider(s) with jurisdiction over the improvements provides a

written statement that the improvements are reasonably likely to be provided within the

planning period.

(b) When the amendment involves property within

) o ] The City of Salem supports
one-half mile of an existing or planned interchange on an | protecting the function of

highway interchanges, but needs
the ability to develop lands
within the UGB to urban
densities. The City would like to
has a significant effect on an existing or planned see section (b) rewritten to
reflect a discretionary,

transportation facility under section 1(c) of this rule, local | collaborative process rather than
an assertive, mandatory process.

Interstate Highway, as measured from the center point of

the interchange, in determining whether an amendment

governments shall rely on existing transportation facilities

and services and the planned transportation facilities, improvements and services in

(a)(A) through (C) of this section. However, if ODOT provides a written statement that

the amendment would not adversely impact the interchange, then local governments may

also rely on the improvements identified in subsections (a)(D) and (E) of this section.

NOTE: EXISTING SECTIONS 660-012-0060 (4) — (7) WILL BE RENUMBERED AS
SECTIONS (5) - (8). NO AMENDMENTS TO EXISTING SECTIONS 660-012-0060
(4) - (7) ARE PROPOSED.

City of Salem comments on TPR Rulemaking, DRAFT 2/14/05 Page 6 of 7
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660-012-0005

Definitions

Add the following definition to this rule.

(Note: Definitions are listed alphabetically in the rule. If the proposed definition is

adopted, the sections of this rule will be renumbered to insert the new definition in the

correct alphabetical order.)

' include, but are not

limited to, signalization, addition of turn lanes or

merge/deceleration lanes on arterial or collector streets, provision

of local streets, and transportation system management measures.

Minor transportation improvements may or may not be listed as

Note that this is not
worded as a
definition, only
examples. The City of
Salem also
recommends that this
be deleted as
referenced in our
comment on page 3.

planned projects in a TSP where the improvement is otherwise consistent with the TSP.

Minor transportation improvements do not include interchanges or new interchange

ramps, new collector or arterial streets, road realignments or addition of travel lanes.

City of Salem comments on TPR Rulemaking, DRAFT 2/14/05 Page 7 of 7




Mark D. Whitlow

pronNE: 503.727.2073

Fax: 503.727.2222

EMalL: mwhitlow@perkinscoie.com

1120 NW. Couch Street, Tenth Floor
Portland, OR 97209-4128
PHONE: 503.727.2000

FAX: §03.727.2222

www,perkinscoie.com

February 3, 2005
VIA EMAIL

Mr. John H. Van Landingham

c¢/o Bob Cortright

Land Conservation and Development Commission
635 Capitol Street NE Suite 150

Salem, OR 97301

Re: Proposed TPR Amendments / RTF Comments
Dear Chair Van Landingham and Commission Members:

This letter supplements the RTF's prior letter of February 3, 2005 by providing
comments to the Final Suggestions and Commentary included in Frank Angelo's
memorandum of February 15, 2005 to the joint OTC/LCDC Transportation
Subcommittee (the most recent draft available at this time). As before, this letter will
briefly summarize our current comments for your consideration.

1. Zone Changes in Conformance with Comprehensive Plans

Clarify that zone changes in conformance with comprehensive plans do not
trigger TPR review because they are not "an amendment to a functional plan, an
acknowledged comprehensive plan, or a land use regulation," within the context of
determining significant effect. While most comprehensive plan amendments require a
companion zone change, not all zone changes require plan amendments. Zone
changes made in conformance with comprehensive plan designations do not. Such
"in conformance" zone changes merely implement the comprehensive plan, albeit
through a different conforming zone. Merely changing from one conforming zone to
another should not trigger TPR review for a significant effect, because the effect of
the most intensive impacts of all conforming zones under the comprehensive plan
designation would have already been measured and taken into account at the time of
plan acknowledgement.

[32367-0001/PA050600.125]
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Mr. John H. Van Landingham
March 2, 2005
Page 2

The existing rule is ambiguous on this point. Due to the ambiguity, LUBA has
held that a zone change in conformance with a comprehensive plan does amend a land
use regulation, and therefore triggers the TPR. Adams v. City of Medford, 39 Or
LUBA 464 (2001). However, that opinion focused on a local code provision
expressly providing that the zoning map was "made a part of" the city's land use
regulations, and that the code was adopted to "implement and supplement the [City of
Medford] Comprehensive Plan." LUBA provided no further analysis beyond stating
that under these provisions, an amendment to the zoning map necessarily amends a
land use regulation. As described above, a more logical result under the existing
Oregon land use planning system would be obtained if the rule were clarified to
provide that zoning map changes that do not also require changes in the local
comprehensive plan do not trigger the TPR.

2. Interchange Management / IAMPs

Further limit the applicability of the proposed "half-mile rule" in
Section 0060(3)(d) and Section 0060(4)(a)&(b) to the 36 existing interchanges (out of
a total of 348) that ODOT staff has identified as being at risk (at capacity or otherwise
falling below operational standards and needing management strategies applied and/or
improvements made to maintain their intended function).

As the Commission is aware, ODOT and the OTC initiated a proposed
interchange management work program in 2004 which is ongoing and interactive with
the Commission and DLCD. I attach a related ODOT memo to the OTC dated
January 5, 2004 and subsequent Interchange Management Staff Report of May 26,
2004, which provide significant detail regarding the parameters of the work program.
While the staff report includes a suggestion that amendments to the TPR could
provide more guidance about protecting the function of interchanges when
considering plan amendments, a full reading of the memorandum clearly suggests that
the solution to interchange management is based upon the intergovernmental adoption
of Interchange Area Management Plans (IAMPs), not the unilateral authority of any
one agency or jurisdiction.

The "half-mile rule" should not override the ongoing interchange management
work program. Rather, the applicability of the "half-mile rule" should be limited to
the interchanges that ODOT has identified as currently being at risk, with a
companion commitment made by the Commission and the OTC to accelerate the
adoption of IAMPs for those interchanges on an expedited basis.

[32367-0001/PA050600.125] 03/02/08



Mr. John H. Van Landingham
March 2, 2005
Page 3

As before, the above-referenced revisions are requested in the alternative to
other comments and revisions previously proposed by the Retail Task Force.

Thank you for your continued attention to these important issues.

Respectfully submitted,

Al

Mark D. Whitlow

MDW:plm

Enclosure

cc:  Lane Shetterly
Stuart Foster
Bruce Wamer
RTF Participants

[32367-0001/PADS0600.125) 03/02/085



Oregon Deparmentof Tasporain

Theodore R. Kulongoski, Governor 355 CaplmlRmSL g‘;
Salem, Oregon 97301-3871
DATE: January 5, 2004
TO: Oregon Transportation Commission
FILE CODE:
FROM: Bruce A. Wamer
Director

SUBJECT: Proposed Interchange Management Work Program

Requested Actlon:
Review of proposed work program for interchange management.

Backqround:

At its October 2003 work session, the OTC directed staff to identify the adequacy and effectiveness of
existing tools and authorities and determine the extent of the problem the agency faces maintaining
the function of interchanges around the state. The Commission asked staff to prepare a work program
that will assess and recommend any needed enhancements to existing rules, new rules or enhanced
resources to achieve desired function and land use/transportation balance around interchanges. To
achieve these tasks staff has focused on the two malin efforts: (1) determining legal authorities and (2)
developing a list of interchanges and intersections that may have their mobility function prematurely
impacted by future development.

" To clarify legal authorities, staff asked the Department of Justice (DOJ) to assess both ODOT and
Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) statutes and rules that can be applied to
interchange management. Staff have Presented a series of questions, included as Attachment A, to
DOJ and will be working with them over the next few months to clarify where our collective authorities

lie and to what extent they can be effective in achieving our objectives of managing the long-term
function of interchanges.

To better understand the potential magnitude of issues associated with interchange area
management, staff is performing an analysis of all existing and proposed interchanges throughout the
state and working with ODOT region planners to establish which, in their estimation, are the high
priority interchanges and intersections that will need the most attention (see Attachment B). This

assessment is currently being done and as with the legal authority assessment will be completed by
the end of March.

Itis anticipated that the following general criteria will be used as analytical tools in the assessment to
generate a list of interchanges where there is a high potential for transportation, development and/or
land use issues. A frame of reference will be to assess where there would be a need to develop

interchange area management plans or to strengthen transportation system plans to include
protections for these investments.

1. Existing interchanges that are at capacity or otherwise falling below operational standards and

need management strategies applied and/or improvements made to maintain their intended
function.

2. Interchanges where the local comprehensive plan authorizes land uses that, when built out, will

result in the interchange operation falling below standards.

Form 731-0323 (1-03) WS



a. Areas where the development potential is not compatible with the function or capacity of the
interchange.

b. Interchanges where their function is not adequately recognized or protected in comprehensive
plans or TSPs.
3. Interchanges where growth pressures and market demands are high and there Is likelihood that
plan amendments and zone changes to more intense uses will be approved.

a. Interchanges in rural areas near a UGB that is likely to expand to include the interchange
area for urban development.

b. Interchanges in urban areas that may be redeveloped or designated as a new commercial
genter.
4. New interchanges

a. Existing intersections that are scheduled for replacement with an interchange.
b. New interchange locations where development pressure and market demands are evident.

ODOT staff continues to work with Land Conservation Development Commission (LCDC) and their
staff to coordinate efforts to devise the best course of action. At its meeting in November, the LCDC
also directed its statf to “vigorously” review and assess existing tools and authorities for effectiveness
in managing interchange areas before proposing new ones. The intent of this effort is to understand
oollectlv§ly what tools is available, how best to apply them and how effective they are in achieving the
desired fesults. Also, LCDC will be evaluating, over the next few months, the effectiveness of the
planning standards in the Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) to reduce reliance on the automobile In
metropolitan areas. By spring 2004 they will have a report that may suggest revisions to the rule. This
may be an opportunity for ODOT to participate and look at possible revisions to the rule to enhance
interchange management requirements of local govermnments.

Staff is also looking at various efforts currently underway that are dealing with these very interchange
management issues. As projects such as Jackson School Road Interchange, Rickreall Interchange
and the Newberg-Dundee Bypass (with interchanges) are being developed; ODOT staff is working
with other state agencies, local governments and interested stakeholders to apply appropriate
interchange management techniques. In these situations they are exercising authorities and using
tools to see how they work in real project situations. As the projects progress and issues are worked

through, staff will apply its knowledge and experience to assess the adequacy and effectiveness of
existing tools and authorities.

In summary, it is hoped the results of this analysis on interchanges in combination with a better
understanding of both DLCD's and ODOT’s legal authority will determine what next steps may or may
not be necessary in order to manage the interchanges appropriately. It is-anticipated that this work
effort will be completed by the end of March. The results will than be written up and presented to the
Oregon Transportation Commission (OTC) with recommendations for implementation or next steps
depending on the results of the analysis.

Enclosures
Attachment A: List of Legal Questions
Attachment B: Dratt of List of Interchanges

65 . ‘osures) to.
John Rosenberger  Lori Sundstrom John Jackely Craig Greenleaf
Mike Marsh Bob Cortright, DLCD Anna Russo Region Managers
Patrick Cooney Richard Reynolds  Jerri Bohard Region Planning Managers

. RLORY
Proposed interchange Management Work Program Lir.
12-23-03



ATTACHMENT A

Legal Questions Associated with Interchange Area Managament
11/24/03

Question 1: What authority does ODOT have to limit or affect decisions by a city or

regional govemment to expand its urban growth boundary (UGB) in the direction of an
interchange?

Question 2: To what extent can city, county or regional governments, in conjunction
with ODOT, adopt policies that limit expansion of UGBs in the direction of an
interchange?

Question 3: May a county, in order to comply with the requirements of the .
Transportation Planning Rule or to meet goal exceptions requirements, prohibit or
impose restrictions on uses that are permitted outright in EFU zones?

Question 4:  Does ODOT have the authority to limit and/or require local govemments
to limit trip production (number of vehicles accessing a highway) through trip allocation
methods? For example, could ODOT through an adopted plan, such as a facility plan or
an interchange area management plan, establish limits on the number of trips that may
be allowed on a certain segment of highway roadway, and would a local govemment
then be obligated to limit land uses consistent with such a requirement.

Question 5: Does the Brentmar decision (Brentmar v. Jackson County) that limits
county authority to restrict uses that are otherwise permitted in EFU zones, prevent a
county from adopting a trip allocation ordinance that would apply to such uses? l.e.,
could the county adopt a zone that would allow the EFU uses, but would likely have the
effect of restricting the size of such uses based on the number of trips they are likely to

put on a road or highway segment. Can a local govemment adopt a trip cap ordinance
consistent with Brentmar?

Question 6: Does LCDC have the authority under the post-acknowledgment plan
amendment and periodic review statutes (ORS 197.610 to 197.650) or other statutes to
place conditions of approval on UGB or comprehensive plan amendments to protect

interchanges and resource lands in their vicinities? If so, are there limitations on the
scope of conditions LCDC might require?

Question 7: What is the nature and extent of ODOT's authority to acquire and control
access beyond 1,320 feet from an interchange ramp?

Question 8: What is the nature and extent of ODOT's authority to purchase
development rights or access rights in order to protect the function of an interchange?



—— . . PR . . - L4




14vHL

1 JAN QH 6605 YHARY VIENN'10D HIZXM] ¢
T AN aH €LY WHAR VIENNTI0D AVOd HHND NVWYHEH| b€
1 WA AH 101 €87 AMH[90'SY YHAR VIENN10D SID0T1AAVOSYO Lsva| €€
1 YAN QH 101 £82 AMHI[99°€Y WHAR VIEANI0D SIDOTHAVOSVO ISaM| 2¢
1 TION LToY YHAR VIENNI0D FTIASNNOE| 1€
1 TION TI'LE YHAN VIENNT0D TIVANENNVA| 0f
1 LT 1Of ST AMHI|YS'SE FHATY VIENNT0D Nosaod| 67
I LI0N 80'8T WHAR VIENNI0D THATVANE| 82
1 LN 66 7T YAARM VIENNT00 MAVd 300 FHISO0N| LT
1 L1InW 01°7C WHAR VIENNT0D L13990D| 92
1 LINW 8Ll WA VIENNTO0D QvOY Nva¥Of| ST
1 LN ogLT JHATI VIGNATOD FIVAINOYL] +7
1 LINW 0691 YAAII VISNATOD JARIQ ANDIVIN| €7
1 LINW avod VLVIV|L6'ST YHAR VIGNNTO0D dAV W8e? LSVAHIMON| 7T
1 LN 1224 YHAR VISNNTO0D| JAV PLO0T| 12
1 LN E0°El WHAR VIEANTOD AAVSIST| 0
T IINN 80°01 YBARI VIEANTO0D HAV PUzZl| 61
1 LINN 100 ¥9 AMHI[EL9 ~__WHAR VIFANTOD FAY PUz0l ISVAHINON| 81
1 LINN 10°¢ WHARI VIGANI0O AAV Puzg| Ll
1 LINN IHYLS XASTVH ANIST Y YHAR VIENN10D GNNIAY P89 ISVAHLION| 91
1 LINN THMILS 1es AN[SS € AATI VIGANTOD| _ 199ULS NVSTIO LSVAHLINON| ¢1
1 LI sS'T YHAR VIEWNTOD| HAVHI6EAN| ¥1
1 LINW LIT (8D ¢ AMH - YA VIEWNIO0D! HNNHAV PIgE LSVHHLNON! €l
1 L. (g - qvoy 4
! oW JATSVISINQTIODI0LO puge - (€17 30) 39 AMH - HIONAJVISVY 11
1 HSYA 69°9 IVDLL-NOLYAAVHE SAV PuzL LSHMHINOS| Ol
1 HSVAM 100 M1 AMH|06°S QIVOLL-NOLYHAVEE @IVOLL] 6
1 HSYM 6 QUVOLL-NOLYHAVEE avOd NANENFHED ‘M'S| 8
1 HSVA| 01z Y0 - IOMI¥] AMH|Z8'E QIVOLL-NOLYHAVAE ssmIooud| L
1 HSYA QdATE TIVH[OS'E QUVDILL-NOLUEAVHEE| AMH NILVIVALNOL¥BAVAEL| 9
1 HSYAM 20°€ QUVDLL-NOLYHAVES avOd ANNHA LSHMHLNOS| ¢
T HSVM _ vz AVOLL-NOL¥HAVHE GATd NHTIV ISAMHLNOS| ¥
1 HSVM| 0198 ¥0 - 1Of 67 AMHILY'T QIVOLL-NOL¥HAVHE NOI¥HAVEM] ¢
1 HSVA 760 QUVDLL-NOLYHAVHE avOd YTXIVM "M'S| T
T | HSVM 9Z 40 - 101 Ly AMHI10°0 (L1790 171 AMH - QIVOLL-NOLYHAVES STIHYVaED| !
: sogueyodu] SunsSxy
: Speoy {8207 pue 8jelS JO Suopoesisiu| pejeredos epels
f coruE wolsks AemybiH uobaiQ sy} uo sabueyolaiu]
_ g INIW VLLV . ‘Ha




WVNOIVIN _.8M

LINW

£L°00¢

JHIDVd

SL

I

i LIONW 101 19 AMH|95°66C DHIOVd AVMHDIH O9EMSO| #L
1 LTION 81°L6T OHIDVd TEOITIMYAL] €L
1 LINW AVMHOIH TV.LIIVD|00°S67 JLADVd AVMHOH TYLIIVO| 7L
1 LION 101 M1 AMH|S8€6T DLV CQUVOILHLION| 1L
1 HSYM 0E €67 JHDVd SENIVH ISHMHLNOS| 0L
i HSVA 101 v¥1 AMH|0Z T6C OLIDYd QIVDLLH1INOS| 69
1 HSYM| 67 16T DLIDVd AAd SANOOG WAddN| 89
I HSVAM 189°067 OHIDVd AdEad SHNOOT ¥HMOT| L9
T HSVA 05°68¢C OLIDVd avod DINGAN| 99
1 HSVM. 100 ¥9 XMH|L6'88T JHDVd AMd ANVILIOd ISVE| €9
1 HSVM| 101 171 AMH|81'98C JHIDVd avod QIOHIVIS| +9
1 WOV 38°€8C G-D 1 XMH - OHIDVd FTIOANOSTIM| €9
1 —JDCLEAMHITLES L . A (42
I OV IDf €6 XMHISY LS _JOOH 1IN _SONRIdS WVA| 19
1 IOVD] 1Df pL1 AMH[PS 61 QOOH 1IN ONIJO4!} 09
I LI0W! 3141 (97 ¥0) 97 AMH - COOH 1IN TA4LS HaISNAING 1SvH| 65
I LINW SLYT AMI ANV INOJIIV| 8S
1 LI0N 1Df €21 AMHIOL €T XM ANVILNOd ISVH QATd VIENNTOD| LS
1 TINN 79°02 AMA ANYLLYOd 1SVE 13941 AVIS| 9
1 IO 1Of 97 AMHI[BE 61 AMJ ANYLLIOd ISVA TTAMOJ-NOISIAIQ] S¢S
i LInN 1Dr 97 AMH[ZI'61 AMd ANV LLIOd 1SVH QAT TIHMOd TS| S
1 IINN 8Ll AMd NYV110d ISVH ID0LSACOM-GRI YALSOd| €S
1 MoVl avod NOSNHOf|FT'91 AMd GNVILN0d LSVH avod JaIsTl| zs
1 IOV oE Y1 AMd ANV1LN0d 1SVH avod HASANNNS] 1§
1 OV 101 IL1 AMHIJ6EE] XM ANY1LY0d ISVH avod DIVl 0s
1 IOV 101 IL1 AMH|LTT AMd ANVIINOd 1SVE SVINVIOVDD| 6¢
1 OV |a pus TSIS0°T1 AMd ANV1LYOd LSVE ANoLsavIo| sv
1 IOVID| 1398Ls NOLONIHSVMT Ol AMd ANV1INOd ISVE HOV1d Xavd| Ly
1 IOV IOr 21 XMH|6T'6 AMd ANV1INOd ISVA AL NODHEEO] 9
1 JOVD 101 € AMH[T8'8 AMA ANV'LLY0d LSYH NNTTIsam| sy
1 IOV IATALS BO1{0F9 AMd ANVLLY0d 1SVd NNITISEMHINOS] t¥
I JOVD]  avOod QU0AAV.LIS "M'S|91°€ (S0T-D 9 AMH - M3 ANV'LLIOd ISVA YHANNOD SUDINYM| €
I LINW 0LTL _MT WA VIINNTOO VNOAVM! T
1 LION 6°09 MT YHAN YIENN'TOO avod NMOLAaImMS] I
1 _LINN 081 (0 40) MT AMH - AT JHAN YIENNTOOD HAV WOTAAV B1Z| OF
1 YA QH v ¥9 VI D YIAT JOOH 1SVH| 6€
1 JAN H 76'€9 WAAR VISNNI0D IAMIIS PUT| 8¢
1 dAd GH| IOl 9 ARHI[90°Z9 AR VISNNI0D)] YAAD AOOH LSAM| LE
1 dAd aH 096 WAAR VIGW'IOD OINTIA! 9¢

speoy [8207 pue ejels Jo SUoRoasIa] pejesedegs apein)
€021 weysAs AemybiH uobaiO ey} uo sebueyoiey|
g INJWHOVLLY 1dvHa

14vda




1 HSVM 08°0L JHSNNS STIH LASNNS| +11
1 HSVM 0S°0L JASNNS QYOI NLLSNY| €11
4 HSVM LOf 1 AMH|61°69 JHSNNS QAVOLL-NOLIHAYHAL] TI1
1 HSVM e 89 JHSNNS AATH STIHIVAHD] 111
I HSVM S1'L9 JHASNNS VO AVANNWI 011
1 HSVAM avod TTHNIODI06'SY JHSNNS N8ST ¥ A TIBNAOD| 601
1 HSVAM S6'V9 JHSNNS NHHYO NOSNOJa| 80t
1 HSVAM 6T¥9 JHSNNS AV PSSL "M'N] LOT
1 HSVAM Ly'T9 JHSNOS AMH SSVd SNTTENIOD| 901
1 HSVA 90°'19 JHSNOS avod VLIHATHH]| C01
1 HSVM 0L 8S JASNNS AvVOd NOSAOVI| +01
1 HSVM JHTALS IST{9T°LS JHSNOS SNIVId HLION| €01
1 HSYAM 61°SS JASNNS avod WVHSYAA; 701
1 HSVA JIf LS AMHIEY'ES JHSNNS Avod HTVANIVINNONW! 101
1 HSVAM 08°0 (9T SOV LYy AMH - IASNNS AVAQVOud! 001
I LINW JOf MTAMHIOL'T AMANQIAVIS INOWHIH ISHM| 66
1 LTINN SdNVYI NVSTIO SN'1d€e°C AMd WNIAYLS SAISNING] 86
1 LI JOf. Ly AMHITO'1 (oD 19 XMH - A M WAIAVIS AMH JISNNS! L6
1 L.E gTS OLIDVd JJTALS Moz| 96
I LINW . Isrs LSHM OLIIOVd YTINHOS| S6
1 JINN| 98’ LSHM OHIOVd QAT HYWONLTNN| 6
1 LJINW JOf 0¥ AMHIITE LSHM JHIOVd . AVOANIAVIS| €6
1 LI0W QOOH "INIES 1 (M66 J0) M1 AMH - LSHM OHIDVd aATd dngavd] 6
I Moé—a( HANH-ATIANOSTIM VS LT JSVE JLIIOVd J40LAD ATIANOSTIM| [6
I MOV 00'8 JISVH JLIOVd IDINVMTIN] 06
I AOVIO| IO 1L XMH[9Y'S JSVH JHIOVd AMH SYHVIDVID| 68
I LTI SL'y JLSVH OLIIOVd JHIALS VIWODOVL| 88
1 LI0W JOCH "LINI8Y'1 - (366 ¥O) 1 AMH - LSVH DHIOVd DA ANV'ISI SSOd| L8
1 LTINW HOVAE NHZINVII€6"L0E o) 2 10) /.| ANVISINGJXVH]| 98
1 JLINN JOr d1 AMH|0€ L0E IHIDVd HAV NOINIVAMH IJIMS{ S8
I LINKW| JOf M1 XMH|0890€ JHIOVd NAVAVITHA] +8
1 LINN 8190t JHIDVd JATE VIGNNTOD| €8
1 LN JOf €71 XMHIPF SO JMHIDVd LS (AVANOTHLION| 78
1 LINW £6' POt OHIDVd AATE ANVIIYOd| 18
1 LINW 86°€0¢ JHIOVd JLTTHLS ONIOD! 08
1 LTIN JOr 19 ZMHIOT€0€ OHIDVd JLNOWHAA 1SVA; 6L
I LTINA S 20E JHIOVd LS NOOTHO-LS THSSNI| 8L
I LINA JOf TAMHIIGT0E JHIOVd AMS TTHIENYE] LL
1 1IN : 60°'10¢ JHIDVd HOANIH NOSTIOW| 9L
SpeOY [e907] pUR 8}BlS JO suonoesiaju| pajeredes epelr)
S0/ZL/2l wesAg AemybiH uobalp ayy uo sebueyoisy)
g INIW' ~ VLY 1" 4a

LdvH(




dANV'T yLYLY JHIDVd HAOID HOV.LLOD| TS1T

[4

[4 HANV'T 9'1IL1 DV QVOUNOANOT} IST
(4 ANV J1Of 97T AMH|9Y'391 (-D [ ZMH - JHIDVd AMH SQIAIG-NFHSOD| 0S1
z_| NTIOONIT 117501 ISV _IDf SI10] 6¥1
T VIO 79°0E 1SVOD NODHIO NETRIVA| 8F1
T VIO €£5°6T JLSY0D NODHIO JATYLS LISNAOS| Lb]
[4 IV JIIf Ly AMH|96'¥C 1SV0OD NOOHRIO HOVHY NONNVD| 91
T V1D L[ 201 AMHIPIY — (101 SN 6 AMH - 1SYOD NOOHIO JINIOd HIINS; St1
z_| NORIVI ETEL JNVLINYS HIMON| HI00S AMH HAVD! 4
[4 NODVIN| INHD avOu 90’10 JI0DIESTT WVIINVS HLION ALDNTIIAS| €v1
[4 NOIIYN €6'8 INVIINVS HLION avod MVHS-HTIASHNOV| T¥]
[ NORVIN 1Of €91 AMH}L99 "~ WNVIINVS HIYON STIVA WHATS] 1#1
[4 NORIVIN 'S INVLINVS HLJON JEILS HAASOf| Ov1
(4 NORIVIA HANA V4 d=HHA €0y INVLINVS HLJON! HARNA V4 I9Hd] 6€1
[4 NORIVIN} 161 (ZZ 90) 791 AMH - WVIINVS HLION im»g JLLSYONVT 8¢l
4 ANV . ID[ST AMH|96'6 : N5 KMH JZNEDPN] LET
(4 ANV 50’6 ' LIDNDIdS-HNSDNHA JAFALS puzs) ocl
[4 ANV'1 aQvoyd SINVE HOIHI0S'L JTIDONRIJS-ANSDNH JITLLS puzy] Sel
(4 ANV'] 01°9 OTHIEONTIAS-ENEDNH JATE IMVHONW| el
(4 ANV 69V T THLIONRIdS-INIDNH AVMHOMH GTHLIONRIAS| £E1
(4 HNV']I 081 T TIONRIdS-ENADNH 0dNFOD| el
[4 ANV'L avod £djiL1 A LIDNITYdS-HANHDNH avod N ALINNOD| Il
[4 ANV : 68°0 QTIONRIIS-HENADNH M1 AMHOL AMH VITHA| O]
T ANV 000 (S01-D LZT AMH - TLIDONTIJSHNEDOH AV HLL®9; 621
Z % | (Qz SO £c AMH - LIOIMANSITIVANOD %21

NNIT : (b€ 4O) - Ll |
A HANVT 0011 avoy oyngod| %t
T HNV'T SL6 ANTILTHE XVMHOH V1Tad; sil
[4 ANV'] 00'6 GNTIL Y JAV SdAId] $C1
(4 ANV1 00'L ANTILHSE AVAMSSTIIXH MN| £T1
[4 ANV'] SL9 ANTILTHE avoy aravid| Tl
[4 HNV'] : 00°S INILLTHE da ygoAve| 17l
T aNVT avod JEARI|9Y'S (921 ¥O0) 69 AMH - HNTT L'THE ViV VINVS! 071
[4 NNI'1 11 01T 8CL ALID NOLLONN{-ANVH TV _— INVONV.L 611
[4 NNI'T SITIVAYOD- ANVHTVIBTT (@66 JO) 85 AMH - ALID NOLLONN[-ANVETV GNVETV) duds] 81!
I
1 LIIOW; 6EEL JASNQS TANNNL 00T VISIA} L11
1 LINNW OO0ZJLTTL JASNAS) - SONVTHOIH} 911
1 LTNW 0€°1L JASNOS NVATAS! ST
SpBoY [B007 pue 8jelS jo suogoesiely| peyesedeg epeld)
£0/ZL/2Z} weysAg AemybiH uobaiQ ey} uo sebueyoiajuj
g LNIWHOV.LLY 14vHa

14vHda




7 | THAVA NOLAVA-WHIVS|SE'1S MHATI NOWTVS NOLXVq] 261
7 | THAVA oToY AARI NOWTVS TTHANNINPW ISVH| 161
T | THAVA S8'Ey FHATI NOWVS TTIANNINOW LSaM| 061
7 | THAVA| NVAREHS VNDAV TIA[TTYE JHATA NOWIVS 3001 SSANISNG NVATIAHS| 681
T | THAVX 09°2¢ THATI NOWTVS DNHOLNI NVARAHS| 881
7 | - _Xiod 107 0¢ AMHILULT R®1 90) 65 AMH - ¥HAIM NOWTVS GDANIA AOVTIVA £81
ANV 16621 (A\66 Q) MT AMH - ISIM DLIIDVY] s 981
z AV 1O[ 15 AMH|S9°Z8T OV QIVASNH-TTIIANOSTIM| S81
7 | NORVW avOou ODUVA|L98LT OLIOVd VIONNV-TTVYNOA]| #81
Z_| NORIVI 107 Ov1 XMHISS 11T OOV NUNGaooM| €81
z LI0A HYAWJOH |6V €92 OHIOVd sjooud| z81
Z | NORVW 0209 OLIDVd VAVAEHD| 181
7 | NOVW ID[ 31 AMH|998ST | DLV i STHASHAVH] 081
Z_|_ NORIVW 8295C OHIOVd 1HHALS JDTAVIN] 6L
Z | NORYW 107 T91 AMHIS8'€ST SV WVLINVS HLJON| 8LI
Z | NOVW 0S1ST : SHIDVd aATd ya1aany]| L
Z | NONVW 00°6Ye JLIOVd LS1S TVIOUININOD| 9LI
T | NOMVA 100 21 AMH|ER 8¥C OWIDVd TANINLAAISANNNS| SLI1
7 | NODVW 101 ¥91 AMH|16 V7T DHIDVd NOS¥HIHI HLION| vl
Z | NODVI €S EVT DIV TIH ANSDINV]|_€L1
Z | NONVA ErTve OWDVd QU IOTIVL| 2L
Z | NOVW avod YHANHA|LY 662 OLIDVd] avod ¥ANYO0D]| 141
Z | NODVA AMH NOSUALIAI 9% 3¢C OWIDVd NOSHELIHS HINOS| 0LI
z NNT1 19°LET DHIDVd IS MATA| 691
z NNT1 L9°SET LIV YEED YaqENA]_891
z NNTT ETPEL OHIDVd] ANVEIV HLGON| £91
z NNT1| _AMH WVLINVS HINOS[ET €€2 OHIDVd 91 XMH WVLLNYS| 991
z NNI'T 1Df 017 AMH|60'82C OHIOVd avOd NONVEE1] S91
z NNI'T LS91T OHIDVA| AMHOIH GNOH JHHMS-AS TVH| #91
z aNVT 00'60¢ OHIDOVd TIH ANOWVIA] €91
Z ANV ST 661 OWIDVd DANg0D] 291
7 ANV 101 69 AMH|SrS61 JHDVd dvOd ANI LTad| 191
T aNV'L 1OF L2Z AMH|¥6 €61 OHDVd TaT4IS O] 091
z ANVT IDI M1 AMH[SE 161 LDV INIOd SNDIAnT] 651
z ANV'1 11 572 XAMH[15061 JHIDVd AVASN] 861
4 ANV 1 L3681 JEIOVd]  WAMOJ ATIAENNOS]| LS
z anv| 101 81 AMH|LS 881 JHIDVd NAHSOD| 951
z ANV ST 1aHEd[Er 981 OHIDVd avouquvTua)l ssi
z ANVT 101 720 AMHIES 281 ROV THMSSTED| ¥S1
{4 ANVI] avOd LSVAE-MVNIOVSOL'OLI JLIOVd MVNIOVS| €51
SpeOY 89207 PUE 8}8)S JO SUOHOSSISIU| pejeredeg apelo
£0/Z12} weyshs LemybiH uobaip ey} uo sebueyolsiul



3 onod 00°301 N DHIOVd YHRD ThoukN] TET
3 DAod 1L°901 DIEIDVd avod SBAVAM| 162
3 Dnod 10f LET AMHI[S6'€01 OHIDVd avod T1admd; 0€7
£ DNod 68°101 DHIDVd avod AHZVO| 677
€ onod IOf 0£7 AMHI0Y 101 JOLIOVd aQvod WNIOA| 82z
3 oNod €566 . DHIDVd| FTHANOANVO HLION| LZT
; 3 onod 1TTIALS WS[8T 86 DHDVd: HTIIANOANYVD| 92T
iL 3 onod 7356 JHDVd Xdod I1sam| stz
! 3 onod Z1°88 DDV VHIVZV| vt
: € on0a ¥1'98 OHIDVd JHAIO SANINO| €77
: £ onod ~ leTes _ OHIDV4 aQvoaA NOIIvd] TZT
£ DNOA] Q¥ AFTIVA TTVANTID}08'08 . OHIDVd] . TIVANTIO| 122
3 INJSOf 11'8L JLIDVd avoX IAVAdS| 077
3 HANJSOf ST9L . JLIDVd ST T10M °S 2'ON| 617
' £ HNJSOf 65 1L OHIDVd ASTIVA ANNNSHLNOS| 81T
: £ ANJSOI| 8799 JHDVd HOf JH0NN!] L1
b € INJSO| Sy 19 JHIDVd MERADASNOT, 91T
€ HHJSOf 00°LS SHIDVd| SSVd SINVYED HIMON| 1T
: € HANJSOf! 8L'SS OHIDVd SSvd SINVYD 1Svd| 1T
y 5 NSJIOVI IATULS LOodaa|zs sy SHDVd WAARI 3NO0Y]| €17
3 3 NSJOVI £6'SY JLIDVd MAVd SHAT INO0Y| 717
f € NSIOVI] anD0od 1/ AVALSHNOH|LY S JLIDVd QVAISANOH| 11T
y € NSIOVS 10109 AMH|LLEY OHIDYd "INJOd J20d| 017
€ NSJOVI 101 1.7 AMH[E8'0F DHIDVd aED NV | 60T
3 NSJOVI 101 €9 XAMH[pY'sE JHIDVd SIVONHAAS| 802
it € NSJOVT, SLZE OHIDVd INIOd TVLINAD| L0T
! 3 NSJOVI 10027 AMH|6T0€E OHIDVd TV YELVID] 907
X 3 NSAOVI 85 LT OHIDVd avod LIINNvd]| SoT
€ NSYOVI INFTIVLIOY v JLIDVd avod A TIVA NuHd! 07
£ NSAOVI 0z'12 JHIOVd 3 MAIA ATTIVA ISHM| €07
€ NSJOVI avod AFIA AZTIVAOI'61 OLIOVd ANV IHSV HLJON| 707
€ NSAOVI 1Df 12 AMHILT¥] DHIOVd ANVTHSV] 10T
3 NSIOVI ID[ €9 AMHFS 11 OHIOVd , ANVTHSV H100S| 007
€ NSAOVI ID[ LT AMH[OE'S OLIDVd NOLLVIS NOADISIS| 661
3 NSIOVL 56°0 (s-D T AMH - DLIDVd ANTT1A1VIS] 861
€ ANIND _wv.cnm 1SVOD N _ DNHOLNI XONA| L61
€ SO0D 1Of vv7 AMH|09'197 ISV0OD NOOHIO NOANVvd| 961
€ (101 SID 6 AMH - 1SY0D NODEIO HONOTS SIAVA| S61
£ 1 ] T AMHIEYET q0) § -Xvq i od| V6l
4 JJ10odt £61

) M 198"Y¢ -
Speoy {8207 pue 8jels Jo suojioesieju| pejesedes epesd
€0/21/2} waysAg AemybiH uobal ay; uo sebueyoisiu]

L4VHa 8 INIWHOV.LLY 14vHa



v sad dATd SUIdNE[0S SET dr1VO-SETIVd HHL AT SNIdNE] 712
2 sad 1Of L1 AMHIPTSEL dTTVO-SHTIVA HHL AMH ONIE-HIZNHESPW| 142
4 saa 09°€21 (L6 SQ) ¥ AMH - ATTVO-STTIVA HHL _HOANSAV MHX| 0LZ
¥ rmo] 10128 AMHISELYT  MEANVISNIoO] WANJJHH] 69C
2 TIO| LOf § XMH|00'8E] YAARI VIENNTOD NOILONTRIV| 897
2 THD| @4 HONVY NUAJTHOM[E0°TE] WHARI VISNNTOD| NYSJTH0M| L9T
v TIO £V 621 YHAR] VIENNT10D M00TVId| 992
¥ TIO! 1£€Tl YHAN VIENNTOD NOININO| €92
¥ | NVINSHS eTvil YAAN VIENNT0D AVA NHOf LSHM| 9T
¥ | NVINIHS 6601 YHAT VIENNT0O sndnd| €9z
¥ | NVIMHS 101 7% AMH[9S'#0T FHARI VIENNTI0D NOLLONAS $9014] 79T
¥ 0OSYA LOI T0€ AMHIS6'96 WHAR VIENQTI0D| OTTD| 19T
v 0OSVA : £8'88 YAAR VIENNT0D VA SHTIVA FHL! 097
v 0JSVA LOf 6¥ AMH|10'L8 HAAR VIENNT0D #OQRIE SHTIVA HHL| 65T
v O0DSYA 1568 JHAR VIENNI0D aVi0 AdEMTIE| 85T
2 ODSYA! 101767 AMH[89°€8 YHAR VIENNTI0O STTIVA HL 1sHM| LsT
v OJSY A 79°9L HHAR VIENNT0D VNHMOY| 95T
v 0DSYA 1Df 762 AMHI6L 69 (r8-D 7 AMH - dHATI VIENNTOD WHISOW| £5T
3 pNod LOf 6% AMHI9¢ 791 OLIIDVd JOVINY| ¥ST
3 DA0d 1091 JLIOVd QvOd SDNRIAS L'TVS| €5T
3 onod pSPS1 OLIDVd QvaH | zsT
3 5n0d IDf9¢7 XMHIS0'0ST OLIDVd VTIVONOX| 15T
€ pnod 6v'8Y1 JLIDVd TIH 30N 05T
£ 5n0d 00'9v1 . JLIDVd ~ TIHHOR HINOS| 642
3 DNod; ad TIH ZIBWB1'Zv] OLIDVd THHZISW| 8T
€ 5Nod 1O1 ¥£¢ AMH|ES OFT OV NV DIVO HINON| L¥T
€ DNodl]  avoy ANV SNAVELS|09'9E] JLHDVd ANV DIVO HINOS| 9+T
€ DNod IDf 16 AMHIZS9E! OHDVd| NITIHHLAS| SYT
3 onod NI RIHHLOS HLNOST'SEl OLIDVd Aavad| v
3 onod IDI vEZ AMHIZT 621 OLIDVd WYALSHHONIM| £vT
€ Dnod|  AVMINVI LAVMALS|ZL ST OLDVd DUNFASOY HLION| T
£ onod 80°ST1 JLIDVd ASTIVA NHQYVD| 12
3 onod p1 vl OLIDVd JAV QIVANVH L1SHM| 05T
£ pnod —_foeet j JLIDOVd SANNOYDYIVA| 6€T
3 onod dAY NIVTPINI69 121 JHIDVd NIVIOW] 8¢
3 onod 1Of v£C AMHI[¥S"0T] JLIDVd - XAVHS HINON| LET
€ 2n0d 05611 OHIDVd DYNFASOA-AVE SO0D| 9€T
3 onod Yo el JLIDYd HONVYE SNIVID| SET
3 5n0d ezl OHIOVd IDFQIVTHG] $ET
€ DNOd joc 011 JLIDYd dvOd TIH ¥HN00E] €€T

- SpEeoH [8007 PUE 8BS JO SUO[}0asSIBIU| pajeledes epeln

o

S eomm weysAg AemybiH uobaio oy} uo sebueyoleiuj

14vH.




6 EET

TIVIL NODHNO dTO

SVd INVIOINA &LW?

(443

1d4vHd

S
S VILVIAIN ¥6'8TT "TIVIL NODHIO O'10 SSVd SNVNAVHA] 11€
S YILVIAIN JNIOd ONTTIOH (64 +ZT TIVAL NOOTIO 010 TIH INVIOIAH| 01¢
S VILVNN JOf 1€€ XMHHP091T VYL NOOTIO 10 JOI NOISSIN} 60¢
S VILVIAN 101 L9 XMHI|S0'E1T TIVEL NOOFIO 010 NOIFTANAd ISVd] 80¢
S VILVIAN 1Of 8 AMH|96°01T TIVIL NOOHIO 10 NOJIHTANAd HINOS! L0¢
s VILVIALN 1M 8T AMH{YS 60T TIVIL NOOEHO d10 HAY INVIOINA} 90¢
S VILVIAN 101 L9 AMHI[9S°L0T TVIL NOOHIO O10 NOJIHTANAd ISAM| SOt
S VLLVIAN L8'70T TVIL NOOTIO OTO AQVOd LAVHNIVL| +0¢
S VILVIAIN avod WNAVOX|ES 661 TIV41L NOOTIO 010 WNIVOX| £0€
S VILVAN S 861 TIVIL NODTIO 10 YOLVATTH MY 70€
S VILVIN JOf 0T¢ AMHIEG €61 TIVEL NODHIO 10 J1Of OHOd] 10¢
S VILVALN JOAf ¥S XAMH|E8 881 "TIVIL NOOSTIO 10 THHEHANVLS! 00€
S VILVIND JO[ €£¢ X MHI98°T81 - TIVIL NODHIO dTO NOLSDNYHH| 66C
Y YILVIAN ATTIVA MOAVHEN|0¥ 081 TIVIL NODHIO 1O ANVLLSHM] 867
Y VILVAN JOIf 0L AMHP6L1 TIVAL NOOTHO aT10 XMH ZIVNOWN| L6T
S V1LV 86°'LL1 TIVYL NOORIO TT0 HONVNQIO| 96T
S MOTION erill TIVIL NOOTHO 10 @I LY SNOSYHLYd] $6T
S MOTION $6°L91 (#3-D 9 AMH - TIVIL NODTO T10 Z8-1| ¥6T
s | VILVAQ 6 IVNON a €6
S V1LV 1294 LAVNOW VoY ANITIIMOd| T6T
S VILVAQ} JIOf T AMHI001 (Z8-D oL AMH - LIVNON VTILLVINN: 16T
¢ | VILVAD 11 0L AMH|GT 8] VTILLVINN| 062
S YVILYAN avod TViNvIjo0$91 YHAR VIENNTOD] MONION 40 LIJOd| 687
S MOTION JIMLLS NIVINIST 91 AN VIENNTOD)] NVA@IVO4| 887
S MOTION avod YAMOLIOE 651 WHAN VIENNT0D) avoy d3MO0lL| L8CT
S BbFMMOS SL'IS1T (¥8-D T AMH - ¥HAN VIENNTOO| NOANVD STIN HJH.L! 98T
y | HINVII IOf 12 AMHIET'LLT Y- SETIVA HHL IDf SONDIJS NHEID| $87
¥ HINVTI JOf 0T AMHIOT'SLT JITVO-SHTIVA HHL JLHFILS NIVIN} 8T
¥ HINVTI C9'ELT dITVO-SHTIVA HHL AV VAOVAIN! €87
14 HIANVTA 1Of 0§ AMH{I9TLT JITVO-SHTIVA HHL STIVd HLYIWVTA "N} 78T
4 HINVTA LIVTIELLVAD|SL'1ST ATTVO-SETIVQ dHL JOf 149407 18T
14 HINVTA 101 7Ty AMHIPS LYT ATTVO-SHTIV@dHlL| NINOOTIHD HILYON| 08¢
14 HINVTI €0°S61 ATTVO-SHTIVA HHL AVMHOIH HLIANVTIIM; 6LT
¥ Y= (¢ 0E" 161 ATTVO-SETIVA HH.L JOOMNOLLOD; 8LT
L4 sdd tid34! AITVO-SEITIVA 3HL MAYTAVENTTVD! LLT
14 sdd 00'8¢t1 AI'TVO-SHTIVA HHL HAY OQVIOT0O| 9LT
L4 sdada 00°LEL dITVO-SETIVA dHL HAY TIHATI] LT
14 sdd 0T SNJ0S9ET ATTVO-SHTIVA HHL LS Q€07 SN vLT
14 Sad 100°9¢1 JITVO-SHTIVA HH1L @ LNV 3 1LLNd! £LT

5 SpeoY [ed07] PUe OJBlS JO Suopossielu| pejesedas epels

| corRL waysAg AemybiH uobaip ay; uo sebueyalsju)

i m ._.ZNEIO<._I_.< ._h_<ED




y L4VHC

[4
1
1JEIs uoiday LOAO Aq Pappe 3q 0, - SIUBRINU AN [BUj0]
S ANHIVIN J1O[ 3NdS SSy AMHITLILE TIVEL NODFYO d10 dJAV CHVQ} 8¥E
S ANHTIVIN LOf SSY AMHISSYLE TV YL NOOFIO 10 ORIVINO HINON| Li¥E
S ANHIVN SH'ILE TIVIL NOOTIO dI0 JATE NOINVIS} 9t
< ANHTVN C1°79¢ TIVIL NOOTIO 10 MOTIOH SHRIOOWA! SPE
S ANHIVN L1'9GE TVIL NOOTIO d10 AdILISAIO! the
S ANHTVN 1Of 6vF AMHPPOESE TIVIL NOOTIO 10 FHTAD NOSNHd| £be
S FIVL 6vy AMHIES'ShE VL NOOTIO qT10 NOLONLINNH HIMON| 7p€
S JAvd IOf 6vy AMHISTYE VYL NODHIO 010 JATT 1t
S TV . [(A4vis% TIVIL NOOTIO a0 HIXIA} 0¥c
S JAvd 11'8€¢ . TIVI1 NODHIO d10 MINID NVQIOL| 6€£€
S TAVE 9L '6tE TIVIL NODHIO 10 AIHHLVIM| 8€€
S TIvd L9°0EE TIVIL NOOTIO T10 INIOd NOSTIN;| LEE
S IV £y LTE TIVEL NOOTIO TI10 FNA; 9et
s JIve Ly'L1E TIVIL NOOHIO J10 ASTIVA JNVSVA1d| SE€
S THAVL Yo'ClE TIVIL NOSTIO 010 VNIONH|] te€
S TAVE 101 99 AMHIES90E TVIL NOOTNO TI0 JTAVE HLNOS| £€€
§ AIVE €£1'v0E TIVIL NOOHIO dTO JITILS TTHIINVD| 1L
S yvd 1Of T1 AMHI1LTOE TIVIL NOOHIO IO ANVTHOM} 1£€
S p-2v £ JOf 0¥t AMH|89'86C TIVAL NODHIO 10 YHTANYHD] 0t¢
S NOINN I1Of 99 AMH|89°S8T - V4L NOOTHO 010 YHAMO0d HIMON] 6T¢
< NOINN AHTIVA YHAOTO|F9°€8T TIVIL NOOTIO d10 ITRID TTOM ] 8TE
S NOINN 9'8LT TIVAL NOOHIO a0 NHTAD) JHAOTD| LTE
Y NOINN 16°'€LT TIVAL NOOHHO T10 NOANYD AQVvTi 9t¢
Y NOINN1 AvOd NOANYD AAVTL8'0LE TIVIL NOOHO 10 NFAIO AAV| €TE
S NOINI STIHLOOA9T 89C TV AL NOOHIO d10 avod TIHIOOd! ¥Z¢
S NOINI( 101 99 AMH|Z6'Y9T TV AL NOOHIO a0 daNVYO¥T HINOS! £T¢
S NOINN 78 90 - 1Of 01 AMH[¥8'19C TV IL NODHIO J10 DIVIVMOTIVM] TTE
s NOINN IOf 99 AMH|TT 65T TIVIL NODHIO 010 FANVIOYTHIMON| 1T¢
S NOINO 9T LST TV AL NOOIO 010 AWdad MO} 0T€
S NOINN 0v'95T TIVI.L NOO®IO a10 —AW¥Ed ¥Addn| 61€
S NOINN J1Of 1€ AMH|E8TST TIVIL NOOTIO 10 MIVOTH; 81¢
S NOINN 6 8T Vi1 NOORO a0 — WHAOTO[ LIE
S VILVAN avod XA TINH IN|T8 €VT VAL NOOHIO T10 VIEHNVIA 91¢
S VILVIAN LL'8ET VAL NOOTO 10 WVHOVEN| SI¢
S VILVIN €0°GET TV EL NODERIO d'10 NIV INVIOING LSVH] viE
S VLILVAN S6'ELT VL NODTHO 10 MAVd INVIOINA ISHM: £1E
SpBOY [E007] pUR 18IS JO SUORJBSIB| pejeiedss epelo
€02 waysAs AemybiH uoba1Q oy} uo sabueyaisiyl
g INIW' ~ VLLY | 1 4q




= Staff Report

®* Interchange Management
May 26, 2004

* Introduction

The Oregon Transportation Commission (OTC) has expressed its desire to adequately protect the
function of state highway interchanges over the long term by managing the relationship between
transportation and land use. The OTC wants to make certain that existing, new and
reconstructed highway interchanges operate properly and state highways are adequately
protected from unexpected development. The State of Oregon is and will be making significant
investments in highway interchanges. The OTC wants to assure that the state interests for the
effective operation of state highway facilities are adequately addressed.

The OTC has directed the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) to work with the
Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) to review existing regulations and
management tools and practices with the objective to improve transportation and land use
coordination at state highway interchange areas. The commission has been working with staff for
the last nearly two and one-half years to understand the nature of the problem and craft
appropriate solutions that will achieve the desired objectives of protecting the state’s investment
in major facilities. This exercise has involved defining the problem, analyzing the tools available
to manage the issues, looking at appropriate methods to develop solutions and identifying the
most acceptable course of action to achieve the objectives.

The OTC direction at its October 2003 work session on interchange management was to fully
assess our existing rules and authorities to determine their effectiveness in managing the issues
around interchanges. The discussion was to more effectively apply the tools we have and, that
both ODOT and DLCD should enhance the use of this direction to provide clarity including rule
changes if necessary.

The purpose of this paper is to summarize the process to date, present findings of the most recent
analysis of legal authority, identify interchanges of highest concern and summarize the next steps
including the need to develop a guidance document to assist the two agencies and local
governments in managing interchange areas.

Background

The OTC has expressed a strong interest in advocating methods to ensure that state investments
in interchanges do not attract new development that is inconsistent with the state’s transportation
and land use interests. Protecting the function of a new or improved interchange and preserving
the land use pattern in the interchange vicinity from conflicting development should be a key
consideration in comprehensive planning, economic development, transportation planning and
project development and funding decisions.



The OTC has clearly indicated that plans for future improvements at interchanges should
encourage practices that allow interchanges to function properly while accommodating
community development and, when applicable, minimize impacts to rural lands. New capacity
provided by interchange improvements should not be viewed as a catalyst for urban expansion or
as areason to allow development that conflicts with the purpose or function of an interchange.

There is considerable market demand for development in and around urban areas. Lands around
interchanges in these areas provide a level of accessibility and visibility that makes them very
attractive for intense urban or urban oriented development. This is especially true where there are
larger vacant and redevelopable properties around the interchange — such parcels are subject to
pressure for land use plan changes or UGB amendments to allow more intense use.

The primary function of an interchange is to separate the traffic of two or more intersecting
roadways to relieve congestion and improve safe travel conditions. For an interchange to work
effectively it must minimize conflicting movements within its influence area. From our
discussions with ODOT region staff about interchanges at risk, a variety of issues and problems
that affect and limit efficient interchange function became evident. They include:

* Driveways, streets and development patterns that result in too many accesses within an
interchanges functional area. ODOT’s standards for new interchanges call for accesses to
be located %4 mile away from interchange ramps to provide for safe interchange operation
and to maximize traffic handling capacity of the interchange. Most existing interchanges
and intersections that are reconstructed as interchanges don’t meet these standards.

* Existing planning and zoning around the interchanges that allow more intense land uses
than interchanges can support. In these situations, ODOT often has very limited ability to
improve interchange operations without supporting changes in local plans and
development standards.

* Land use forecasts often do not account for the most intense uses possible in zoning
designation around interchanges.

* Plan amendments (including UGB expansion) and zone changes often do not adequately
analyze and mitigate for impacts to the function and operation of interchanges long-term.

¢ Community development patterns often do not consider alternatives that may be more
consistent with the transportation system of a community and the state.

* Inadequate local street networks around interchanges. In many situations, interchange
area development and local circulation is focused entirely on the interchange crossroad.

The desired outcome for the management of areas around interchanges involves a partnership
between state and local authorities and involves both transportation controls (facility design and
access controls) and land use controls (planning and zoning). The cooperation and coordination
between state and local interests and application of specific management tools to interchange
areas have been lagging. There is a significant amount of potential development currently
authorized in local comprehensive plans that has not generally been balanced with the function
and capacity of the established interchanges. Only in the last 5 to 6 years have local governments
and ODOT begun to develop Transportation System Plans (TSPs) and facility plans that analyze
and establish this balance and apply specific interchange management actions. New tools such as



Interchange Area Management Plans (ILAMP), the Transportation Planning Rule, Access
Management Rule and facility management policies have been developed in recent years.

When an interchange is designed, growth in regional traffic that will move through interchanges
is taken into account to accommodate effective and safe operation over a long period of time.
This is more easily considered at rural interchanges where regional growth in traffic does not
affect any one interchange dramatically. It is more difficult in urban and urban fringe areas
where traffic patterns and traffic volumes can be changed more drastically by major land
developments. The closer high traffic generators are to an interchange the more pronounced
impact they will have on interchange function and operation. Additionally, if the increased traffic
is not anticipated by the interchange’s capacity, the facility will fail to meet performance
standards.

ODOT’s objectives with interchange management are to:

* Prolong the useful life of the investment in state facilities as long as practical.

* Maintain the balance between the need to assist with community development and the
need for the safe and efficient movement of people and goods on the transportation
system.

* Establish the desired function of interchanges and their role in the community
transportation system.

e Establish agreements with local governments through transportation planning on how to
effectively manage the long-term function of interchanges.

* Monitor how interchange capacity is managed through cooperation with local
governments.

For interchanges to work effectively over the long term, local planning and zoning and the
planned local street network must be consistent with and complement the function of the
interchange. Local comprehensive plans and transportation system plans need to ensure that land
development patterns (including allowed land uses and the local transportation network) in the
area are consistent with the purpose, function, and capacity of both the interchange and the
associated highway(s) the interchange serves. Conversely, interchange improvements must be
designed to accommodate anticipated statewide and regional travel as well as trips from the
surrounding development in a safe and efficient manner by providing adequate capacity through
the use of design features, access management and other traffic management techniques. The
issues of development of land within the immediate interchange area can be handled best through
development of an IAMP. Regional growth and impact issues, however, are best considered in
the larger context of the community TSP and associated comprehensive plans.

The need to coordinate transportation and land use planning takes on particular significance in
areas near highway interchanges. Transportation improvements can be strong economic drivers
and when improvements to an existing interchange are made or a new interchange is constructed,
new development can be attracted to that location, and pressure can build for adjacent land uses
to intensify. Unless planned for and managed properly, local land development can impair
highway performance, compromise the mobility function of the highway, create safety problems,
and jeopardize the State's significant investment in its highway facilities. This is a particular



concern where the primary function of the highway is to serve through or regional travel and the
secondary function is to serve local travel.

There are many examples where land use controls have minimized and prevented adverse
impacts on interchanges primarily through resource zoning. Many rural interchanges in relatively
high growth areas are surrounded by farm and forest zoning and have remained unaffected by
development. The establishment of urban growth boundaries has also contributed to this situation
by containing high intensity development and not allowing it to extend into rural areas.

* Tools and Methods

The OTC has promoted the development of IAMPs as a method to coordinate land use and
transportation planning for interchange areas and to ensure that state investments at interchanges
are not prematurely compromised by future, unanticipated development. As these plans are
being prepared, ODOT and DLCD staffs are working with cities and counties to identify the
important issues at key interchanges and apply appropriate management tools and methods to
achieve established policy objectives.

Coordination and connection of IAMPs with community plans is an important step in dealing
with broader issues beyond the narrow concerns of development in the immediate area of an
interchange. Consideration of the role of interchanges in the local transportation system by their
inclusion in TSPs provides a broader context for understanding and applying specific
management actions within IAMPs. When adopted by local governments IAMPs become a
refinement element of their TSP to manage the local transportation system. These plans are then
incorporated into their comprehensive plans and are implemented through local ordinances and
other actions. These plans should also be adopted by the OTC as state facility plans to formalize
agreement with local governments that would add strength to the requirements to consider and
balance impacts to interchanges. OTC adoption of plans in concert with local governments
provides a connection to the statewide planning program that provides a legally binding status
that otherwise would not exist.

Within this planning framework the OTC is concerned with ODOT’s ability to achieve the
management objectives with the existing tools and methods. To understand the extent of the
legal authority available to both the state and local governments, staff has asked the Department
of Justice (DOJ) to assist with clarification by answering specific questions. The questions and
DOJ responses in Attachment A provide insight into the nature and depth of the authority vested
in ODOT, DLCD, cities and counties and the methods that affect interchange management. The
DOJ response makes it clear that authorities are different within each agency and jurisdiction and
are limited to specific roles. Often the decision making authorities are intertwined and somewhat
dependent on each other to create an effective method of protecting the function of interchanges.
Each agency or jurisdiction has specific authorities but none of them have unilateral authority to
manage the entire range of complex issues associated with long-term management of
interchanges. The main message is that ODOT’s authority can be most effective if it is combined
with logal governments’ authority to proactively deal with interchange management issues
through strategic planning . Getting early agreement on how to manage interchange areas will



help deal with expectations before inappropriate investments and commitments are made on
individual land developments and transportation projects.

Basis for IAMPs

ODOT staff has identified two principal reasons for the development of IAMPs. One is based on
the risk from development pressure around interchanges and the other is based on applying OHP
Policy 3C to interchange related projects. Staff has done an analysis of which interchanges in
their estimation are at risk of failure in the near term due to development pressures. They have
identified the interchanges that they believe are the most critical and have the highest potential
risk for development pressures. These are the interchanges where increased development is
expected and where there is most likely to be an imbalance between the safe and efficient
function of an interchange and the authorized land use activities.

High-risk interchanges generally have the following characteristics:

* Located in urban fringe areas, either just in or outside of an urban growth boundary
where there are undeveloped or underdeveloped properties in the interchange area and
significant development pressures;

* Have the potential for either UGB amendments or plan or zone changes to allow more
intense development that could result in additional traffic, affecting the function or
capacity of the interchange.

* Existing accesses too close to the interchange ramps or similar operating problems were
also identified as the major problem or concern.

Included in this list are those being rebuilt and thereby required to have management plans based
on OHP policy. Many of these projects are funded through the Oregon Transportation Initiative
Act (OTIA) and the OTC has placed conditions on them requiring management plans to achieve
some assurance that the investments will function well into the future. Therefore, projects are
now being scoped assuming IAMPs will be developed. Attachment B lists both the current
activities with interchange plans and the interchanges where staff believes there is a need to
produce an IAMP to get ahead of potential problems. This chart provides a status of JAMP
activities both current and projected.

Discussion

Based on the understanding of the existing rules and methods, staff performed a gap analysis to
determine where additional attention and focus could best be applied to provide the most
assurance of achieving adequate interchange management. The analysis identified the need for
stepping up existing efforts with planning and coordination with local governments on
interchange management issues by applying additional resources and improved methods to
effectively achieve intended objectives. It also recognized that some work on enhancing existing
rules could provide needed clarity and assistance in maintaining the land use and transportation
balance at interchanges and therefore prolong their safe and efficient operation. The results of
this analysis, done early in this exercise, are consistent with and have been reinforced by the
most recent DOJ clarification of legal authority and the risk assessment of the ODOT Region
staff.



Current practices show that with our existing array of tools and planning coordination methods
we are making good progress towards achieving established standards and policies in many
locations around the state. IAMPs are being developed that include agreements with local
governments that are putting in place management tools and actions to protect interchange
function and operation and balance the various interests. These tools are only a few of the many
avenues we can pursue to manage highway facilities adequately. There is a strong indication that
heightened urgency and enhanced application of existing tools and methods can provide the best
course of action to achieve the level of interchange management the OTC desires.

Assessment by the ODOT region staff confirms that there is significant potential for land use
related/problems at interchanges, particularly in urban fringe areas (i.e. either just in or outside of
urban growth boundaries). Many of the issues and problems affecting the efficient function of
interchanges were cited as the contributing factors for placing them in the high risk status bases
on land use related concems.

Proactively developing Interchange Area Management Plans provides a good opportunity to deal
with the many issues around interchanges. They provide a process and forum to coordinate
ODOT’s authority to plan for interchange improvements and access management on state
highways with local governments’ authority to plan for land use as well as local roads and
streets. A few plans are final or near completion with many more commencing (see Attachment
B). These plans will be presented to the OTC at the appropriate time for adoption as facility
plans in accordance with the ODOT State Agency Coordination Rule (OAR 731-015).

Some notable successes with the ongoing planning activities include agreement in the Rickreall
IAMP that Polk County will establish additional controls on land uses around the interchange
and ODOT has adopted additional access controls, both of which will help protect the
interchange from unintended development. Also Washington County has agreed to continue the
Exclusive Farm Use land designation and zoning around the proposed Jackson School Road
Interchange to minimize adverse impacts.

To be able to maximize the benefits of developing IAMPs, additional resources and additional
guidance (to provide models and direction on key management issues) are needed to assure that
IAMPs can be produced in a timely manner and will be effective in protecting interchanges.
Preparation of effective plans takes time, people and funding. An effective IAMP is generally a
joint ODOT-local government plan that addresses interchange improvements, local street
improvements, future land use and access management and preferably ahead of development
proposals and projects. Most current IAMPs have been super-imposed on top of a project
development process. This can complicate and delay project delivery. In advance of construction
funding decisions in the STIP, more needs to be done to prepare and reach agreement on IAMPs.

IAMPs should address coordination between ODOT and local governments on future plan
amendments in interchange areas. Interchange improvements can create new traffic capacity
which may be more than what is needed to meet projected 20-year needs based on existing
adopted local comprehensive plans. Under current standards and rules (the Oregon Highway
Plan and the Transportation Planning Rule), local governments are able to approve plan



amendments to enable additional interchange area development that would consume this extra
capacity. Given the importance of maintaining interchange functions, it may be appropriate for
ODOT and local governments to preserve some or all of any extra capacity created by the state’s
investment to serve longer-term (i.e. beyond 20 year) state and local travel needs. Even if extra
capacity is not created with an interchange improvement, it is still important to establish
management practices that ensure the capacity provided will serve its intended function over the
planning horizon. Each IAMP will need to deal with this issue by establishing interchange
performance expectations and apply appropriate management techniques to optimize and prolong
operational efficiency and safety.

The rigorous application of existing rules, standards, policies and planning processes will go a
long way to addressing the concerns of the OTC and carry out the mission of the agency.
Working through cooperative planning efforts such as ODOT facility plans (IAMP, refinement
plans, access management plans, etc.) and local TSPs and comprehensive plans mutual
agreements can be established to satisfy most of the interests and issues around interchanges.

The advice from the Department of Justice emphasizes that the best course of action is for
ODQT to work proactively with local governments and DLCD to get local and state facility
plans in place. These plans will be made most effective when mutually adopted by cities and
counties into their comprehensive plans and by the OTC adopting them as facility plans
consistent with our state agency coordination requirement under the statewide planning program.
Also pointed out are the opportunities to work with DLCD and local governments to participate
in the local plan amendment and development review processes to minimize impacts on the
transportation system.

The other critical part of this process is implementation. Plans to manage ODOT facilities are
implemented through local land use control ordinances, state and local government access
permitting, building projects consistent with the plans and by ODOT and DLCD monitoring and
participating in local governments land use change proposals. The heightened activity needed to
achieve these steps will involve a new commitment of staff time and financial resources that
must be identified in ODOT’s planning work program.

The complexity and unique conditions around each interchange make it difficult to apply specific
standards and requirements through new statewide rules. Current rules, policies and standards
identify the desired direction for dealing with interchange issues. The next step is to apply them
to the individual interchange areas and establish appropriate actions to achieve this direction.
Facility planning is also where the application and fine tuning of standards can take place to
achieve identified objectives. For example, the OTC could, based on the conclusions within an
IAMP, establish higher mobility standards (i.e. lower acceptable volume to capacity standards)
through an OHP amendment at a particular interchange to protect and reserve capacity for an
identified interchange function such as a port or major industrial area. This would be an

interchange specific application of highway plan standards and not require development of any
new statewide rules.

Even though most interchange management and protection could be achieved through existing
tools, improvements to the existing mechanisms could also help to assure balance between the



need for land use changes and the need for the safe and efficient function and operation of the
transportation facilities. There are a couple of areas where additional discussions with the OTC
and LCDC are needed on how to proceed in our attempts to clarify and better guide planning
decisions around interchanges. These include:

e Amending the TPR to provide more guidance about protecting the function of
interchanges when considering plan amendments.

e Amending Goal 14’s consideration for urban growth boundary (UGB) amendments to
require closer coordination with ODOT when freeway interchanges are likely to be
affected by proposed UGB expansions.

The objective of the changes to the rules and policies would be to provide a better connection
and requirement for reconciling land use impacts on transportation facility function and capacity.
This needs to be better expressed in traffic impacts analysis of specific land use changes as well
as better analysis of the interrelationship of community design and adequacy of the
transportation system to support it.

= Summary of Next Steps

Staff recommends a multi-faceted approach to interchange management that primarily involves
continued development of interchange area management plans, increased participation in
development review, expanded work on project development and development of guidelines that
define a range of effective methods for interchange management.

The following are the next steps the department would intend to take to raise the priority and
effectiveness of managing interchange areas.

1. Develop a set of guidelines that provide effective management strategies and solutions for
interchange areas. The guidelines will include expectations on consistency, desired
management outcomes and processes for developing IAMPs. They will also include
necessary implementation mechanisms, actions and performance expectations as well as
additional guidance on addressing related topics such as:

e Access Management e JAMP plan adoption
® Design Considerations ¢ Development Review
¢ Plan amendments and zone changes e Project Development
¢ Periodic Review of local plans

2. Redirect staff and funding resources to develop IAMPs and implementing actions in a timely
manner. This will most likely involve shifting planning staff and funding from other program
areas and set this effort as a higher priority. Impacted work areas will likely include highway
segment designation and management plans, corridor plans including deficiency reports and
refinement planning associated with project development.

3. Give priority to the preparation of IAMPs identified in Attachment B. This should also
include Access Management Plans and TSPs and their associated refinement plans. Through
these processes agreements can be forged between state and local governments that will not



only address the concerns of all interested parties but also provide a connection to the
statewide planning program. This provides a fundamental mechanism to implement and
enforce these agreements. This strategic planning is the most effective mechanism to be
proactive about development and transportation management expectations and minimize
confrontations between state and local governments and development interests. A critical part
of successful interchange management involves mutual adoption of [AMPs.

. In addition to ODOT’s existing development review practices, use the plan results to guide
participation in the development review and local plan amendment processes. It is essential
that ODOT staff, through these mechanisms, analyze and respond to land use intensification
and development proposals that may compromise the intended function of state highway
interchanges.

. More fully integrate the use of tools and authorities identified in this report and subsequent
guidance during project development where there is no IAMP.

- Give priority to plans and projects that protect interchange function. ODOT staff should
dili{gently review project funding proposals for consistency with needs to establish
management actions in plans. This will mean enhancing our commitment to resources
devoted to interchange planning, local government planning and development review while
stepping up our efforts in monitoring plan amendments and project funding review.

. Bring completed plans forward to the OTC as formally adopted facility plans. To be most
effective the OTC will adopt these plans as facility plans and local government will adopt
them as elements of their TSPs and comprehensive plans.



= Attachment A

= Legal Issues Associated with Interchange Area
Management

To help clarify the extent of ODOT, DLCD and local government legal authority and related
practices to manage the issues around interchanges, staff has asked for guidance from the
Department of Justice. The following are specific questions intended to establish better
understanding of the extent and limitations to the tools available to manage these important
investment areas. These answers are not intended to be formal legal opinions but are advisory to
those involved in applying management principles and actions to interchange areas. They are
grouped by topic area and represent DOJ guidance gathered from a variety of recent responses.

=  Urban Growth Boundary Expansion

Question 1:  What authority does ODOT have to limit or affect decisions by a city or regional
government to expand its urban growth boundary (UGB) in the direction of an interchange?

DOJ response:  ODOT has no direct authority to limit expansions of the UGB along a state
facility in the direction of an interchange.

However, ODOT can coordinate with the local jurisdiction to discourage the expansion of the
UGB in the direction of an interchange in the following ways:

* TSP development. During the development of a TSP, ODOT can encourage the adoption
- of local policies that discourage the expansion of the UGB in the direction of an
interchange and assist in the development and adoption of circulation plans to discourage
expansion in the direction of the interchange.

* Interchange Management Plans. During the development of a new interchange or an
interchange that will be substantially improved, ODOT can and should require, prior to a
commitment to fund the project, the adoption of an interchange management plan. That
plan would ultimately be adopted by the local jurisdiction BEFORE the final
environmental document is issued. Adoption by the OTC can occur after the final
environmental document is issued. That plan could include policies that can discourage
expansion of the UGB in the direction of the interchange.

¢ Goal exception process. Development of new interchanges on rural resource lands may
require a goal exception. If a goal exception is required, policies or measures may be
needed to protect rural lands. In such circumstances, local governments may need to
enact policies to prevent expansion of the UGB towards the interchange. Note that the
local jurisdiction responsible for the goal exception is likely the County not the
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Jurisdiction seeking the UGB expansion underscoring the need for enhanced
coordination.

* Purchase of access rights. Outside the planning process ODOT can aggressively
purchase access rights along the state highway and local roads to control access to the
area around interchanges.

* UGB Expansion participation. Once an action has been initiated to expand the UGB in
the direction of the interchange, ODOT can participate in the hearing process and oppose
the expansion. Because the criteria for a UGB expansion is not targeted at preservation
of public transportation facilities, earlier participation opposing the area for inclusion as
urban reserves may be more effective.

Question 2:  To what extent can city, county or regional governments, in conjunction with
ODOT, adopt policies that limit expansion of UGBs in the direction of an interchange?

DOJ response:  Local jurisdictions have authority to adopt policies that limit the expansion of
UGBs in the direction of an interchange through the development of policies in their
comprehensive plans and TSPs, through local circulation plans and interchange management
plans. See above.

Restrictions on Land Uses in EFU Zone

Question 3. May a county, in order to comply with the requirements of the Transportation
Planning Rule or to meet goal exceptions requirements, prohibit or impose restrictions on uses
that are permitted outright in EFU zones?

DOJ response: It is unlikely that a county can prohibit uses permitted outright under ORS
215.213(1) and ORS 215.283(1). See Brentmar v Jackson County 321 OR 481 (1995). It may
be possible to impose restrictions to limit the scope, scale or timing of the use. However, such
restrictions would need to comply with state and federal laws such as RLUIPA. Restrictions
could be imposed as mitigation for a goal exception, but each situation would need to be
evaluated independently.

Question 4:  Does the Brentmar decision (Brentmar v. Jackson County) that limits county
authority to restrict uses that are otherwise permitted in EFU zones, prevent a county from
adopting a trip allocation ordinance that would apply to such uses? Le., could the county adopt
a zone that would allow the EFU uses, but would likely have the effect of restricting the size of
such uses based on the number of trips they are likely to put on a road or highway segment. Can
a local government adopt a trip cap ordinance consistent with Brentmar?

DOJ response:  In reviewing this question without specific facts, it appears that Brentmar does
not prevent the county from enacting a trip allocation ordinance or overlay zone which may limit
the size or scale of an allowed use. It may be possible to adopt a trip cap ordinance consistent

with Brentmar. These ordinances would need to be in place before a quasi-judicial request is
made.



= Trip Allocation

Question 5:  Does ODOT have the authority to limit and/or require local governments to limit
trip production (number of vehicles accessing a highway) through trip allocation methods? For
example, could ODOT through an adopted plan, such as a facility plan or an interchange area
management plan, establish limits on the number of trips that may be allowed on a certain
segment of highway roadway, and would a local government then be obligated to limit land uses
consistent with such a requirement?

DOJ response:  Trip allocations are one method to control trips to the highway. To date,
ODOT has designated the capacity of highway facilities using a volume to capacity ratio.
However, the capacity of a highway facility can be amended through the OTC adoption of a
facility plan.

ODOT can not require local governments to limit trip production in any particular manner. It
can encourage trip allocation methods, if appropriate, when developing Interchange Management
Plans or other facility plans. Historically, trip allocation methods have been applied in
circumstances where a development proposal will cause a “significant affect” on a transportation
facility under the OAR 660-012-060. In those circumstances, ODOT may have the ability to
negotiate with a local jurisdiction and developer to limit trips or increase capacity. Trip cap

agreements should include agreement on the traffic study methodology for determining future
trips.

* Comprehensive Plan Amendment and Review

Question 6:  Does LCDC have the authority under the post-acknowledgment plan amendment
and periodic review statutes (ORS 197.610 to 197.650) or other statutes to place conditions of
approval on UGB or comprehensive plan amendments to protect interchanges and resource

lands in their vicinities? If so, are there limitations on the scope of conditions LCDC might
require?

DOJ response: LCDC has limited jurisdiction to review local government comprehensive
plan amendments including the subset thereof consisting of those comprehensive plan
amendments that establish or change an UGB. In those circumstances in which LCDC has
jurisdiction to review a local government’s amendment to an acknowledged comprehensive plan,
LCDC has authority to ensure that an amendment is compliant with the Statewide Planning
Goals (goals) and consistent with applicable administrative rules.

= Post-Acknowledgement Plan Amendment

In instances where the local government believes that the goals apply to a proposal to amend an
acknowledged comprehensive plan, the post-acknowledgement process, ORS 197.610 to
197.625, requires that the local government provide the Department of Land Conservation and
Development (DLCD) notice prior to the first evidentiary hearing on the proposed amendment.
ORS 197.610(1) and (2). DLCD may participate locally in the amendment process and must



provide the local government any concerns and recommendations it has regarding the proposal
prior to the final hearing. ORS 197.610(3). DLCD may make recommendations to achieve goal
compliance; however, the statute does not provide DLCD authority to place conditions of
approval. The statute requires the DLCD director to report to LCDC if the director believes the
proposal violates the goals. With LCDC approval, DLCD may appeal a post-acknowledgement
plan amendment (PAPA) to the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA). ORS 197.620. In some
circumstances, LCDC has a statutory obligation to issue an order requiring a local government to
bring its comprehensive plan into compliance with the goals. ORS 197.320(1). The primary
manner by which LCDC has authority to assert that a PAPA does not comply with the goals is
through an appeal to LUBA.

Under Goal 14, the results of the local government’s consideration of the need (factors 1 and 2)
and location (factors 3-7) factors for establishing and changing a UGB must be included in a
comprehensive plan. An amendment to a UGB is a comprehensive plan amendment. For a city
with a population more than 2,500 that amends its UGB to include less than 50 acres, or a city
with a population less than 2,500 that amends its UGB, the amendment proceeds under the
PAPA provisions described above. However, all other UGB amendments are submitted to
LCDC in the manner provided for periodic review, described below.

= Periodic Review

Periodic review considers whether a local government’s acknowledged comprehensive plan and
implementing regulations continue to comply with the goals. Since 1999, periodic review efforts
are statutorily required to concentrate on addressing needed housing, employment,
transportation, and public facilities and services. ORS 197.628(2). However, there are cities and
counties that are not required to conduct periodic review under ORS 197.629. Those
jurisdictions will amend their comprehensive plans by PAPA as described above, unless the
jurisdiction requests to engage in periodic review and LCDC agrees to it. ORS 197.629(5). For
counties and cities above prescribed populations, and for smaller cities in prescribed proximity to
larger cities, LCDC must establish and maintain a schedule for periodic review consistent with
ORS 197.629. In addition, an amendment to an acknowledged UGB of more than 50 acres for a
city with a population of 2,500 or more within its UGB must be submitted to LCDC in the
manner provided for periodic review.

On review of a periodic review work task submittal, LCDC considers whether the submittal is
consistent with the applicable goals and administrative rules and is supported by substantial
evidence. OAR 660-025-0040. A local government’s decision on a work task submittal is
generally going to be a legislative decision. See MC 3.01.015; Home Builders Ass’n of
Metropolitan Portland v. Metro, 184 Or App 633, 57 P3d 204 (2002) (stating Metro decision
amending UGB to be a legislative decision). The Goal 2 requirement for an adequate factual
base requires that a legislative land use decision be supported by substantial evidence. DLCD v.
Douglas County, 37 Or LUBA 129, 132 (1999). Substantial evidence exists to support a finding
of fact when the record, viewed as a whole, would permit a reasonable person to make that
finding. ORS 183.482(8)(c); Dodd v. Hood River County, 317 Or 172, 179, 855 P2d 608 (1993).
Where substantial evidence in the record supports the local government’s adopted findings
concerning compliance with the goals and administrative rules, LCDC nevertheless must
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determine whether the findings lead to a correct conclusion under the goals and rules.
Oregonians in Action v. LCDC, 121 Or App 497, 504, 854 P2d 1010 (1993).

The periodic review process “exist[s] to test the sufficiency of local legislation and its
compliance with the goals.” Yamhill County v. Land Conservation and Development Comm n,
115 Or App 468, 472, 839 P2d 238 (1992). “LCDC, not the local government, determines
whether [the local government] is in compliance with the goals.” Id. LCDC has the authority,
even in the face of a local government finding that a potential Goal 5 resource is not significant,
to reach a different conclusion and require a county to add the resource to its inventory. /d.
LCDC also has authority to require specific language changes to a county’s Goal 5 legislation.
Williams v. LCDC, 154 Or App 195, 201, 961 P2d 269 (1998). LCDC has authority to “require
that local legislation contain particular provisions or that [a local government] spell out with
particularity how it complies with statewide standards * * * to assur[e] that, after
acknowledgement or periodic review, the local legislation will be interpreted in a manner that is
consistent with the state standards.” Oregonians in Action v. LCDC, 121 Or App 497, 502, 854
P2d 1010 (1993).

To the extent that a condition of approval that LCDC places on a periodic review submittal to
protect interchanges or resource lands in their vicinities in order to ensure that the submittal

complies with the goals or implementing administrative rules, LCDC acts consistent with its
statutory authority.

Access Management

Question 7. What is the nature and extent of ODOT’s authority to acquire and control access
beyond 1,320 feet from an interchange ramp?

DOJ response:  ODOT has broad statutory authdrity through ORS 366.320 and ORS 366.340
to acquire access control along the state highway. It has authority to acquire access rights on
local streets to protect the function and ensure that the state highway operates safely.

* Purchase of Development Rights

Question 8:  What is the nature and extent of ODOT's authority to purchase development
rights or access rights in order to protect the function of an interchange? Does ODOT have the
authority to purchase development rights’ to protect future interchange operations?

! Development rights are not defined by Oregon statute, and therefore it is not clear what right constitutes
a development right. One Oregon case involved development rights but was decided on other grounds.
The Terrace Condominium Association v City of Portland, 110 Or App 471, (1992). Our Oregon search
found agreements among property owners that address development rights. These agreements are private
agreem¢nts among individual holders of property that allow zoned densities to be shifted among adjacent
parcels for the purpose of addressing other development issues.



DOJ response:  ODOT has no authority to purchase development rights. ODOT’s authority to
purchase real estate is found at ORS Chapter 366, (State Highways) and ORS Chapter 374,
(Throughways). Chapter 366 provides five sections authorizing the purchase of real estate. Each
section is limited to specific purposes, none of which include the purchase of development rights.
1. ORS 366.320 is limited to the acquisition of right of way for the development or
reconstruction of state highways.

2. ORS 366.325 allows acquisitions of real property for right of way through cemeteries.

3. ORS 366.330 allows for the acquisition of land adjacent to needed right of way when
that additional adjoining land is needed for “the purpose of moving and establishing
thereon buildings or other structures then established on real property required for
right of way purposes.”

4. ORS 366.333 allows for the acquisition of real property that has utilities located on it.

5. ORS 366.340 provides a general provision allowing the acquisition of real property
for construction of shops, maintenance buildings, gravel pits, for the appropriation of
road building materials and drainage, for views, and for “(4) [a]ny other use or
purpose deemed necessary for carrying out the purposes of this Act”. However,
“Act” as defined in ORS 366.005(8) is “limited to this chapter”, [State Highways];
“ORS 105.760”, [Liability for changing a grade on a highway]; “ORS 373.010”
[Routing Roads and Highways through Cities], “ORS 373.015”, [Abandonment of
state highway through cities]; “ORS 373.020” [Jurisdiction over streets taken over for
state highways]; “ORS 373.030” [Construction requiring grade changes on city street

Development rights are usually discussed in the context of “transferable development rights.” In that
context “transferable development rights” are an interest in real property that constitutes the right to
develop and use property under the zoning ordinance which is made severable from the parcel to which
the interest is appurtenant and transferable to another parcel for development and use in accordance with
the zoning ordinance. 2 Rathkopf’s The Law of Zoning and Planning Section 15:50 (4™ edition).
Treatises discuss development rights as the amount of density allotted to the landowner within the zone.
University of Colorado Law Review, Volume 53, page 167 (1981). Development rights are usually
discussed in light of a scheme that these rights could be transferable through some governmental license —
the purpose of which is to compensate for fair compensation — defined as the difference between the value
of the land developed without regulatory restrictions and the value of the land with the regulatory
restriction. “Fair compensation” allows compensation for the diminishment of value caused by
governmental regulatory action that is beyond what is compensated for when the landowner is deprived of
any reasonable use of the land or a “taking”. This is not unlike the concept that Ballot Measure 7 was
trying to address compensation for the diminished value associated with government imposed regulations.

Oregon has a statute to allow the transfer of development rights in landslide arcas where the community
has adopted a transfer of development rights program. ORS 195.266.



connections]. Acquisition of development rights is not a purpose of the Act. Absent
express authorization, ODOT does not have the authority to acquire development

rights.

The Throughway Act, ORS 374.035, authorizes the acquisition of any interest in real property,
“which in the opinion or judgment of the department is deemed necessary for the construction of
any throughway, the establishment of any section of an existing state road or highway as a
throughway or the construction of a service road.” (Emphasis added.) This authority is extended
to land that is not immediately needed for the highway but can include “an entire lot, block, or
tract of land if by so doing, the interests of the owner and the state will be best served even
though the entire track is not immediately needed for the highway proper.” ORS 374.040.

This provision is limited to the purchase of land required for the construction of highways. The
acquisition of development rights is not expressly authorized. Unlike land acquired for wetland
mitigation, development rights are not required before the highway can be constructed. Rather
development rights could be a tool used to manage the highway from the demands of traffic
caused by future development or to compensate developers from the diminishment of value
caused by government imposed regulations.

If ODOT wants to have the authority to purchase development rights then additional legislation
is required.
]

* Planning Horizon Length

Question 9:  Does the 20-year planning horizon in the OHP limit the OTC from taking a
longer planning horizon?

DOJ Response:  The OHP currently defines the planning horizon as 20 years. The OTC has
the ability to change or amend the planning horizon but until it does it should adhere to the 20
year planning horizon.

The Oregon Highway Plan defines the planning horizon as 20 years for the development of state,
regional and local transportation plans including ODOT’s corridor plans. (OHP Page 72).

However, if ODOT wished to change the planning horizon, there is not a legal impediment to
lengthening it. ORS 184.618 (1) gives the Oregon Transportation Commission as its “primary
duty” the responsibility to “develop and maintain a state transportation policy and a
comprehensive long-range plan for a safe multi-modal transportation system for the state.

The Highway Plan was developed and adopted to meet the state planning obligations required by
ISTEA and the Statewide Planning Goals including the Transportation Planning Rule (TPR)
OAR 660-012-000 et seq., which implements State Planning Goal 12 (transportation). The OHP
reinforces the need to plan for the long term planning for and specifically requires the
development of Interchange Area Management Plans to protect the function of interchanges to
provide safe and efficient operation between connecting roadways and to minimize the need for
major improvements of existing interchanges. (OHP Action 3C.1)
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The Transportation Planning Rule (TPR), OAR 660-012-0005(17) defines the planning period as
“the twenty-year period beginning with the date of the adoption of a TSP to meet the
requirements of the rule” but also instructs that population and employment forecasts and
distributions shall be for 20 years and, if desired, for longer periods. OAR 660-012-0030(3)(a).

The Highway Plan and TPR are currently structured with a 20-year planning horizon. The OTC
could amend the OHP to expand the planning horizon for new projects just as interchanges. It
does not appear that this would be inconsistent with the TPR.

* Financial Participation — Cost Sharing

The OTC has asked staff about the potential for local governments and others to participate in
paying for needed improvements to interchanges. The commission is concerned that since
developers are utilizing capacity at existing interchanges and local governments are authorizing
additional development, they should be partially responsible for needed improvements to handle
the resultant increased traffic.

Question 10: What authority does ODOT have to require financial match from local
governments and private developers for improvements to interchanges?

DOJ response:  ODOT has no authority to require a financial match from local governments
and private developers for improvements to interchanges. It can, however, encourage a financial
match from local government by developing STIP criteria that places emphasis on local matches.
To date private funds have been collected for highway improvements when a local development
requires a plan amendment or zone change AND that proposed development will cause a
significant affect to the highway under OAR 660-012-0060. In those limited circumstances, the
local jurisdiction can require a private development or local jurisdiction to provide the
transportation improvements adequate to support the proposed land uses as a condition of
approval. These types of conditions are subject to the exaction limitations of Dolan v. City of
Tigard, 129 L Ed 2d 304 (1994 (legal exactions require an essential nexus between a legitimate
state interest and the permit conditions and rough proportionality between the exactions and the
projected impact of the proposed development).

Question 11: To what extent can ODOT require financial participation from local governments
and private developers in interchange improvements?

DOJ Response: ~ See above. Of course, all parties can voluntarily enter into negotiations and
develop different arrangements.

Question 12: What mechanisms does ODOT have to obtain financial participation from local
governments and private developers for interchange improvements?

DOJ Response: ~ Within the circumstances explained above, ODOT has been approaching the
issue of collecting financial contributions in an ad hoc manner and it would be helpful to have a
consistent statewide approach. Region 4 has collected funds for improvements in a variety of

ways — some involving depositing funds in special accounts. In such circumstances, the private
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developer contributes its proportional share for the cost of the improvements but that that share
amounts to a small percentage of the cost of the highway improvement. ODOT is allegedly
earmarking these funds for that purpose and placing the funds in a special account. Unresolved
issues arise when there are inadequate funds to construct the improvements after a period of
time. Some agreements purport to return the money to the developer if adequate funds are not
collected with in a set time period, other agreements say nothing. The tracking of these sorts of
arrangements invokes a trustee fiduciary relationship of the part of ODOT. For this reason,
ODOT has relied upon these sorts of arrangements for the construction of comparatively small
traffic improvements such as left turn lanes or medians which can be completed with the
developer’s contribution. Region 2 has been effective in exacting transportation improvements
prior to issuing an approach permit.

Question 13:  Under what circumstances can ODOT require local governments or private
developers to participate in cost of improvements to interchanges?

DOJ response: I can think of no circumstances where ODOT can require local governments
or private developers to participate in the cost of improvements. As mentioned in response to
item #1, ODOT may adopt STIP criteria which include local contribution in prioritizing selection
of projects.

Question 14:  You also asked if local governments can collect SDC that can be spent on
improvements to the state highway in its jurisdiction.

DOJ response:  System development charges may be levied by a local government to
construct, extend or enlarge a street. These types of capital improvements may be spent only on
capacity increasing improvements and the proportion of such improvements paid by SDCs must
be related to current or project development. See ORS 223.307(2) There is not a statutory
limitation prohibiting the application of system development charges to state highways if the
project where to construct, extend or enlarge a street and the proportion of the contribution is
SDCs is related to the current or future development.



Region 1

Attachment B

Interchanges on Oregon Highways
Interchanges of Highest Concern as Determined by ODOT Region Staff - 4/20/04

mxﬂ::n Interchanges

WEST HOOD RIVER

COLUMBIA RIVER - 1-84 - Exit 62

62.06

US 30 - Cascade Ave.

Access to underdeveloped county commercially zoned land

Underdeveloped land access - Port of Hood River Waterfront

2nd STREET COLUMBIA RIVER - |-84 - Exit 63 63.92|2nd Street and downtown
. . High congestion. Primary airport access and access to
AIRPORT EAST PORTLAND FWY -1-205 Exit24 | 24.75|Airport Way Columbia South Shore
Heavy traffic and congestion due to surrounding development.
STAFFORD ROAD PACIFIC - I-5 - Exit 286 286.18|N. Wilsonville - Ellingson |Interchange recently rebuilt. Future connection between 1-5 and

OR 99W.

Over capacity, primary connection of Forest Grove, Cornelius,

NORTH PLAINS/GLENCO RD |SUNSET - US 26 57.16Glenco Road North Plains and Hilisboro industrial areas to Sunset Hwy.
Heavy traffic and congestion due to Hillsboro industrial sites.
R i fauri . . ;

HELVETIA ROAD/SHUTE RD |SUNSET - US 26 61.06|Shute Rd/242nd Ave. amp will need reconfiguring, spacing a problem will require

relocating public streets. UGB expansion in area. Major
improvements scheduled

_ﬂmmmo: 2

Existing Interchanges

WOODBURN PACIFIC - I-5 - Exit 271 271.85 |OR 214 New interchange near construction. IAMP underway
Undeveloped interchange within Salem UGB and city limits.
KUEBLER BLVD PACIFIC - I-5 - EXIT 251 2525 |KUBLERBLVD Future impacts from Mill Creek industrial site development.
Future impacts from Mill Creek industrial site development and
NORTH SANTIAM PACIFIC - [-5 - EXIT 253 253.88 |OR 22 .. proximity to Lancaster Dr. interchange.
LANCASTER DRIVE NORTH SANTIAM HWY - OR 22 1.91 |[LANCASTER DRIVE Future impacts from Mill Creek industrial site development.
DEER PARK DRIVE NORTH SANTIAM HWY - OR 22 4.03 DEER PARK DRIVE Future impacts from Mill Creek industial site development.
Undeveloped land in Salem and Keizer UGB. New development
CHEMAWA PACIFIC - I-56 - EXIT 260 - 260.2 |CHEMAWA RD. approved and proposed will impact interchange.
Key access to W. Salem and element of OR 22 safety corridor,
ROSEMONT AVE. WILLAMINA-SALEM HWY - OR22 2486 |ROSEMONT AVE. airculation planning and land use study.




INDEPENDENCE HWY

WILLAMINA-SALEM HWY - OR22

Attachment B

Interchanges on Oregon Highways
Interchanges of Highest Concern as Determined by ODOT Region Staff - 4/20/04

po
Part of safety corridor planning for local circulation.

DONALD-AURORA

PACIFIC - I-5 - EXIT 278

278.67 |EHLEN ROAD

Rural interchange with development potential and very bad
geometric problems.

DAYTON

SALMON RIVER

51.38 |OR 223

Possible new interchange resulting from Newberg-Dundee
bypass impacts to OR 18.

FT. HILUS. YAMHILLR. RD

SALMON RIVER

S, YAMHILL R. RD. .

Constructing new interchange in rural developing area with
casino and industrial development.

SANTIAM HWY

PACIFIC I-5 - EXIT 233

233.23 {US 20

In Albany UGB. Geometric and operational problems with
significant city growth to the east.

NORTH ALBANY

PACIFIC I-5 - EXIT 234

234.23 |[KNOX ROAD

In Albany UGB. Geometric and operational probiems with
significant city growth to the east.

SANTA CLARA BELTLINE - OR 26 8.46 |RIVER ROAD Heavily congested in rapidly growing area.

RIVER AVENUE BELTLINE - OR 26 9 RIVER AVENUE Rapid development area and new river crossing issues
DELTA HIGHWAY BELTLINE - OR 26 9.75 |DELTA HIGHWAY Rapid development area and new river crossing issues
MOHAWK BLVD EUGENE-SPRINGFIELD 6.1 |MOHAWKBLVD Part of 2nd phase Expressway management plan
42ND STREET EUGENE-SPRINGFIELD 7.5 |42ND STREET Part of 2nd phase Expressway management plan
COTTAGE GROVE PACIFIC - I-5 - EXIT 174 174.74 [ROW RIVER ROAD [Significant development potential in northwest quadrant.
REGION 3

Existing Interchanges

FERN VALLEY ROAD

PACIFIC - I-5 - Exit 24

24 .40[Phoenix connector

City of Phoenix Interchange Business Zone within UGB

NORTH SHADY

PACIFIC - I-5 - Exit 119/120

120.54|OR 42/99W/HWY 234

Within Green Unincorportated Urban Area between Winston
and Roseburg. Growth pressures from plan amendments and
new development in county. Traffic conditions on ramps
becoming unsafe.

NORTH ROSEBURG

PACIFIC - I-5 - Exit 127

125.73|Stewart Parkway

Large tracts of vacant land zoned industrial. Pressure increased
commercial development in area.

SOUTHERLIN

PACIFIC - I-5 - Exit 136

136.52|OR 138(Hwy 231)

In UGB. Community pushing hard for industrial development.
Pressure for more commercial development. City developing
residential on west side of I-5 and commercial on east side with

not good local road system.




REGION 4.

Attachment B

Interchanges on Oregon Highways
Interchanges of Highest Concern as Determined by ODOT Region Staff - 4/20/04

Existing Interchanges

Potential New Interchanges

Close proximity to UGB. Strip Commercial zoning along US 97
in area. Vacant underdeveloped land surrounding future site.

REDMOND RE-ROUTE THE DALLES-CALIF - US 97 119.01|N. terminus of bypass Need IAMP to identify specific management needs and
methods.
Development pressure from existing zoning and expansion of
COOLEY ROAD THE DALLES-CALIF - US 97 134.11]|Cooley Rd. Bend UGB. Proposal for 500 acre light industrial development
nearby.
REGION 5
Existing Interchanges
Need major improvements, inadequate access spacing,
UMATILLA COLUMBIA RIVER - {-84 184.08|HWY 2 - |-82 potential development at interchange
Scheduled for bridge replacement, inadequate access spacing,
STANFIELD OLD OREGON TRAIL - 1-84 188.83|HWY 54 - US 395 development expected at interchange and growth in
surrounding community.
HWY 28 - US 395 Major improvement scheduled for 2007, inadequate access
EMIGRANT AVE OLD OREGON TRAIL - |-84 209.54 Pendleton spacing, development potential in surrounding community.
IAMP being developed, concemn for UGB expansion and
NORTH ONTARIO OLD OREGON TRAIL - |-84 374.55|0R 201/HWY 455 development at interchange.
IDAHO AVE OLD OREGON TRAIL - 1-84 376.72|US 30/HWY 455 SPUR |/\CCess management project completed, traffic study underway,
D o : pressure for land use chanages in surrounding area, in UGB.




DRAFT

Attachment C

Interchange Management Staff Report Amendment
From June 2004 OTC meeting comments®
July 8, 2004

Summary of Next Steps

Staff recommends a multi-faceted approach to interchange management that primarily involves
continued development of interchange area management plans, increased participation in
development review, expanded work on project development and development of guidelines that
define a range of effective methods for interchange management.

The following are the next steps the department would intend to take to raise the priority and
effectiveness of managing interchange areas.

8.

10.

Develop a set of guidelines that provide effective management strategies and solutions for
interchange areas. The guidelines will include expectations on consistency, desired
management outcomes and processes for developing IAMPs. They will also include
necessary implementation mechanisms, actions and performance expectations as well as
additional guidance on addressing related topics such as:

e Access Management e TAMP plan adoption
o Design Considerations e Development Review
¢ Plan amendments and zone changes e Project Development

Periodic Review of local plans

Redirect staff and funding resources to develop IAMPs and implementing actions in a timely
manner. This will most likely involve shifting planning staff and funding from other program
areas and set this effort as a higher priority. Impacted work areas will likely include highway
segment designation and management plans, corridor plans including deficiency reports and
refinement planning associated with project development.

Give priority to the preparation of IAMPs identified in Attachment B. This should also
include Access Management Plans and TSPs and their associated refinement plans. Through
these processes agreements can be forged between state and local governments that will not
only address the concerns of all interested parties but also provide a connection to the
statewide planning program. This provides a fundamental mechanism to implement and
enforce these agreements. This strategic planning is the most effective mechanism to be
proactive about development and transportation management expectations and minimize

2 Changes to report are in bold italics
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11.

12.

13.

14.

DRAFT

confrontations between state and local governments and development interests. A critical part
of successful interchange management involves mutual adoption of IAMPs.

In addition to ODOT’s existing development review practices, use the plan results to guide
participation in the development review and local plan amendment processes. It is essential
that ODOT staff, through these mechanisms, analyze and respond to land use intensification
and development proposals that may compromise the intended function of state highway
interchanges.

More fully integrate the use of tools and authorities identified in this report and subsequent
guidance during project development where there is no JAMP.

Give priority to plans and projects that protect interchange function. ODOT staff should
diligently review project funding proposals for consistency with needs to establish
management actions in plans. This will mean enhancing our commitment to resources
devoted to interchange planning, local government planning and development review while
stepping up our efforts in monitoring plan amendments and project funding review.

Bring completed plans forward to the OTC as formaily adopted facility plans. To be most
effective the OTC will adopt these plans as facility plans and local government will adopt
them as elements of their TSPs and comprehensive plans.

15. Participate in review of Goal 14 and TPR to provide more guidance and establish stronger

requirements to coordinate with ODOT to balance the transportation/land use relationship
around interchanges.
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