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ORDINANCE NO. 552

AN ORDINANCE ADOPTING THE CITY OF WILSONVILLE
TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS PLAN.

WHEREAS, Oregon law requires that state, local and regional governments adopt
interrelated Transportation System Plans (TSPs). The purpose of a local TSP, according
to the Transportation Planning Rule, is to ‘;establish a system of transportation facilities
and services adequate to meet identified local transportation needs consistent with
regional TSPs and adopted elements of the State TSP"; and,

WHEREAS, the City of Wilsonville 1991 Transportation Master Plan constitutes
the TSP and the transportation element of the City’s Comprehensive Plan; and,

WHEREAS, since the adoption of the Transportation Master Plan, the city has
experienced significant growth that has placed demands on the transportation system not
envisioned in 1991, necessitating a reevaluation of the transportation needs, services and
facilities; and,

WHEREAS, with the establishment of the Adjunct Transportation Planning
Committee (ATPC) in 1996, the city initiated a process of extensive policy, planning and
engineering analysis to, among other activities, inventory current transportation
conditions and facilities, determine the needs and desires for roadway networks and non-
motorized facilities, develop and evaluate transportation system alternatives, analyze and
establish appropriate levels of service standards, determine short and long range plans,
and develop a draft TSP; and,

WHEREAS, beginning July, 2002, the Wilsonville Planning Commission began a
public review of a draft TSP under Planning File No. 02PC02, involving citizens,
affected governments, and other interested parties; and,

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission conducted public hearings regarding the
matter, Case 02PC02, on July 10, 2002, August 14, 2002, September 12, 2003, October
9, 2002, November 13, 2002, December 11, 2002, January 8, 2003, January 16, 2003, and
February 12, 2003, developing in the process a comprehensive system to address
comments and suggestions received in public testimony for the purposes of

recommending revision to the draft TSP as appropriate; and,
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WHEREAS, the Planning Commission recommended adoption of the draft TSP
with modifications; and,

WHEREAS, the City Council has conducted a duly noticed public hearing on the
draft TSP on May 19, 2003, and,

WHEREAS, the City Council has considered the Planning Commission’s
recommendation, the staff reports in this matter, and testimony and evidence of interested
parties, and has evalu.ated the draft TSP against the Statewide Goals, state, county, and

regional TSPs, Comprehensive Plan provisions, and other standards;

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY OF WILSONVILLE ORDAINS AS
FOLLOWS: |

Section 1. Findings. The City Council hereby adopts as findings of fact the
1 above recitals, that document entitled “Application No. 02PCO02 Findings,” attached
hereto as Exhibit A and incorporated herein as if fully set forth, and such findings as
contained in Appendix B of the Transportation Systems Plan, in the staff report of March
19, 2003, filed in the record herein, and in the Staff Report Addendum dated May 12,
2003, which attaches amendments based upon public comments, ODOT comments,
Metro comments, Clackamas County comments, Council comments and staff responses
thereto, as Exhibit C, incorporated herein as if fully set forth, referenced below.

Section 2. Order. The City Council hereby adopts the proposed 2002 City of
Wilsonville Transportation Systems Plan, attached as Exhibit B and incorporated herein
as if fully set forth, together with the amendments set forth in the Staff Report Addendum
dated May 12, 2003, attached Exhibit C, incorporated herein as if fully set forth. The
Transportation Systems Plan shall be conformed to read “2003 City of Wilsonville
Transportation Plan”.

Section 3. Staff Directive. To reflect adoption of the TSP, staff is directed to
return to City Council with conforming amendments to the city’s Comprehensive Plan
and Development Code.

SUBMITTED to the Wilsonville City Council and read for the first time at a regular’
meeting thereof on the 19th day of May, 2003, at the hour of 7:00 p.m. at the Wilsonville
Community Center, 7965 SW Wilsonville Road, Wilsonville, Oregon, and scheduled for second
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Ordinance No. 552
# Exhibit A
EXHIBIT A g
ORDINANCE NO. 552

APPLICATION NO. 02PC02 FINDINGS

1. Statewide Planning Goal #1: Develop a citizen involvement program that insures
the opportunity for citizens to be involved in all phases of the planning process.

The series of public hearings described above, along with the original work of a
citizen technical committee (Adjunct Transportation Planning Committee, which held
its final meeting in February 2002) and the citizen involvement activities described in
Chapter 2 and Appendix A of the revised TSP, have played parts in a strong, ongoing
public involvement process for this planning file and for this project.

e Finding 1. In that a series of activities and processes over a period of seven years
were conducted where citizen opinion and recommendation have been solicited in
a variety of ways, including formation of the Adjunct Transportation Planning
Committee as the steering committee for development of the City’s TSP, the City
complies with Statewide Goal #1.

2  Statewide Planning Goal #12: To provide and encourage a safe, convenient and
economic transportation system.

The City’s Transportation Master Plan (TMP), adopted in 1991, has served as the
major guide for the City’s 20-year transportation system thinking. Additionally, the
Transportation Element of the Wilsonville Comprehensive Plan includes policy
statement as placeholders until such time as the City has adopted its TSP. It should
be pointed out that the TMP, while dated, covers all the topics of the TSP, but in
lesser detail. Therefore, even without the advantage of an adopted TSP as required by
Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR), the City has managed growth and transportation
facilities adequate to serve that growth using its adopted Transportation Master Plan.
Findings outlining the compliance of the revised TSP with the State Transportation
Planning Rule are found in Appendix B of the revised TSP.

e Finding 2. In that a transportation systems plan has been completed that expands
and presents in detail the multi-modal system and details required by OAR 660-
012 (Transportation Planning Rule); and in that follow-up work for amending the
transportation sub-element of the Wilsonville Comprehensive Plan will
commence upon adoption of the revised TSP by the City Council, the City
complies with Statewide Goal #12.

3. Wilsonville Comprehensive Plan Implementation Measure 3.1.6.0: The city shall
take...steps to reduce VMT’s and overall reliance on single occupancy vehicles:

Chapters 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 contain policy for Motor Vehicles Facilities, Pedestrian and
Bicycle Facilities, Transit System, Multi-Modal Facilities and Their Coordination,
and Transportation Demand Management, respectively. Taken together,
implementation of these policies adopted in this TSP will implement the
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Comprehensive Plan Implementation Measure cited above, and will establish and
carry out through time a coordinated network of transportation facilities adequate to
serve state, regional and local needs, and geared toward avoiding principal reliance on
the automobile (OAR 660-012-0020).

e Finding 3. In that the City’s previously adopted plans and programs regarding
automobile and truck facilities, pedestrian and bicycle facilities, the transit
system, multi-modal facilities and transportation demand management are
enhanced within this revised TSP; and in that Implementation Measure 3.1.6.0. of
the Wilsonville Comprehensive Plan serves as City transportation planning
policy, the revised TSP complies with existing City transportation planning
policy.

4. Wilsonville Code Section 4.198: Comprehensive Plan changes by adoption of
elements or ancillary documents must include findings that support:

a. The proposal meets a public need that has been identified;

b. The proposal meets the identified public need at least as well as any other
amendment or change that could reasonably be made;

¢. The proposal supports applicable Statewide Planning Goals;

d. The proposal will not result in conflicts with Comprehensive Plan portions
not being amended.

e Finding 4a. The public need for designing, funding and constructing a “safe,
convenient, and economic transportation system” has been determined by
Statewide Goal #12, and the accompanying Oregon Administrative Rule states
local planning requirements for each city and county to use in establishing said
system. In that the revised TSP under consideration enhances the multi-modal
planning and other facilities identified in the City’s adopted 1991 Transportation
Master Plan, the City’s adoption of this revised TSP fulfills its public need
requirement as established by the State; and provides detail and augmentation to
the City’s multi-modal future.

¢ Finding 4b. The City complies with applicable Statewide Planning Goals as
stated in Findings 1 and 2.

¢ Finding 4¢. In that adoption of the revised TSP, its goals, policies and
implementation measures comprise and replace Implementation Measures 3.1.6.a
through 3.1.6.cc of the “Roads and Transportation” sub-element of the
Wilsonville Comprehensive Plan (pages 29-35); and in that said sub-element has
served as a placeholder for the more comprehensive and coordinated, goals,
policies and implementation measures of the revised TSP, adoption of the revised
TSP does not conflict with the Wilsonville Comprehensive Plan.
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5. Wilsonville Code Section 4.000-4.033: Sections 4.008 through 4.030 stipulate
procedures to be followed for hearing a legislative application; and Section
4.032.(.01) states that the Planning Commission has authority to make
recommendations to the City Council on land use and transportation policy.

e Finding 5. In that all appropriate and required procedures have been followed and
carried out for developing and hearing this legislative proposal by the Planning
Commission, the proposal to recommend adoption of File 02PC02 complies with
applicable Wilsonville Code Sections.

CONCLUSIONARY FINDING
e Finding 6. In that all efforts have been made to develop a comprehensive

transportation systems plan that is coordinated with all affected bodies and
agencies, that has considered and responded to public involvement and testimony,
and that furthers the City’s responsibility to ensure that a safe, convenient and
economic transportation system is part of its growth management in the next two
decades; and in that all state, regional and local concerns have been
accommodated to the best level possible, the revised TSP meets all applicable
criteria.
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STAFF REPORT ADDENDUM
WILSONVILLE CITY COUNCIL
Wilsonville Planning Division

HEARING DATE: June 2, 2003

DATE OF THIS REPORT May 27, 2003

APPLICATION NO.: 02PC02

REQUEST: Adoption of a Transportation Systems Plan for the City of
Wilsonville

LOCATION: Citywide

APPLICANT: City of Wilsonville

CRITERIA: Statewide Planning Goals #1 and 12; Wilsonville Comprehensive

Plan: Public Facilities & Services Measure 3.1.6.0; Wilsonville
Code: Section 4.000-4.033, and Section 4.197

STAFF REVIEWERS: John Michael, Paul Cathcart, Maggie Collins, Eldon Johansen,
Linda Straessle, Mike Kohlhoff, Paul Lee

DESCRIPTION OF ACTION:

Second Reading for adoption of Ordinance No. 552, which would adopt a Transportation
Systems Plan (TSP), specifically, the City Council Public Draft dated April 17, 2003, with
amendments, said plan having adequately identified and addressed the transportation needs of
the City of Wilsonville through the year 2020.

BACKGROUND:

History of Project. See Staff Report dated May 12, 2003. On May 19, 2003, the City Council
took public testimony on Ordinance No. 552, after which, and duly considering public
comments, the Council moved unanimously for the First Reading of Ordinance No. 552, and
continuance of the public hearing to June 2, 2003. The intent at the June 2, 2003 public hearing
is to take further public testimony in accordance with a second reading of Ordinance No. 552,
and to take action on any substantive amendments to the Draft TSP under consideration.

May 19, 2003 Public Hearing Staff Comments.

The following summarizes both comments and recommendations included in the record for the
May 19, 2003 public hearing (Sections A, C, D, and E); and new points raised at that same
hearing (Section B).
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A. Comments from City Manager’s Office to the City Council dated May, 15, 2003
1. Add to the bottom of page 4-44 the following:

Project C-30 Wilsonville Road Interchange Improvements

Phase I: On-off Ramp Improvements $10.5 million

Phase II: Set back Abutment Walls and Widen Wilsonville Road $ 9.8 million

Phase III: Add Auxiliary Lanes to I-5 $11.0 million
Total: $31.3 million

Staff Recommendation

Concur.

2. Delete Project ‘C-217; the 5™ Street/Memorial Drive crossing of I-5 from the
TSP.
Staff Response

When the Adjunct Transportat1on Planning Committee (ATPC) was asked to
look at network connections, the connection between 5™ Street and Memorial
Drive with a crossing, either under or over, is, on paper, a natural fit.
Consequently, the ATPC proposed the crossing as project ‘C-21.” At that time,
the ATPC was informed that it would take a considerable amount of time and
effort to generate a cost estimate or impact report. Thus, the project is currently
listed in the TSP with a cost of ‘to-be-determined.” Based on public response to
the project, garnered from several open houses and public meetings, mostly
negative, staff has completed a cursory analysis of the extent and the impact of a
5™ Street/Memorial Drive crossing.

Using standard guidelines for deck height above a road, slope gradients and
bridge widths, the potential ‘landings’ for either an over or under crossing would
stretch from Magnolia Lane to the west and Rogue Lane to the east. If an under-
crossing, Parkway Avenue could be excavated to provide an intersection. If an
over-crossing, the elevation drop of Parkway Avenue south of the proposed
crossing precludes an intersection. Further, if an over-crossing, Parkway
Avenue would be disconnected from Memorial Drive, due to the landing.
Finally, the impact of cut and/or fill slopes would adversely impact the
neighboring properties.

In short, the impact of a crossing to the affected properties and existing residential areas
would be so significant as to be unacceptable. The cost of a crossing (without additional
extensive analysis) would probably be in the tens of millions of dollars. The cost/benefit
ratio of potential users to cost during peak hours would be extremely high (the model
predicts a peak hour traffic volume of between 200 to 300 vehicles for the crossing.) The
short-term effect for the TSP model (short term being until the next update) of deleting
the 5™ Street/Memorial Drive crossing is nil, as the traffic volumes are predicated on full
build-out. However, the long-term effect of modeling a ‘basically’ unbuildable crossing
would be to skew the traffic volume results when the transportation system model is
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updated. (partial staff response to Comment B.2, page 9 of Attachment #1 to the May 12,
2003 Staff Report).

Staff Recommendation
Staff recommends that project ‘C-21’, the 5™ Street/Memorial Drive crossing be
deleted from the TSP.

Consider changing the designation of Boones Ferry Road south of Wilsonville Road to
Minor Collector from Major Collector.

Staff Response
See staff response and recommendation to Comment B.3 below.

B. Comments from the City Council to staff dated May 19, 2003

1.

Councilor Lehan: Do the criteria for road project evaluation and design include concerns
for environmental and societal impacts?

Staff Response

Goal 5 environmental requirements are met with Policy 4.3.1 and Implementation
Measure 4.3.1. Goal 12 requirements need not be addressed at the project evaluation
stage.

Councilor Helser: Page 6-12, Section 6.3.6.3- Park & Ride and Transit Center Adjacent
to Commuter Rail. “The construction of this park-and-ride is contingent upon an
agreement that Wilsonville Road/I-5 interchange access improvements as envisioned by
the Freeway Access Study be built within one year after the park-and-ride facilities are
built.” :

Staff Response
This sentence represents a concurrency linkage between the Transit Center Park-and-Ride
and the Wilsonville Road/I-5 interchange improvements.

Staff Recommendation

Revise the sentence as follows:
“As a condition of approval, the traffic study for the construction of this park-and-ride
should examine the traffic concurrency needs with reference to the is-contingent
upen-an-agreement-that-Wilsonville Road/I-5 interchange access improvements as
envisioned by the Freeway Access Study be-built-within-eone-yearafter-the-park-and-
ridefacilities-are-built. This City facility will be in addition to the 450-space park-
and-ride area that is planned by Washington County for commuter rail passengers.
The transit center and the park-and-ride facilities are essential government
facilities.”

3. Councilor Kirk: Change the designation in the map and written material regarding

Boones Ferry Road south of Wilsonville Road so it’s called Minor Collector, not Major
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Collector.

Staff Response

Functional classifications provide guidelines for road design: lane width, bicycle and
parking lanes if any, landscaping and sidewalks, access management, access spacing
posted speed, and adjacent land uses. In the case of arterials there are also setback
requirements that preserve right-of-way for future expansion. Thus when growth occurs
developers must adhere to these several street guidelines and standards. The final arbiter
of these standards and guidelines is the City Council as the Road Authority. Besides the
difference of a median/left-turn lane in the major collector and not in the minor collector,
access management and spacing requirements are different. Major collectors are
appropriate for low or medium residential areas and are compatible with neighborhood
commercial intersections. Minor collectors are primarily adjacent to low density
residential areas.

Because of the ongoing commercial development of Boones Ferry Road between
Wilsonville Road and Bailey Street, this section should remain a major collector. If the
property east of the Lowries property develops, this section may need spot improvements
to accommodate separate north-bound right-turn, through, and left-turn lanes, and two
south-bound receiving-lanes (per Spot Improvement S-33, page 4-35 of the TSP.)
Because of the prospects of a Brown Road extension to 5™ Street and the
commercial/high density residential land use on Boones Ferry Road between Bailey
Street and 5" Street, a median/turn lane is or might be warranted in the future: This
section should remain a major collector. The section of Boones Ferry Road south of 5™
Street being low density residential can be lowered to a residential (transit) street
classification. However, this designation may need Council action to approve
engineering adjustments for local conditions.

Staff Recommendation:
Re-classify Boones Ferry Road south of 5™ Street as a residential (transit) street.

4. Councilor Kirk: Page 4-83, Implementation Measure 4.2.3 — “Immediately after adoption
of this Transportation System Plan, and in accordance with Chapter 9, establish funding
strategies and systems that will help provide for the investments
in major street improvement projects necessary to implement the goals and policies of the
Comprehensive Plan.” What does this mean, what does this require us to do?

Staff Response

Once the TSP is adopted, project funding strategies will be developed to identify possible
sources, percentage of contribution, types and timing of funds. This information will be
used for System Development Charge analysis, application for State and Metro funding,
CIP budget information, and project development.

5. Councilor Kirk: Page 6-14, Transit Implementation Measure 6.1.2.a — “Plan, fund, and
construct park-and-rides and transfer centers near the north and south I-5 interchanges
and at the commuter rail station. Work with regional, state and private entities to develop
funding packages.” Plan, fund and construct, change to just “plan” or some other word
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than “construct”.

Staff Response

A thorough process would be undertaken to plan park-and-ride centers. Upon site
approval, various funding packages may be presented, depending on the physical factors
of the subject site and other pertinent points. As always, any construction is subject to
local budgetary laws and approval by the City Council.

Staff Recommendation
Staff recommends keeping the language.

C. Comments from the ODOT letter, dated May 16, 2003, to the City Council

1.

Access Management for Freeway Interchanges, Section 4.4.6 — For clarity, we suggest
that the bulleted text be revised to more accurately reflect the policies of the Oregon
Highway Plan and ODOT’s access management rule, OAR 734.51.

Staff Response

This comment reflects ODOT’s ongoing concern as reflected in their similar comment
from the joint City and ODOT staff meeting on May 8, 2003. (see Planning Division
Staff Report 02PC02, May12, 2003, Section D.6, page 13.)

Staff Recommendation
e Delete staff response to ODOT comment Section D.6, page 13, Planning Division
Staff Report 02PC02, May 12, 2003.

e Revise the following bullet point on page 4-68 (added words are italicized):
“Existing access points within 750 feet of freeway interchanges may be closed
or consolidated. Existing access points between 750 feet and 1320 feet of
freeway interchanges may be changed to right in/out access only and/or
consolidated. This can improve traffic flow through the interchange and
reduce accidents. (see OAR 734.51 for further information.)”

We support the staff’s proposed revised language for Table 4.s. Please note that the
table’s cost estimate for a Boeckman Interchange does not reflect the $63 million
estimate developed for the I-5 Freeway Access Study.

Staff Response

The $63 million cost estimate for the Boeckman interchange is derived from the
Technical Appendix to the FAS. This cost estimate was superseded by the cost estimate
found in Table 9, page 66 of the FAS. The $40.2 million estimate was derived by
subtracting the cost of the collector/distributor roadway, which was an option, the cost of
the auxiliary lanes, which are a part of the Wilsonville Road interchange enhancements,
and the cost of the Boeckman overpass reconstruction, which is a long range project,
from the given Boeckman Road Interchange Improvement cost estimate. To this was
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added mobilization, design and contingency factors to arrive at $40.2 million.

Project Cost Estimates. ODOT staff would like to review the Wilsonville TSP Technical
Appendix when it is completed. At that time, we can provide a detailed response to cost
estimates for proposed projects on or adjacent to state facilities.

Staff Response
Concur.

D. Comments from the Metro letter, dated May 19, 2003, to the City Council

1.

Pedestrian District Designation - The 2000 RTP designates a pedestrian district in the
Wilsonville town center area. The Wilsonville TSP does not apply a pedestrian district
designation to the town center. This is an important pedestrian area that should be
specifically called out in the plan’s implementation measures to maintain consistency
with the RTP and support the provision of more pedestrian-oriented improvements in this
area.

Please add the following implementation measure to Section 5.7, “Revise appropriate
code sections to designate pedestrian districts in mixed-use areas and implement street
and site design standards that support this designation. (Per the requirements of 660-
045(4)(c) of the State Transportation Planning Rule and Section 6.4.10 of the Regional
Transportation Plan.)”

Staff Recommendation
Add the following implementation measure to Chapter 5:

Implementation Measure 5.1.2.b: Based upon Planning Division analysis and
Planning Commission findings, revise appropriate code sections to designate
pedestrian districts in mixed-use areas and implement street and site design standards
that support this designation.

Street Design Standards - The City’s street standards do not adequately address Metro’s
street design policies for streets in mixed-use areas. As currently proposed, the standards
treat all street design elements similarly by balancing all of the modes within the right-of-
way regardless of land use. This is appropriate outside of mixed-use areas. However, the
street standards should allow for more pedestrian-orientation and traffic calming features,
such as narrowed travel lanes, curb extensions and on-street parking, in mixed-use areas.
Metro’s street design policies promote these types of design considerations in mixed-use
areas to promote walking, bicycling and the use of transit.

Please add the following to Section 4.7 implementation measure 4.1.1.b, “For streets in
mixed-use areas, the street design should provide more pedestrian orientation and include
street design elements such as wide sidewalks, marked crosswalks, bikeways, street trees,
landscaping that separates the sidewalk from the street, street lighting, bus shelters and
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corner curb extensions to provide a safer environment that can slow traffic and encourage
walking, bicycling and transit use, as described in the Technical Appendix.” The
Technical Appendix would need to be updated to include this information as well after
the TSP is adopted.

Staff Recommendation
Add the following implementation measure to Chapter 4:

“Implementation Measure 4.1.1.c: Based upon Engineering Division analysis and
Development Review Board findings, streets in mixed-use areas, should provide
pedestrian orientation and include street design elements such as wide sidewalks,
marked crosswalks, bikeways, street trees, landscaping that separates the sidewalk
from the street, street lighting, bus shelters and corner curb extensions to provide a
safer environment that can slow traffic and encourage walking, bicycling and transit
use, as described in the Technical Appendix.”

3. Level of Service Findings - The City’s decision, findings and technical appendix for the
TSP should identify how the plan meets the provisions in Section 6.4.7 of the 2000 RTP
with regard to the City’s level-of-service standard.

Staff Response
The technical Appendix will address the provisions of Section 6.4.7 of the RTP.

E. Staff Clarification Recommendation

1. The intent of Policy 4.1.1 is to acknowledge the authority of the City Council to amend
the City Level-of-Service (LOS) standard from LOS ‘D’ to LOS ‘E’ when circumstances warrant
such a change. The current language is awkward.

Staff Recommendation
Revise Policy 4.1.1 as follows:

Policy 4.1.1 Design the City street system per the street standards set forth in this
TSP and to meet LOS D, which is the standard in the City. As may be approved by
the City Council, possible exceptions to the LOS D standard are a change to LOS E
on Boones Ferry Road and/or Elligsen Road;-as-may-be-approved-by-the-City
Council—Aleow-the-standard-te-be- LOSE and on Wilsonville Road between and
including the intersections with Boones Ferry Road and Town Center Loop West.
Other capacity improvements intended to allow continued development without
exceeding LOS E may also be approved by the City Council in permitted locations.

F. Staff Recommendations from the May 12, 2003, Staff Report Not Previously Addressed

1. Add language that clarifies Boeckman interchange role in Freeway Access Study. Refer
to Comment D.4, page 13 of Attachment #1 of the May 19, 2003 Staff Report.
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2. Revise Figures 4.7, 4.9 and 4.10 to remove project C-5 “Boeckman Interchange”.

3. Move Phase 2 of Project C-2 from the medium-range project list to the short-range
project list.

4. Adopt Errata recommendations i to ix on page 4 of the May 12, 2003 Staff Report.

G. Staff Recommendations from Clackamas County letter, dated May 30, 2003

1. Staff recommends that Stafford Road be designated as a major arterial from Wilsonville
to Lake Oswego.

2. Staff recommends that Policy 4.1.6 incorporate signal coordination within Wilsonville
with ODOT’s I-5 ITS system.

i What the TSP Provides.

| ¢ Compliance with State Statute, State Administrative Provisions, Statewide Planning Goal
12, and the Metro Regional Transportation Systems Plan (RTP). Adoption will assist the

i City in requests for transportation improvements funds.

i e Replacement of the City’s 1991 Transportation Master Plan by adoption of the TSP.

‘ e Replacement of the City’s 1993 Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan by adoptlon of TSP

| Chapter 5, “Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities.”

‘ e Updated replacement language (Goals, Policies and Implementation Measures) for pages
29 though 35 of the Wilsonville Comprehensive Plan (“Roads and Transportation Plan”
Section).

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends that the City Council approve the Second Reading of Ordinance No. 552, with
the attached as a replacement of Exhibit C from the May 19, 2003 First Reading of Ordinance
No. 552.

ATTACHMENT:
Exhibit C, Ordinance No. 552
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Exhibit C — Staff Recommended Revisions to the April 17, 2003, City Council
Draft of the Transportation Systems Plan

A. Summary of Staff Recommendations to June 2, 2003 City Council Comments, letters from
ODOT -axnd Metro, and Clackamas County and staff clarification

1.

Add to the bottom of page 4-44 Wilsonville Road interchange improvement costs. (see page 4-
44, attached)

Revise the concurrency link between the Wilsonville Road interchange improvements and the
Transit Center park-and-ride. (see page 6-12, attached)

Change the designation of Boones Ferry Road south of 5™ Street to Residential (Transit) Street
from Major Collector. (see Figure 4-8, attached)

Revise the bullet point on page 4-68 to reflect ODOT’s access management policy. (see page 4-
68, attached)

Add implementation measures to Chapters 4 and 5 concerning pedestrian districts and street
design policies in mixed-use areas. (see pages 4-84 & 5-27, attached)

Revise Policy 4.1.1 language to clarify intent. (se page 4-83, attached)

Revise Stafford Road from a minor arterial to a major arterial from Wilsonville to Lake Oswego.

(see Figure 4-8, attached)

Add Implementation Measure 4.1.6 to tie Policy 4.16 - signal coordination between Wilsonville

and ODOT’s I-5 ITS system, and Implementation Measure 6.1.6.b — develop a program to
implement an ITS, together. The new implementation measure will direct that ITS projects be
included in the Capital Improvement Program. (see page 4-82)

B. Summary of Staff Recommendations from Attachment 1, May 19, 2003:

1.

Delete Project ‘C-21°, the 5™ Street/Memorial Drive crossing of I-5 from the TSP. (see pages 4-
27, 4-41 & 4-78, and Figures 4.7, 4.8, 4.9, and 4.10 attached)

Add language that clarifies that the Boeckman interchange was not the only freeway access
alternative referred to in the Freeway Access Study. (see pages 4-3, 4-44, & 4-82, attached)

Revise Figures 4.7, 4.9, and 4.10, to remove project C-5 ‘Boeckman interchange.’ (see Figures 4-
7, 4-9, & 4-10, attached) ‘

Move Phase 2 of Project C-2 from the mid-range project list to the short-term project list. (see
pages 4-71, 4-72, 4-75, & 4-76, attached)

Errata (formerly Roman numerals i-ix):

5-1. Add language to Section 4.4.1 ‘Roadway Design Standards’ that specifically reference
Metro’s regional street design guidelines. (see page 4-45, attached)

5-2. Revise Figure 2.11 ‘2002 Transit Facilities’ to add the Metro regional bus routes in the
City. (see Figure 2-11, attached)

5-3. Revise the TSPs concurrency language to reflect capacity concerns over a 20-year planning
horizon. (see Appendix B pages 29 & 30, attached)

5-4. Update Table 2.g ‘TPR Implementation Measures.” (see page 2-12, attached)
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5-5. Revise language on pages 2-18 and 2-26 to specify references in the TSP. (see pages 2-18
& 2-26, attached)

5-6. Add language referencing ODOT’s access management standards for freeway ramps. (see
comment #5 above per ODOT letter and page 4-68, attached)

5-7. Update Appendix B ¢ Oregon Transportation Planning Rule’ with current references. (see
updated appendix B distributed at the May 19, 2003, Council meeting)

5-8. Revise incorrectly referenced figure number. (see page 2-65, attached)

5-9. Revise incorrect tense on page 3-1. (see page 3-1, attached)

/
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Actions from the February 12, 2003 Planning Commission Meeting
* Notice of Decision
* Resolution 02PC02
* Motions with attached:
Exhibit OO: Staff responses to Commissioner Wortman's February 9, 2003 email
(Exhibit NN).
Exhibit MM: Comments received 2/01/03 from Commissioner Wortman on Chapter
5 of the TSP.
Exhibit KK: Supplemental Document #1, Staff Responses to Public Hearing
Comments, January 16, 2003
Exhibit JJb: Motions and Errata
Exhibit JJa:  Errata Sheet

Exhibit Q:  "Transportation Systems Plan Public Hearing Comments" revised
November 27, 2002 (also called the "Rolling Log"). Note: All written and
oral testimony from the public hearings from July 10, 2003 through
December 11, 2003 were recorded and responded to in the Rolling Log.
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The Following Items are located in the Planning Division

Emailed to the Planning Commission February 11, 2003
Exhibit NN: An email dated February 9, 2003 from Commissioner Wortman, regarding TSP
comments — in preparation for Feb 12 PC meeting.

Emailed to Planning Commission February 7, 2003
Exhibit LL:  Supplemental Document #2, Staff Responses to Public Hearing Comments,
January 16, 2003

Included in the meeting packet for the February 12, 2003 Planning Commission meeting:
ExhibitJJ: A memorandum dated February 5, 2003, from Maggie Collins.

Exhibit II: A letter dated January 7, 2003, from Christi Uselman.

Exhibit HH: A letter dated January 16, 2003, from Jay Puppo.

Meeting minutes from the January 16, 2003 Planning Commission meeting.

Distributed at the January 16, 2003 Planning Commission Special Meeting

Exhibit GG: Written copy of John Ludlow's testimony before the Planning Commission dated
1/16/03.

Exhibit FF:  "Suggested Recommendation Motions" for the 1/16/03 Special Planning
Commission Meeting.

Exhibit EE: New "Figure X.XX E-W/N-S Roadway Grid Network.

Exhibit DD: A letter dated January 15, 2003, from Ben Altman of Urban Solutions, regarding
Comments on Transportation Systems Plan.

Exhibit CC: Email from Paul Cathcart, dated January 16, 2003, regarding Revised responses to
Chapters 6 & 9, with attached "Chapter 9 and 6 comments on the TSP — Planning
Commissioner Wortman."

Exhibit BB: "Comments received from Tim Knapp on January 10, 2003 TSP/TPR Compliance
Document (Appendix)"

Exhibit AA: "Chapter 9 and 6 comments on the TSP — Planning Commissioner Wortman" with
attached letter dated November 14. 2002, from Ben Altman (Exhibit O) with staff
responses to Mr. Altman's concerns noted on the letter.

Exhibit Z: Email from Commissioner Randy Wortman dated January 15, 2003 regarding
Planning Commissioner's TSP comments and questions.

Exhibit Y: Email from Tim Knapp dated January 15, 2003 regarding Short Range TSP
Priorities — Brown Road Extension to Boones Ferry.

Exhibit X: "Questions and Concerns from Planning Commissioners as of January 15, 2003
Regarding the January 2003 Public Draft of the TSP."

Exhibit W: A memo from Tim Knapp dated January 14, 2003.

Exhibit V: E-mail from Chair Debra Iguchi dated January 13, 2003 regarding Planning
Commissioner comments on the TSP.

Exhibit U:  E-mail from Commissioner Paul Bunn dated January 13, 2003 regarding Chapter
4 comments on the TSP — Planning Commissioner Wortman.

Exhibit T: E-mail from Commissioner Randy Wortman dated January 13, 2003 regarding
Chapter 4 comments on the TSP - Planning Commissioner Wortman.
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Exhibit S: E-mail from Commissioner Mary Hines dated January 9, 2003 regarding Planning
Commissioner comments on TSP.

Addendum Staff Report for the January 16, 2003 Planning Commission Special Meeting
Meeting minutes from the January 8, 2003 Planning Commission meeting.

Distributed at the January 8, 2003 Planning Commission meeting

* Revised January 2003 Public Draft Chapter 5 Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities ("clean" copy)

* Revised June 2002 Public Draft Chapter 5 Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities (with editing marks)

* Revised pages 9-9 through 9-11 of the January 2003 Public Draft Chapter 9 Funding ("clean" copy)

* Revised pages 9-9 through 9-11 of the June 2002 Public Draft Chapter 9 Funding (with editing

marks)

Page 4-25, Revised Table 4.g 2020 Alternative 2, List of Roadway Network Improvements and New

Road Additions

Page 4-39 and 4-40, Table 4.k 202 Alternative 2, Cost Estimates

Page 4-58, Table 4m Cost Estimates for Roadways to Meet City Standards

Page 4-70, Table 4.p Short Range Plan Projects and Estimated Costs (continued)

Page 4-71 and 4-72, Table 4.q Mid-Range Plan Projects and Estimated Costs

Page 4-73 through 4-76, Table 4.r Long Range Plan Projects and Estimated Costs

Page 4-77, Table 4.s 20-Year + Range Plan Projects and Total Estimated Cost for All Alternatives

New Figure, "Railroad Crossings" (later labeled as Figure 2.14) for Chapter 2

New Figure, "Comprehensive Plan" (later labeled as Figure 4.6a)

New Figure, "Zone Map" (later labeled as Figure 4.6b

Chapter 5 comments from the "Public Hearing Comments (Addition to Exhibit Q)

Exhibit R: An email dated January 6, 2003, from Tim Knapp, regarding Neighborhood
Connections and 5 Year Plan.

Included with the Staff Report for the January 8, 2003 Planning Commission meeting

June 2002 Public Draft Chapters 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, and 8 with all editing noted and January 2003
Public Draft revised Chapters 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, and 8 (the "clean" copy). Also
updated Exhibit N, the Oregon Transportation Planning Rule (OAR 660-012-0020
— 660-012-0070) to be included as an Appendix to the TSP.

Meeting minutes from the December 11, 2002 Planning Commission meeting.

Distributed December 6, 2002 for the December 11, 2002 Planning Commission Meeting
Exhibit P: I-5/Wilsonville Freeway Access Study dated November 2002 with attached:
> Memorandum dated December 6, 2002 from John Michael, regarding the
Freeway Access Study — Wilsonville Rd./I-5 Ramp Terminals
> A large graphic labeled, "Freeway Access Study — Wilsonville Rd./I-5 Ramp
Terminals"

Included in the December 11, 2002 Planning Commission Packet:

Exhibit O: A memorandum dated November 11, 2002, from Ben Altman of Urban Solutions,
regarding Wilsonville Road and TSP.

Exhibit N: Oregon Transportation Planning Rule (OAR 660-012-0020 — 660-012-0070) to be
included as an Appendix to the TSP with Staff Responses.
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Meeting minutes from the November 13, 2002 Planning Commission meeting.

Included in the November 13, 2002 Planning Commission Packet:
Exhibit N: Oregon Transportation Planning Rule (OAR 660-012-0020 — 660-012-0070) to be
included as an Appendix to the TSP.

Meeting minutes from the October 9, 2002 Planning Commission meeting.

Distributed at the October 9, 2002 Planning Commission Public Hearing:
Revised TSP Chapter 3

Staff report for the October 9, 2002 Planning Commission Public Hearing:

Exhibit M: A report, "Wilsonville Model Overview — Draft," from Dick Walker, Jennifer
John, Heather Fujioka of Metro.

Exhibit L: A letter dated September 11, 2002 from Sonya Kazen of ODOT, regarding Draft
Wilsonville TSP Chapters 3, 4, and 9.

Meeting minutes from the September 12, 2002 Planning Commission meeting.

Distributed at the September 12, 2002 Plannmg Commission Public Hearing:

Exhibit K: A memorandum dated September 11, 2002, from Susan Myers of Capital Realty,
regarding TSP Chapter 8 Transportatlon Demand Management.

Exhibit J: Written questions dated August 14, 2002; from Larry Miller; regarding
Transportation Systems Plan, Article 8.6, Measure 8.1.1.d.

Staff Report dated for the September 12, 2002 Planning Commission Public Hearing
Exhibit I: A letter dated August 30, 2002, from Darci Rudzinski of DLCD, regarding
Transportation Systems Plan — June 2002 Public Draft

Meeting minutes from the August 14, 2002 Planning Commission meeting.

Staff Report dated August 7, 2002 for the August 14, 2002 Planning Commission Public

Hearing

Exhibit H: A letter dated August 5, 2002, from Sonya Kazen of ODOT, regarding Draft
Wilsonville TSP, ODOT Review of Chapters 6, 7, 8.

Exhibit G: A letter dated July 26, 2002 from Kim White of Metro.

Meeting minutes from the July 10, 2002 Planning Commission meeting.

Distributed at the July 10, 2002 Planning Commission Meeting:

Exhibit F: A letter dated July 10, 2002, from Kim White of Metro.

Exhibit E: A letter dated July 9, 2002, from Sonya Kazen of ODOT, regarding Wilsonville
TSP (draft June 2002) ODOT Review of Chapters 1, 2 and 5.

Exhibit D: A letter dated July 9, 2002, to John Michael, from Darci Rudzinski of DLCD,
regarding Transportation Systems Plan — June 2002 Public Draft.
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Staff Report dated July 3, 2002 for the July 10, 2002 Planning Commission Public Hearing

Exhibit C: A Community Development Department Staff Report and Recommendation, dated
February 27, 2002, to the Adjunct Transportation Planning Committee, from John
Michael, regarding Response to Citizen Comments from the November 28, 2001
Public Meeting.

Exhibit B: Affidavit of Mailing and Affidavit of Posting with attached Public Hearing
Notice. .

Exhibit A: DLCD Periodic Review Work Task Submittal Form with attached:
» Periodic Review Work Program Summary
* June 2002 Public Draft Wilsonville Transportation Systems Plan
(Edited May 24, 2002) (Located in the Planning Division)
» Public Hearing Notice for 02PC02 Transportation Systems Plan
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CHAPTER 1
- INTRODUCTION

1.1

BACKGROUND

The City of Wilsonville is a rapidly growing community with a thriving commercial and
industrial base. Wilsonville is located in the Portland metropolitan area along Interstate
5, south of Interstate 205, 18 miles south of downtown Portiand and 29 miles north of
Salem (Figure 1.1). This document (the Transportation Systems Plan) is a complete
update of the City's 1991 Transportation Master Plan and constitutes the transportation
element of the City’s Comprehensive Plan. Transportation needs, including goals and
policies, were last addressed in the 1991 Plan. Since that time, Wilsonville has
experienced significant growth that has placed heavy demands on the transportation -
system. ' '

The purposes of this Transportation Systems Plan (TSP) are to:

« Comply with state mandates for transportation planning as specified by the
statewide Transportation Planning Rule (TPR). Per OAR (Oregon Administrative
Rules) 660-012-0015, the purpose of the TSP is to “establish a system of
transportation facilities and services adequate to meet identified local transportation
needs consistent with regional TSPs and adopted elements of the State TSP".

» Develop standards for the transportation system.
» Address current problem areas.

+ ldentify future roadway needs required to support predicted growth over the next 20
years.

» Provide guidelines for future transportation planning.

The TSP contains policies and implementation measures designed to fulfill the City's
transportation needs through the year 2020. Many of these policies and implementation
measures will become the City's standards for future transportation planning; however,
several of these policies and measures seek to “encourage”, “promote”, or “support”
particular actions in an effort to create a positive environment in Wilsonville. They
represent an ideal or a suggestion and are not to be interpreted as a requirement of the
TSP or any implementing document of the TSP on any individual, business, or

organization. In time, these measures may be supported by incentives.

This TSP provides details to guide transportation investment for the future and to
determine how land use and transportation needs can be balanced to bring the most
benefit to the City. In addition to meeting state requirements, this TSP is in compliance
with other jurisdictional plans including Metro’s Regional Transportation Plan (RTP),
Washington County’s Transportation Plan, Clackamas County’s Comprehensive Plan,
and Metro’s Urban Growth Management Functional Plan.
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THE PLANNING PROCESS

To develop this updated plan, the planning area boundaries were set as Clay Street and
Day Road to the north, Miley Road to the south, Stafford and Wilsonville roads to the
east, and Grahams Ferry Road to the west. This planning area is larger than the Urban
Growth Boundary (UGB) and the city limits to ensure consistency between plans within
the City and those plans outside of its urban growth area (see Figure 1.2).

Figure 1.3 illustrates the process followed to develop the TSP for the planning area.
This process consisted of extensive engineering and planning analysis combined with
input and review by the Adjunct Transportation Planning Committee (ATPC), the
Planning Commission and the City Council. The ATPC consisted of citizens at large,
business owners, and representatives from both the Planning Commission and City
Council. The ATPC held its last meeting in April 2002. The ATPC's primary goal was to
plan and provide for adequate public facilities and services, concurrent with the rate of
development and population growth within the Wilsonville planning area. Public
hearings were held on the TSP prior to its adoption by the City Council.

The planning process included:

» Review of public documents to assure compliance.

» Inventory and data collection of current transportation conditions and facilities.
« Definition of goals and policies.

« Determination of needs and desires for roadway network and non-motorized facilities
(e.g., sidewalks, bicycle lanes).

. Developmént of alternatives with varying improvements and land uses to mitigate
deficiencies.

« Evaluation of alternatives.

+ Selection of two viable alternatives to carry forward.

» Analysis and establishment of appropriate level of service standards.

» Cost estimation of improvements necessary to satisfy City level of service standards.
» Determination of short-range and long-range plans.

» Development of TSP. _

The transportation plan was developed around four basic modes (or mode groups):

+ Motor Vehicles

» Pedestrians and Bicyclists

» Transit

» Other Modes (Including Rail, Air, and Water)
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The objective of this TSP is to optimize each transportation mode within Wilsonville. The
following chapters summarize the analysis performed for this plan. Each chapter
addresses an essential piece of the TSP. These chapters are:

+ Existing Conditions (Chapter 2)

» Traffic Model Development (Chapter 3)

+ Motor Vehicle Facilities (Chapter 4)

+ Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities (Chapter 5)

+ Transit System (Chapter 6)

» Other Modes and Multi-modal Coordination (Chapter 7)
» Transportation Demand Management (Chapter 8)

» Funding (Chapter 9)

HOW TO USE THIS PLAN

Goals are indicated for each chapter. After the Goals, information is provided to explain
the issues raised and further explain what the community hopes to achieve. Then,
specific Policies are listed indicating the official position of the Wilsonville City Council on
these matters. Finally, Implementation Measures are listed so that the specific actions
to be taken by the City can readily be seen. '

The text is organized to enable the reader to focus on particular subjects of interest.
Each chapter contains Policies and each Policy has one or more Implementation
Measures that relate specifically to that Policy. For instance, someone with a particular
interest in transit can look to Chapter 6. Policy T-6.1 requires land use patterns and
development standards that support transit. Implementation Measures 6.1.a, 6.1.b, and
6.1.c follow in the next section and list several actions that the City will take to help make
sure that Policy 6.1 is implemented.

Moving from Goals to Policies to Implementation Measures, the plan guides the reader
from the general to the specific. As time goes on, readers of this document should be
able to look at the specific Implementation Measures and determine whether, in fact, all
of the steps outlined in the plan have been taken.

Over time it can be expected that portions of this plan will be amended to keep pace with
changes in circumstances. By organizing the plan in this way, it should make it easier
for those considering changes to this plan to know whether they need to change the
Goals, the Policies, or just the Implementation Measures. At any point in the future, it
should be possible for readers of this document to look at the Transportation Systems
Plan and know whether the City has done the things that it has said that it would do to
meet the community’s transportation needs.
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TSP ALTERNATIVES

in the course of preparing this TSP for the City of Wilsonville, numerous different
alternative plans, as well as a substantial number of variations, were modeled and
studied. After reviewing those alternative plans in some detail, the ATPC selected three
alternatives for more refined study and final consideration. Based on new modeling, the
Planning Commission further refined the three alternatives down to two alternatives:
Alternative 1: the Modified No-Action and Alternative 2: the Recommended Alternative.
To reduce confusion, these final two alternatives are listed numerically, and the names

that were applied to them in previous draft documents were deleted. The alternatives
are:

Alternative 1: Modified No-Action — This alternative looked at the community in the
year 2020, with only minimal public investment in new transportation facilities during the
interim. This alternative assumed that transportation projects that are planned and
funded as of 2002 will be completed, and private investments will be made to improve
the transportation system, but major public investment will not occur during the planning
period. It also assumes that community growth and development are allowed to
continue in spite of inadequacies to the transportation systems. This is essentially the
“no-action” or “no-build” alternative as the term is used in the National Environmental

- Policy Act.

Alternative 2: Recommended Alternative — This alternative was based on all of the
system improvements that would be needed by 2020 with an enhanced Wilsonville
interchange as part of the transportation system. A Boeckman interchange, or other
freeway access improvements that are not a part of proposed improvements to the
Wilsonville Road interchange, are noted as being needed subsequent to the 20-year
planning horizon of the TSP.
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CHAPTER 2
EXISTING CONDITIONS

2.1

2.2

2.21

- INTRODUCTION

As a part of this Transportation Systems Plan (TSP) process, the City’s existing
transportation facilities were inventoried and their condition was assessed. The
following sections describe the existing street network, circulation, pavement condition,
traffic volume, traffic control, traffic levels of service, accidents, transit, bicycle and
pedestrian facilities, and other transportation modes. Past transportation planning work
in the City has been summarized, as well as regulations and other influencing
documents from the State, region, and counties. In addition, results from the public
involvement process are summarized herein.

PREVIOUS WORK

Plans and policy documents from the City of Wilsonville, Clackamas County,
Washington County, Metro, and the State of Oregon were reviewed for information
relevant to the Wilsonville planning area. State, regional, and other city documents also
were reviewed for information pertinent to the planning process. This review highlights
some of the major issues covered by these planning documents and compares the
major transportation-related elements of existing plans, codes, and ordinances pertinent
to the transportation planning efforts of the City of Wilsonville.

Review of Major Planning Documents

Most of the plans reviewed address the same major elements. These elements
include motor vehicle traffic, bicycles and pedestrians, transit, transportation demand
management (TDM), and road standards. For comparison purposes, Tables 2.a
through 2.f summarize the major planning documents and how they address each
element.

The following provides a brief overview of major common elements and
discrepancies identified during the plan review. These also are identified in
Tables 2.a through 2.f.

2.2.1.1 Overall Transportation Issues

Table 2.a summarizes the transportation issues addressed in each plan.

Overall, these plans appear to be consistent when it comes to planning goals and
level of service (LOS) standards. There is also some consistency with
recommended regional roadway projects, although the plans are not in complete
agreement (see Table 2.b).
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Table 2.a
Comparison of the Five Major Plans on Overall Transportation Issues
T’a“'ss":u:am" RTP August 2000 WCTP October 1988  CCCP June 2002 WTMP July 1991 OHP 1999
Planning Goals  Encourage and facilitate Increase system Provide for safe, efficient, Plan for and provide To maintain and improve
economic growth of the - capacity by improving convenient and adequate public the safe and efficient
Portland region through and expanding roadway economical vehicle facilities and services movement of people and
improved accessibility network. movement while closely tied to the rate goods, and contribute to
Ensure allocation of Make more efficient use Minimizing degradation of  of development. the health of Oregon’s
increasingly limited fiscal of system: encouraging environment and local, regional and
resources is driven by land  transit use and conserving energy, statewide economies and
use and transportation developing demand improve relationship ' livability of its
benefits. management programs,  between land use and communities.
Place priority on protecting {0 encourage shared transportation to
region’s natural vehicle use and spread ~ decrease reliance on
environment in travel demand away automobiles and
transportation planning from traditional peak encourage transit
travel hours. ridership by developing a
process. X
. convenient system.
Planning 2020 (base year 1994) 2005 (base year 1985) 2010 (base year 1987) 2010 (base year 1990) 2019
Horizon
Population/ Population 2,348,943. Population 411,000 Population n/fa ' Population 15,528 Not addressed.
Employment Employment 1,106,364. Employment 145,000. Employment 134,600. Employment 18,000. :
Forecast 1,610,956. 796,279 new 145,000 new residents 112,500 new people 8,220 new residents
residents. 666,309 new 106,000 new jobs. 48,100 new jobs? and 11,800 new jobs.
jobs.
LLOS Standard -  Wilsonville Town Center: LOS D with 20 minutes ~ Not addressed. LOS D is considered 0.99 v/c over the 2-hour
Multi-modal F/E for 2-hour peak period.  of E during peak hour _ acceptable, but is peak period.
System Other arterial routes: E/E. for region (1986). : ‘ approaching capacity.
1. The new jobs are nonagricultural.
RTP=Regional Transportation Plan, WCTP=Washington County Transportation Plan, CCCP*CIackamas County Comprehensive Plan (Chapter 5),
WTMP=1991 Wilsonville Transportation Master Plan, OHP=0Oregon Highway Plan
n/a = Not Available

Chapter 2 — Existing Conditions ‘ Page 2-2




Transportation Systems Plan ~ April 17, 2003 City Council Public Draft

Table 2.b
.Comparison of Projects Recommended in the Wilsonville Area by the Five Major Plans

Location RTP WCTP CCCP WTMP WCP

I-5/Wilsonville I/C Reconfigure ‘nla Improve n/a nla

i-5/Charbonneau I/C Improve n/a improve Improve nla
[-5/Elligsen Road I/C n/a Improve n/a n/a Modify
I-5/Boeckman I/C n/a n/a Study n/a n/a
Wilsonville Road n/a n/a Upgrade Widen Widen

RTP = Regional Transportation Plan, WCTP = Washington County Transportation Plan, CCCP = Clackamas County Comprehensive Plan
(Chapter 5), WTMP = 1991 Wilsonville Transportation Master Plan, WCP = Wilsonville Comprehensive Plan, I/C = interchange.

n/a = Not Addressed

2.2.1.1.1 Common Elements

¢ A common theme between plans is the need to address the
correlation between land uses and transportation.

o LOS D is considered acceptable, but LOS E is becoming
common as a standard.

e There is a need to improve the interchanges which provide

) ' access to Wilsonville (see Table 2.b). Note that both of the

l existing interchanges north of the Willamette River received
substantial improvements in the late 1990s.

2.2.1.1.2 Discrepancies

¢ Roadway functional classifications differ between plans (see
Table 2.c).

 Planning horizons differ between plans.

¢ Population and employment forecasts for the 1991 Wilsonville
Transportation Master Plan (TMP) and the 1988
Comprehensive Plan appear to be based on very different
assumptions.

It is also important to note that during the three years after the
1991 TMP was adopted, Wilsonville's population increased 33
percent (to 9,680). Employment increased an astonishing 125
percent (to approximately 14,000) between 1991 and 1996. As a
result, Wilsonville attained 66 percent of its expected employment
in only 25 percent of the time anticipated. City population reached
29 percent of its expected value in 20 percent of the time. This
growth rate highlights the difficulty facing the City in achieving its
goal of providing public services at a rate that is closely tied to
development.
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Table 2.c
Comparison of Functional Classifications in the Five Major Plans
Road Functional Classification
RTP WCTP CCCP WTMP WCP OHP

Road August 2000 October 1988 June 2002 July 1991 November 1988 1999

-5 principal arterial (freeway) Regional arterial freeway freeway not classified not classified Interstate
Highway

Boones multi-modal minor arterial (rural n/a collector maijor/ arterial District

Ferry Road road) minor collector Highway

Elligsen multi-modal minor arterial regional arterial principal n/a major/ arterial N/A

Road (urban road) route minor arterial

Wilsonville multi-modal minor arterial n/a major arterial major arterial arterial N/A

Road (community street)

Ridder Road minor arterial (n/a) major collector n/a minor arterial collector N/A

Parkway minor arterial (community minor arterial collector minor arterial collector N/A

Avenue street)

Boeckman minor arterial (regional street) n/a collector minor arterial minor collector N/A

Road .

Town minor arterial (community n/a collector minor arterial major arterial N/A

Center Loop street)

RTP= Regional Transportation Plan, WCTP= Washington County Transportation Plan, CCCP= Clackamas County Comprehensive Plan (Chapter 5), WTMP= 1991

Wilsonville Transportation Master Plan, WCP= Wilsonville Comprehensive Plan.

n/a = Not Addressed because the plan does not list a functional classification for this road.

Note: Secondary listing under RTP in parentheses denotes road designation.

Chapter 2 — Existing Conditions Page2-4




Transportation Systems Plan April 17, 2003 City Council Public Draft

2.2.1.2 Bicycle and Pedestrian Issues

Table 2.d summarizes the bicycle and pedestrian issues addressed in each plan.
Overall, it is clear that pedestrian and bicycle facilities are important elements
within each plan. However, there are many differences when it comes to design
standards.

2.2.1.2.1 Common Elements

The regional and county plans all recognize the importance of safe and
convenient facilities. :

2.2.1.2.2 Discrepancies

The pedestrian and bicycle facility standards are not clearly defined and
there are some inconsistencies among the existing Wilsonville planning
documents.

The Wilsonville Bicycle and Pedestrian and Parks and Recreation Master
Plans address facility location and the other plans address design
standards. '

2.2.1.3 Transit and Transportation Demand Management (TDM).Issues

Table 2.e summarizes the transit and TDM issues addressed in each plan.
Overall, it appears that these plans are consistent when it comes to the
significance of transit and TDM measures to Wilsonville.

2.2.1.3.1 Common Elements

Itis clear that transit is an important element to the regional and county
plans. However, Wilsonville has not been previously identified for any
regional transit routes; but a plan to extend commuter rail service to
Wilsonville may require new transit service in the future.

Only recently have the Wilsonville Plans begun to emphasize transit as
well as seek to implement TDM techniques. The City supports its own
transit system.

2.2.1 4 Road Standards

Table 2.f summarizes the road standards contained in the 1987 Wilsonville
Public Works Standards and the 1991 Wilsonville TMP. Many inconsistencies
exist between those documents. The City has adopted a design life standard
with the result that concrete construction is preferred for arterial streets when
conditions allow the street to be closed for construction.
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Table 2.d
Comparison of Bicycle and Pedestrian Issues in the Plans Reviewed

Design Standards

Major Routes in Wilsonville for
Proposed Bicycle and Pedestrian

Plan Planning Goal ‘Sidewalk Bicycle Facilities Facilities
2000 Metro Regional Safe and convenient routes for None. None. Wilsonville Town Center is designated
Transportation Plan bicyclists and pedestrians region as a pedestrian district. Boones Ferry
(RTP) wide, and increase walking and Road, Elligsen Road, Town Center
biking mode shares. Loop and Wilsonville Road are
designated as transit/mixed use
corridors and along W|th Canyon
Creek Road North, 95" Avenue,
Parkway Avenue and Boeckman
Road, are designated as bikeways.
1988 Washington County  Safe and efficient use of None. 6-foot adjacent to curb within ~ Boones Ferry Road
Transportation Plan pedestrian and bicycle facilities as pavement area. One-way and near I-5 Willamette River
(WCTP) alternative to motorized travel and facilities, same direction as crossing.
for recreational purposes. traffic. :
2002 Clackamas County  Safe, convenient movement of None. None. Wilsonville Road, Stafford Road,

Transportation Plan
(CCCP, Chapter 5)

1991 Wilsonville
Transportation Master
Plan (WTMP)

pedestrians and bicycles.

None.

5 to 8 feet in width
for all road types

6-foot lane adjacent to curb
within pavement area. One-
way facilities, same direction
as traffic.

Advance Road, Mountain Road, and
Butteville Road

Elligsen Road, Boeckman Road,
Wilsonville Road, I-5, and Boones
Ferry Road.

Class | paths are completely separated from vehicular traffic within an independent right-of-way (ROW) or the ROW of another facility. Bikeways separated from vehicles, but

shared by both bicycles and pedestrians, are included in the classification.

Class Il is part of the roadway or shoulder and delineated by pavement markings or barriers such as extruded curb or pavement bumper blocks. Vehicle parking, crossing, or
turning movements may be permitted within the bikeway.

Class Ill shares its traffic ROW with motor vehicles and is designated by signing only.

n/a = Not Available.

(Continued on next bage)
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Plan

Planning Goal

Table 2.d (continued)
Comparison of Bicycle and Pedestrian Issues in the Plans Reviewed (continued)

Design Standards

Sidewatk

Bicycle Facilities

Major Routes in Wilsonville for
Proposed Bicycle and
Pedestrian Facilities

1 1994 Wilsonville Parks
and Recreation Master
Plan

1993 Wilsonville
Bicycle and
Pedestrian Master
Plan

2001 Wilsonville
Comprehensive Plan
(WCP)

Public Works
Standards

Wilsonville
Development Code

Orderly and efficient
development of park and
recreation facilities.

Create an environment that
promotes bicycling and
walking and reduces
dependence on automobiles.

Plan for and provide adequate
public facilities and services
closely tied to the rate of
development.

n/a

n/a

n/a = Not Available.

None.

In accordance with Public
Works Standards.

Concrete sidewalks on both
sides of all streets. In most
cases, sidewalk on one side
only with combination
sidewalk/bicycle path on
other side.

Per Engineering Department
and sidewalk ordinance.

Concrete sidewalks minimum
5-foot width except adjacent
to commercial store fronts,
then 8-foot minimum width.

Class !ll shares its traffic ROW with motor vehicles and is designated by signing only.

None.

5-6-foot shoulder striped and
marked. Shoulder bikeway or
shared roadway only if

standard lane cannot be built.

Class | primary bicycle path
system unless physical
barriers and interim phasing
warrants Class Il or HlI.

None.

Class | primary pathways
unless topography, physical
barriers, or adjacent
development will not permit.
5-foot minimum from curb.

Trails consistent with and
connected to the Bicycle and
Pedestrian Master Plan.

Elligsen Road, Boeckman Road,
Wilsonville Road, Miley Road,
Boones Ferry Road, and Parkway
Avenue.

I-5, Elligsen Road, Boeckman
Road, Wilsonville Road, Miley
Road, Boones Ferry Road, and
Parkway Avenue.

None.

None.

Class | paths are completely separated from vehicular traffic within an independent right-of-way (ROW) or the ROW of another facility. Bikeways separated from vehicles, but
shared by both bicycles and pedestrians, are included in the classification.

Class Il is part of the roadway or shoulder and delineated by pavement markings or barriers such as extruded curb or pavement bumper blocks. Vehicle parking, crossing, or
turning movements may be permitted within the bikeway.

Chapter 2 - Existing Conditions
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Table 2.e

Comparison of Transit and TDM Issues between Area Transportation Plans

Issue

RTP August 2000

WCTP October 1988

CCCP June 2002

WTMP July 1991

Primary
Goals

Transit LOS

Proposed
Transit
Network for
Wilsonville
area

TDM
Measures &
Approach
for
Wilsonville
area

Transit should be a
viable alternative to
SOV use by serving a
variety of trip
destinations,
purposes, and times
throughout the UGB.

Not addressed.

Wilsonville
designated as a
Town Center (smaller
than a regional
center). No regionally
significant routes
identified for
Wilsonville.

Comprehensive
regional approach,
guidelines include
TDM infrastructure/ .
support programs,
CMS, and parking
management.

Provide transportation
system offering cost
effective alternatives to
cars and encourage land
use pattern supporting
transit.

Not addressed.

No new transit routes
identified within
Wilsonville.

Identifies TDM measures
for county. Wilsonville
not identified as Demand
Management Area.

Encourage transit
use by developing a
fast, comfortable,
and low cost transit
system and by
developing land use
patterns supporting

it.

Not addressed.

Does not include

Wilsonville.

Not addressed.

None given.

Not addressed.

Transit routes on arterial
and collector streets (Tri-
Met peak-hour service,
SMART, and park-and-
ride). Major routes:
Elligsen Rd., Boeckman
Rd., Wilsonville Rd., and I-
5.

Reduce or spread peak
demand with TSM to
provide efficient system
versus widening or building
new roads. Recommend
carpooling, vanpooling,
alternative work schedules,
transit, bicycle/pedestrian
facilities, and high-density
employment areas.

RTP=Regional Transportation Plan, WCTP=Washington County Transportation Plan, CCCP=Clackamas County Comprehensive
Plan (Chapter 5), WTMP=1991 Wilsonville Transportation Master Plan, UGB=urban growth boundary, TSM=transportation systems
management, TDM=transportation demand management, SOV=single-occupant vehicle, CMS=Congestion Management System,
SMART=South Metro Area Rapid Transit, LOS = Level of Service

Chapter 2 — Existing Conditions
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Table 2.f
Comparison of Roadway Standards
From the City of Wilsonville Public Works Standards and 1991 Transportation Master Plan
. ROW Paved Surface Sidewalks Bicycle Lanes
(width in ft) _ (width in ft) (width in ft) (width.in ft)
Road Type WPWS WTMP WPWS WTMP WPWS WTMP WPWS WTMP
Local Access 421050  461t0 50 28 to 36 32 5t06 5 6 (when n/a
provided)
i I 6 50 28 t 6 (when
Minor Collector 0 0 36 36 H5to6 5 . provided) 6
jor Coll . 60to74  60to62 28 to 50 4210 48 5 6 (when
Major Collector 60to () (o} (o} to 6 5t08 provided) 6
Major Collector w/o bicycle lanes 60 to 66 60 to 62 28 or 42 42 to 48 5to6 5to8 n/a n/a
Major Collector with bicycle lanes 66 to 74 62 to 74 36 or 50 48 to 50 5to6 5to8 6 5t06
Commercial/industrial roadway 54t064 60 to 62 40 to 50 42 t0 48 5t06 5t08 n/a n/a
w/o bicycle lanes
Commercial/industrial roadway 64 62 to 74 50 48 to 50 5t06 5to 8 6 506
with bicycle lanes
1 6 (when

Major and Minor arterials 90 to 114 64 to 90 42t0 90 50 to 66 5to 6 5t08 provided) 6
1Accordin§; to the City of Wilsonville 1991 TMP, the standards for the major arterial include a 98-foot right-of-way, 74-foot paved surface, 5- to 8-foot sidewalks,
and 6-foot bicycle lanes. ' .
WPWS = 1987 Wilsonville Public Works Standards, WTMP = 1991 Wilsonville Transportation Master Plan, ROW = Right-of-way, n/a = Not Applicable
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2.2.2 Other Pertinent Documents Reviewed

~ A comprehensive review and analysis of all relevant state, regional and local
planning documents pertinent to transportation planning for Wilsonville was
conducted. The documents reviewed included state, regional, and city plans,

ordinances, and reports. The major elements of the documents are discussed briefly
below.

2.2.2.1

TranSportation Planning Rule (TPR)

TPR Implementation Guidelines

Oregon Highway Plan (OHP)

Access Management Rule, OAR 734 Division 51

Oregon Public Transportation Plan

Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan v

Travel Demand Model Development and Application Guidelines

APA Recommendations for Pedestrian, Bicycle, and Transit Friendly
Development Ordinances

Metro Regional Framework Plan

Metro Urban Growth Management Functional Plan

Metro 2000 Regional Transportation Plan

Wilsonville Traffic Management Ordinance 431

Wilsonville Ordinance 463

Wilsonville Urban Renewal Plan (The Year 2000 Pian)
Wilsonville Street Lighting Resolution No. 881

Wilsonville West Side Master Plan

Wilsonville Future Search

Dammasch Area Transportation — Efficient Land Use Plan
South Metro Area Rapid Transit (SMART) Transportation Plan

State of Oregon’s Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) Reviewed

This summary describes the requirements of Oregon’s Transportation Planning
Rule (TPR), specifically Section 660-12-045—I/mplementation of the
Transportation System Plan (TSP). It also describes the City of Wilsonville’s
existing policies, standards and plans that are designed to meet the TPR
requirements, and it identifies policy inconsistencies or changes needed to
address the TPR. The Wilsonville TSP has been structured to satisfy the TPR
requirements for TSPs.
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The purpose of the TPR is to set requirements for the preparation, adoption,
refinement, implementation, and amendment of TSPs. The TPR contains
measures designed to reduce reliance on the automobile and intends to ensure
that the planned transportation system supports a pattern of travel and land use
in urban areas that will avoid air pollution, traffic, and livability problems. Three
requirements for municipalities in the TPR include no increase in automobile
vehicle miles traveled (VMT) per capita within the first 10 years following the
adoption of a transportation plan, followed by a 10 percent reduction in VMT per
capita within 20 years, and finally a 20 percent reduction in VMT per capita within
30 years.

These requirements are to be achieved by increasing the share of non-
automobile trips (pedestrian, bicycle, or transit), reducing the number of single
occupant vehicle (SOV) trips, increasing average vehicle occupancy, or reducing
the number of trips and/or length of trips required through more intensive land
use and/or a better mix of land uses.

In general, the City of Wilsonville’'s Comprehensive Plan, 1991 TMP, and
Development Code are inconsistent with many TPR requirements. Stronger,
clearer, and more objective standards are needed for pedestrian access, bicycle
parking, and land use approvals for transportation projects. The Wilsonville
Development Code does not include development standards for transit facilities,
a parking plan, or a demand management program. Table 2.g cross-references
TPR requirements and Wilsonville’s Code provisions. Each section is described
below. :

2.2.2.1.1 Land Use Approvals for Transportation Projects

The TPR [660-12-045(1)] requires that local governments amend their
land use regulations to be consistent with their adopted TSP and to clarify.
the land use approval process for transportation-related projects.
Wilsonville does not specifically identify transportation projects as
permitted or conditional uses in its zoning districts. The Development
Code does have a provision that could be interpreted to satisfy this
requirement. Section 4.005(.05) states that a development permit is not
required for “establishment, construction, or termination of an authorized
public facility that serves development... including such facilities as a
private or public street.” The definition of an authorized public facility in
the Code should be expanded to include a transportation project listed in
the adopted TSP.

Chapter 2 — Existing Conditions | Page 2 - 11
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Table 2.g
TPR Implementation Measures

Issue TPR Citation Wilsonville Development Code

Land Use Approvals for 045 (1) 4.005(.05) could be interpreted to satisfy, but
Transportation Projects should be made clearer.

Access Control 045 (2) (a) 4.167(.01)

Protecting Future Operations 045 (2) (b) 4.116(.10)(A.)

Airports 045 (2) (c) Not applicable

Coordinated Review 045 (2) (d) Not adequately addressed

Conditions of Approval 045 (2) (e) 4.140(.09)(G.)(3.)

Notification 045 (2) (f) 4.016

Consistency with TSP 045 (2) (g) 4.197(.01)(B.)

Bicycle Parking 045 (3) (a) 4.154 (Completion currently postponed until

completion of TSP)

Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities 045 (3) (b) 4.421(.01%C.)
{Off-site Improvements 045 (3) (c) See Transportation SDC ordinance

Internal Pedestrian Circulation 045 (3) (e) 4.421(.01)(C.)

Design Support for Transit Routes 045 (4) (a) Not adequately addressed

and (5) (d)

{Transit Access 045 (4) (b, e, and f) Not adequately addressed

Pedestrian Districts 045 (4) (¢) Not adequately addressed

Preferential Carpool Parking 045 (4) (d) Not adequately addressed

Transit Oriented Development 045 (4) (9) 4.131(.03), 4.131(.05), 4.135

: and (5) (a)

Demand Management Program 045 (5) (b) Not adequately addressed

Parking Pian 045 (5) (c) Only general parking regulations given in 4.155
Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan for 045 (6) Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan (1993)
Developed Areas .

Street Standards 045 (7) Comprehensive Plan (Public Facilities and

Services - Roads and Transportation Plan) and

2002 TSP (Subsection 4.4.1 Roadway Design
Standards)

22212

Access Control. The TPR [660-12-045(2)(a)] requires local governments

Protecting the Existing and Future Operation of Facilities

to adopt access control measures such as driveway and public road

spacing, median control, and signal spacing standards that are consistent

with the functional classification of roads. The Development Code

includes the following “Each access onto streets shall be at defined points

as approved by the City and shall be consistent with the public’s health,
safety and general welfare. Such defined points of access shall be

Chapter 2 — Existing Conditions
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approved at the time of issuance of a building permit if not previously
determined in the development permit.” This language should be
strengthened to refer to the functional road classification. The site
design standards require that “special attention shall be to location and
number of access points” [4.421(.01)(C.)]. The 1991 TMP includes
access management guidelines (TMP, page 57) for each functional street
classification.

Protecting Future Operations. The TPR [660-12-045(2)(b)] requires local
governments to adopt standards to protect future operation of roads,
transit ways and major transit corridors. The Code includes the following
language “No structure shall be erected closer than the right-of-way line
than existing or the officially planned right-of-way of any public, county, or
state road.” [4.116(.10)(A)] This language should be strengthened by
requiring new developments to reserve right-of-way (ROW) for projects
shown in the adopted TSP, including ROW for transit and pedestrian
uses.

Airports. The TPR [660-12-045(2)(c)] requires local governments to
adopt measures to control land uses within airport noise corridors and
imaginary surfaces. The Wilsonville Development Code does not include
an airport overlay zone. This TPR requirement is not applicable because
the Aurora State Airport is the closest airport facility, and it is
approximately 2 miles south of Miley Road. The City will need to be
cautious about maintaining the 35-foot height limitation for structures in
the Charbonneau area, however, due to the flight path of the Aurora
Airport.

Process for Coordinated Review of Land Use Decisions

Coordinated Review. The TPR [660-12-045(2)(d)] requires local
governments to create a process for coordinated review of future land use
decisions affecting transportation facilities, corridors, or sites. The City’s
Development Code does not adequately address this requirement.
Language should be added to the land division and site design review
sections that requires findings showing the potential impact of land use
decisions on the transportation system.

Conditions of Approval. The TPR [660-12-045(2)(e)] requires local
governments to adopt land use regulations that create a process for
applying conditions to development proposals to minimize impacts and
protect transportation facilities, corridors, or sites. As part of the planned
development review process, the Development Review Board is
empowered to adopt additional requirements or restrictions that may
impact the location, width, and improvement of vehicular and pedestrian
access [4.140(.09)(G.)(2.)]. This language should be updated to include
specific reference to transportation related conditions of approval and
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similar language should be added to the design review and land division
sections of the Development Code.

Notification. The TPR [660-12-045(2)(f)] requires regulations calling for
notification of the following applications to public agencies providing
transportation facilities and services, Metropolitan Planning Organizations
(MPOs), and the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT):

¢ Land use applications that require public hearings.
e Subdivision and partition applications.
o Other applications that affect private access to roads.

o Other applications within airport noise corridors and imaginary
surfaces that affect airport operations.

The existing notification procedures are limited to placement of a
newspaper ad and local postings. Effective implementation of the
Wilsonville TSP requires coordination with and notice to affected
transportation and facility providers for projects that could have a
significant impact on the transportation system. These providers include
Washington County, Clackamas County, Tri-Met, Metro, and ODOT.

Consistency with TSP. The TPR [660-12-045(2)(g)] requires regulations
ensuring that amendments to land use designations, densities, and
design standards are consistent with the functions, capacities, and levels
of service of facilities identified in the TSP. The purpose of this
requirement is to ensure that a Comprehensive Plan amendment, zoning
ordinance amendment, or zone change considers the impact on traffic
and is consistent with the TSP. Wilsonville’s zone change or amendment
decision-making criteria [4.197(.01)(B.)] includes substantial compliance
with applicable statewide planning goals and rules; applicable state
statutes; applicable Comprehensive Plan policies; and applicable
provisions of the Development Code. Revised Code language adopting
the TSP links the TSP with applicable state rules per TPR requirement.

Oregon Highway Plan (OHP) Action 1F.2 requires a 20-year planning
horizon for local TSPs. Changes to the City's land use regulations and/or
the TSP that may affect state facilities are typically the result of capacity
analyses that consider the impacts to state facilities.

Safe and Convenient Pedestrian and Bicycle Circulation

Bicycle Parking. The TPR [660-12-045(3)(a)] requires bicycle parking
facilities as part of multifamily residential units of four or more units; new
retail, office, or institutional developments; and all transit transfer stations
and park-and-ride lots. Bicycle parking standards have been included in
Section 4.155 of Wilsonville's Development Code. The standards may be
refined, if necessary, when the 2002 TSP is completed.

Chapter 2 — Existing Conditions ' Page 2- 14
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Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities. The TPR [660-12-045(3)(b)] requires
on-site facilities that accommodate safe and convenient pedestrian and

- bicycle access from within new subdivisions, multifamily developments,
planned developments, shopping centers, and commercial districts to
adjacent residential areas and transit stops, and to neighborhood activity
centers within a half mile of the development. The TPR also provides that
single-family residential developments shall generally include streets and
access ways; and that pedestrian circulation through parking lots should
generally be provided in the form of access ways.

The TPR defines “safe and convenient” as bicycle and pedestrian routes,
facilities, and improvements that have all the following characteristics:

o They are reasonably free from hazards, particularly types or levels of
automobile traffic that would interfere with or discourage pedestrian or
bicycle travel for short trips.

¢ They provide a reasonably direct route of travel between destinations,
such as between a transit stop and a store.

o They meet the travel needs of bicyclists and pedestrians considering
destination and length of trip; and considering that the optimum trip
length of pedestrians is generally one-quarter to one-half mile. [660-
12-045(3)(d)]

The Wilsonville Development .Code generally addresses bicycle and
pedestrian facilities as part of the site design standards that include the
following:

“Drives, Parking, and Circulation. With respect to vehicular
and pedestrian circulation, including walkways, interior
drives and parking, special attention shall be given to
location and number of access points, general interior
circulation, separation of pedestrian and vehicular traffic,
and arrangement of parking areas that are safe and
convenient and insofar as practicable, do not detract from
the design of proposed buildings and structures and the
neighboring properties. [4.421(.01)(C.)J"

This language should be strengthened or should reference standards
within the adopted TSP.

All streets shall be developed with curbs and sidewalks on both sides
[4.177(.01)(B.)] per the City’'s Development Code, although the City does
have exemptions to this standard. Cul-de-sacs shall not exceed 200 feet
in length [4.177(.01)(G.)]. Collectors and arterials in commercial areas
are required to have 6-foot clear sidewalks (by adoption of the 2002 TSP,
Chapter 4). '
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Wilsonville’s Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan provides a plan to
create a system of improved bicycle and pedestrian routes throughout the
City that connect important destinations.

The Development Code does not include standards for orienting new
commercial and civic buildings to the street or requiring buildings to have
an entrance oriented toward the street, except in the Old Town overlay
area. The standards could be made stronger by specifically requiring
pedestrian and bicycle connections to adjacent residential areas, transit
stops, and neighborhood activity centers (schools, parks, shopping, or
employment centers) within one-half mile of the development. In addition,
handicap ramps at intersections need to be provided to comply with the
federal Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA).

Off-site Improvements. The TPR [660-12-045(3)(c)] requires off-site
improvements that are required as a condition of approval to include
pedestrian and bicycle improvements, including bicycle ways along
arterials and major collectors. Developers are required to develop internal
streets and typically provide half-street improvements on all abutting
streets. Other off-site improvements typically are developed by the City
and funded through the City’s transportation system development charge
ordinance. City-sponsored transportation improvements must conform to
City standards. These City standards have been strengthened by the

- completion of this TSP.

Internal Pedestrian Circulation. The TPR [660-12-045(3)(e)] requires
internal pedestrian circulation within new office parks and commercial
developments to be provided by clustering buildings, constructing access
ways and walkways, and similar techniques. The site design standards
referenced above require the Development Review Board to consider
general interior circulation, separation of pedestrian and vehicular traffic,
and arrangement of parking areas that are safe and convenient
[4.421(.01)(C.)].

Transit Access and Facilities

For urban areas where the area is already served by a public transit
system, the TPR [660-12-045(4)] requires support of transit by requiring
these land use regulations:

¢ Support transit routes and facilities through appropriate measures such
as bus stops, pullouts, optimum road g_eometrics, or parking
restrictions.

¢ Include transit routes and facilities and convenient pedestrian access
to transit through walkways and connections in new retail, civic, office,
and institutional developments.

e Designate pedestrian districts for an area planned for mixed uses likely
to support a relatively high level of pedestrian activity.

April 17, 2003 City Council Public Draft |
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¢ Allow existing developments to redevelop portions of parking areas for
transit-oriented uses where appropriate.

o Ensure that new roads can be adequately served by transit.

¢ Designate transit supportive land uses along existing or planned transit
routes.

As Wilsonville grows and its transit system becomes more extensive,
access to transit will become an important part of the transportation
system. The current Development Code does not address access to
transit routes and facilities. The City should adopt new standards as part
of the Design Review and Subdivision regulations to ensure transit
access is incorporated into new developments. (See Chapter 6 Transit -
System, Implementation Measure 6.1.1.b.)

Other TPR Provisions

Preferential Carpool Parking. The TPR [660-12-045(4)(d)] requires that
designated employee parking areas in new developments shall provide
preferential parking for carpools and vanpools. The City does not have
any requirements for preferential parking and should include them as part
of an update of the parking standards to conform to Metro’s Urban
Growth Management Functional Plan. (See Chapter 8 Transportation
Demand Management, Implementation Measure 8.1.2.c.)

Transit-Oriented Development. The TPR [660-12045(5)(a)] requires local
governments to adopt land use and subdivision regulations that allow
transit-oriented development on lands along transit routes. “Transit-
oriented development” is defined as a mix of residential, retail, and office
uses with a supporting network of roads and bicycle and pedestrian
facilities focused on a major transit stop. A key component is high-
density residential development close to a transit stop with supporting
neighborhood commercial uses. Wilsonville’s Planned Development
Commercial and Planned Development Industrial zones allow residential
mixed use provided the majority of the total area is the underlying use
(commercial or industrial). The City should review the distribution of
these planned development areas to ensure or encourage mixed-use
development along transit routes. (See Chapter 6 Transit System,
Implementation Measures.)

Demand Management Program. The TPR [660-12-045(5)(b)] requires
local governments to implement a demand management program to meet
the VMT reduction standards. Demand management programs are
designed to change travel behavior to improve the performance of
transportation facilities and reduce the need for additional road capacity.
Possible actions include, but are not limited to, promoting the use of
alternative modes, ride-sharing and vanpool programs, and trip-reduction
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ordinances. The City of Wilsonville TDM program is outlined in Chapter 8
of this TSP.

Parking Plan. The TPR [660-12-045(5)(c)] requires local governments to
implement a parking plan that does all of the following:

e Achieves a 10 percent reduction in the number of parking spaces per
capita in the MPO area over the planning period. (Planning period is
the twenty-year period beginning with the date of adoption of the
TSP.) '

¢ Aids in meeting the VMT reduction standards.
¢ Sets minimum and maximum parking requirements.

The reduction in parking spaces may be accomplished through a
combination of restrictions on new developments and requirements to
redevelop existing spaces into other uses. The City of Wilsonville has
addressed these standards by incorporating Metro's parking standards
from the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan. '

Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan for Developed Areas. The TPR [660-045(6)]
requires local governments to identify appropriate pedestrian and bicycle
improvements in developed areas to provide for more direct, convenient,
and safer travel within and between residential areas and neighborhood
activity centers (schooils, parks, and shopping areas). In 1993, the City
prepared a Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan along with subsequent
planning by the Parks and Recreation Board that has been integrated into
this TSP.

Street Standards. The TPR [660-12-045(7)] requires local governments
to establish street standards that minimize pavement width and total
ROW, consistent with the operational needs of the facility. The intent of
this standard is to encourage local government to consider and reduce
excessive standards to lower construction costs, provide for more efficient
use of urban land, provide emergency vehicle access while discouraging
inappropriate traffic volumes and speeds, and accommodate convenient
bicycie and pedestrian circulation. Street standards do not need to be
adopted as land use regulations. Wilsonville's street standards are
referenced in both the Comprehensive Plan and the 1991 TMP. This
TSP will review the functional street classifications and discuss the
impacts of reducing local street standards.

TPR Implementation Guidelines

The objectives of the State’'s TPR Implementation Guidelines were to
understand specific TPR requirements for new development by
examining various case studies of different development types; to explore
different approaches to meeting the TPR requirements for new
development; and to distill the “lessons learned” from case studies and
group discussions into guidelines that can be used by local jurisdictions to
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write ordinances that meet TPR requirements. Based on this, the TPR
requires local governments and/or developers to provide:

1. Bicycle parking in multifamily residential, commercial, industrial,
institutional, and transit facility developments;

2. Safe and convenient pedestrian and bicycle access in all types of
new development; '

3. Internal pedestrian circulation in commercial developments;
4. Design and provision of transit facilities;

5. Preferential access to transit in commercial and institutional
developments;

6. Preferential parking for carpools and vanpools in industrial and
commercial developments;

7. Opportunities for redevelopment of surface parking for transit-
oriented uses;

8. Road systems that facilitate pedestrian and transit access; and

9. Transit stops for major commercial, industrial, and institutional
developments.

Each requirement was addressed in the TPR Implementation Guidelines,
with emphasis on providing guidelines regarding bicycle parking,
connectivity, pedestrian and bicycle access, and building orientation.

Other State Document Reviewed

Oregon Highway Plan (OHP) (1999, and Table 7 amended 2000). The OHP is a
refinement of the goals and policies of the Oregon Transportation Plan. Local
TSPs must be consistent with a set of policies enumerated in the OHP including,
but not limited to: State Highway Classification, Highway Freight System and
Transportation Demand Management and Investment Policies. The OHP sets
highway mobility standards to be used in the development of transportation
systems plans and criteria for access management policies. The guidelines,
standards and policies were reviewed and incorporated, where applicable, in this
TSP.

Travel Demand Model Development and Application Guidelines. The purpose of

this report is to provide transportation planners with a blueprint for developing
‘and applying appropriate travel demand forecasting techniques and procedures

to transportation problems at the regional, corridor, and subarea levels. These
state-wide guidelines detail the mathematics of model formulation, provide
examples of fully developed model components, provide recommendations for
market segmentation, and generally describe procedures for model validation
application. These guidelines were followed to develop the model used to
generate the volumes for analysis in this TSP.

Chapter 2 — Existing Conditions Page 2 - 19




2002 Transportation Syétems Plan

April 17, 2003 City Council Public Draft

2.2.2.3 Regional Documents Reviewed

2.2.2.3.1

2.2.2.32

APA Recommendations for Pedestrian, Bicycle, and TranS/t
Friendly Development Ordinances

This document represents a compilation of ideas on how to meet the
requirements of the TPR. It recommends ordinance standards that
should be used as a starting point for local efforts to implement the TPR.
The recommended ordinance standards should be evaluated, adapted,

and refined to fit local circumstances.

Regional Framework Plan

The Metro Regional Framework Plan (RFP) “is intended to be the
document that unites all of Metro’s adopted land use planning policies
and documents.” The RFP was created from a requirement of the voter
approved Metro Charter. The Charter also requires that Metro adopt a
Future Vision, as embodied in the 2040 Growth Concept, which sets the
direction of planning found in the RFP. The RFP is implemented through
various functional plans, both regional and local. The Goals and Policies
of the Wilsonville TSP are consistent with the Goals and Policies of the
RFP.

The RFP includes goals and policies that are directly applicable to
Metro’s planning activities. The transportation related goals and policies
are found in Chapter Two of the RFP and are implemented through th