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-HR R4 Outline

B B EI TR K ? What is Managed Growth in
Portland, OR?

PRI T BB 5 |52 3T A BOR AT L)
Transportation policy and planning under urban growth
management policy

318 T A2 3 B SRR KK PR 52 M) The impacts
— AT 5% U AN AZ 1 B4 ZE (1) 52 1, |mpacts on transportation
Investment and congestion?
— XHATE AT AT A 520, Impacts on travel behavior

— X MR A B R, Impacts on urban form, land use pattern and
housing pricing,

IR =2 T A X7 THT R 22 5606 A 3Ty AT AT A fe 2 3?2

What can be learned from Portland’ s experience?
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What is Managed Growth in Portland, OR?

P iy BRI A 1) 7 ORI IR TS
Managing urban growth by using Urban Growth
Boundary (UGB).

o It i R T H I DX w2 B PR O
Demand high density and in-fill land use
devel opment.

o DINIEATTEN T eI o B R R i Y AC T K )
%% . Favor transit investment over highway
expansion.
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What is Portland’ s Urban Growth Boundary?
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What contributed to Portland’ s urban growth management
program

o AR XM F MR B B G
Oregon land use planning system
— LCDC — TR AR & i 4%

Land Conservation and Development Commission

— UGB i g i 5
Urban Growth Boundary
— TPR—2Zi@ 251
Transportation Planning Rule
o VBCRE A DX AT A ES T TR PR B R AT A
Strong political coalition in Portland Region

— Metro — Hs X BURF AT RER T I RIZH Y, regional government and MPO
— 1000 Friends of Oregon -{#y [X] } 1) A FH R 28 Se i) S 37

the guardian of Oregon LU planning system




Metro — — > DX 3l 4 1 BUR ALY
Metro — A Regional Government

WE =AF 5T

X 15

Urban portions of

3 counties

46015 5B, 1305 NI,

460 sqmi. (1191 sg. KM) , 1.3 million people

24 JEI T, 24 cities

A AT BUER B 5 AR A TEA AL

Operational duties and taxing authority

AV (TN BAT N RS A

Elected councilor

s (7), executive, and auditor




5 81 X 11 1000 I A7 2H 21
1000 Friends of Oregon

H T MM cCall 15 19754F I AT
Created by former Gov. McCall in 1975
SR 1 - ) R RS

“A powerful tool to make good land use planning areality”

f VA BREVR A E O TR B R 5 A

Uses threat of lawsuits as primary bargaining chip

1987 (IR VR VA f8 AT 38 KL RIVERE T4 HH BT e

1987 lawsuit initiated development of Transportation Planning Rule
LUTRAQ(HHuAIH], AT i) vh&l Ko
LUTRAQ Study
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Transportation Planning Rule (TPR)

o VERN197AEATIE ¢ i H A B N5 il £E 19994 E 4 1 2K 4

Adopted 1991 as a stronger version of former Transportation Goal
(1974)

o VR g T U2 YA B ARG
Rule emphasi zes reduction in reliance on autos

— TEAR K201 N 92> 20%10) AT 4 D 1%
decrease in VMT within 20 years

— TEAR K304 P k2> 25% 11 AT 4= i A
additional 5% reduction in VMT within 30 years

— /> 10%01) 15 4= 75 2K

10% decrease in parking spaces




20404 18K #-% 2040 Growth Concept

o ARG H AT AZ 18 UK L Includes land-
use and transportation policies that encourage.

— 13 3A]

+ #th efficient use of land

— DRI

b AT 5 4Rk %55 protection of farmland and

natural areas

R
system

AL H 22 4% abalanced transportation

— PRUEZE PFfid 5 A 2 ahealthy economy
— P2 P 2 AL 2 diverse housing options.
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Transportation Planning

ﬁ%?ﬁ NAT, JLHEZERE, NTiE, HITE
i, PAANETIE R VT Investment priorities; transit,
particularly rail transit, pedestrian, bicycle and street design

PRI vopTE B, USR] A BEAC B BRI R A
i 2% 45 PR R % Cap highway construction but focus on the
efficient management of the overall system using Intelligent

Transportation Systems.

K H H br 3 R 5 =X Goal -oriented planning
approach — set up afuture goal and identify waysto achieve
It.

MBOFATL L Y3 A K I IE B 2 5 No major highway
construction since 1980s.




T M3k Bike Plan Lo

s M AR R HAT41E K, provide aregional

network of safe and convenient bikeways, including
bike lanes, multi-use paths and bicycle boulevards;

BNBAT
trips throughout the region;

FEATART AZ I8 o1 H KK 2t 15

T4 47 increase the number of bicycle

LRbE BAT A A

[P A 7. ensure that transportatlon projects use
appropriate design guidelines to accommodate

bicyc

G337
bicyc
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st

E1E % encourage
Ists and motorists to share the road safely.
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Plannl ng for Pedestrians

» BUR: Rt ®E. HE. EERNPITHER

Policy focus: to make walking safe, convenient and
accessible to all and addresses the need for
continuous sidewal ks and safe pedestrian crossings.

B ESITEE, RALELLHIPAT P2
Priority: improving the walking environment to
provide safe, continuous and direct connections
netween destl nations.

o0 FR) 7] F%ﬂzz F Goal: to mcreasethe number

of people who walk for short trips and to improve
pedestrian safety and access to transit.
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Ak ) B #ILZE North-south LRT (proposed)
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2004 X JuiHE 2R K] X6 28 50 38 I A 45 A1 HO T
2004 RTP: A Conditional Forecast of System
Performance

SO 3T ) T
Refinement of an earlier plan

AR 55 DI HE AR 3

L OS standards have been relaxed
FFHLafe 2 4 A R R
Non-SOV mode choice assumptions
=i, Three scenarios

— Wi E 3% R i financially constrained
— k& B 1Y) strategic

— 1L preferred
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RTP Forecasts

/ZA\;H\:Q %D I_JJE/\E%,T/\/
Transit and highway supply

AFASE AT, VAT RBLEN A R4 i
Trangit trips, auto trips, and VMT

ACTE 7 o H =

Mode shares

U, o5 T[] ) B A

Peer City comparison

AT TH 1 3

Congestion

PP AT 7 BRI AT BF 25 2%
Annualized capital cost per trip by mode




N FEAT TR R A BRI 4
Transit and Highway Supply

m Transit revenue hours
(AFAZTHIZAT /N ED
Lane-miles (7= 5t HL
0O

-
b B
e .

1994 Base Year (1994 2020 Financially 2020 Strategic System
FEHEE) Constranied (20204 - (20204F-{i g & Zi k=)
T B2 AR 20D




IR EHITE
Transit and Auto Trips

® Transit trips
(LA
11
Auto Trips
GREHAT)
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1994 Base Year 2020 Financially 2020 Strategic
(1994 KL ) Constranied (2020 System (20204- 1%
- IO PR O RGO




Y
o
(%))
c

9

p=

NSRRI, VREMYLBIE R BERE
Trangit Trips, Auto Trips, VMT

B Transi trips

Auto Trips
mVMT

1994 Base Year 2020 Financially 2020 Strategic System
(19943 V) Constranied (20204  (20204-/i % R Gip
- B2 B0 O

Scenario
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Congestion in PM 2-Hr. peak

m 2-hr congested miles
2INBTIE R B

2-hr congested hours
PZN:DE TN D
(00)

1994 Base Year 2020 Financially 2020 Strategic System
(1994 ESF) Constranied (20204 (20204 -
- ML PRIET) R RFART)



AT 2 fH R
Mode Shares

B Percent SOV
IRV H
fries

Percent Transit
ARSI AT

B2

1994 Base Year 2020 Financially 2020 Strategic System
(19943 HE4F) Constranied (20204F -  (20204F-k 0% R Gifi
WA 32 FRAR 0O O




YT TR Y O CEISHC )

Peer City Comparison (per year increase)

Wilicity | 9AIEAH | \IIHLENE | Wi TS A
%%transi HFEEL VMT | 1% Ave Speed
per person | PM peak

Portland 3.58% 0.14% -0.57%
phoenix 1.12% 0.34% -0.30%
San Diego |0.00% -0.15% 0.17/%

San Fran -0.51% 0.67% N.A.
Sedttle 1.54% 0.26% -0.33%

Pear Ave |0.69% 0.51% N.A.




BEOCERAT B4 B2~ 13 9%
Annualized Capital Cost per Trip
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Over new trips GHrii47) Over all trips (4= H4T)

B Transit (A3E25H) Highway (f&yid 2 #)




X JalAE 22 R0 Al U %%
RTP Observations

o FEMHIEIRY TPV B ) SBX T
No feedback loop in land use model
AT T 7 TR AR P ot B e 2V 4= AT A T A
Mode choice model process overestimates non-SOV travel

— LA 3] H #x Too high to achieve
— HELLIE B 2 LA R 5T R B 2 1 4 Y
Too low to justify level of transit investment
RS L FEFEE Congestion levels
— oo Ry U e vk e
Too high, land use may not build out
— WORAEVREZRE LN, AR 238 DU 185

If acceptable, will promote densification




A 1SR R RUR
Effects of Managed Growth

A

o THULAIEX
Central City and neighborhood

- A FH AT 55

Land use and housing

AT IS FE N BATAT A
Traffic congestion and travel behavior




A PR BTl RS ) Al
Qualified Success: Strong Base

o {1 AELHLIIX

Stronger central city than most

— B AT H 0 Strong downtown

— “B AW TGN, AT B e I 5 1 e gD
Less white flight and more gentrifications

— I X Strong neighborhoods

o Lyl A AR A AR AT L, B BURAE R I
EHfS TR RE

More progress on the institutional side than with
urban development patterns




A PR B e B TS 17 5
Qualified Success. Strong Context

o WEEMRID, HAARERNX BRI RBX E i 2
L ess intense central city-suburban conflicts and more regional-

minded suburban |eaders, due to context
— N3 F I State land use planning

— HEIX U Regional government
BB AZ I € [n) AAZ W A RIVE L g [ T AZ 18 B we A = 1) A2 4k
Rail orientation and TPR causes a shift in modal investments.

T G T A BRI T X B A T B A2, AR T
Hl ) et st i A PR

UGB influences extent of urban area, not so much as what goes on
Inside




X FH H AT

|mpacts on Land

P W52 1

Jse and Housing

o Da TSI AR D T AR AT H
UGB reduced the supply of developable land within

the UGB.

o DRTTEECIA A BUR A T R A A S

UGB intensified the land use patterns.

o IR AR 25 s T Y
The rate of housing price increase is among the
largest over the last decade.




o FH HB R4 5 ) 5

Impacts on Land Use and Housing

o BRSO BRI R TR X A E AR, I
RSB A DRI v
UGB contributed to the least affordability of housing in the

Portland area, may have adverse effects to low- to moderate-
Income households.

ST S T A& T AR RS R AR iR B AR AR
FCHH IR

UGB created new special-interest groups -- high-income hobby
farmers.

ST BG4 B R O AN B ks B Al e T DTk, H
HCDTRR R B A E

UGB contributed to the higher cost of land and thus housing,
but the magnitude is uncertain .




X A A B ZE AT TEAT Ay H 32 M
Impacts on Traffic Congestion and Travel Behavior

o NIATHR I BB, (B HATRA T
Transit Ridership Gains better than other cities, but
transit share decreased

o " HACIH I 2E
Growing Congestion -- More rapidly than other cities.
o SO B AZ I T A AR A PR
The impact on changing commuters behavior is
limited.




NI E R ERE K

Transit Ridership Gains

MI9934E 220054, it eIl K T 72%.
/2% increase from 1993 through 2005.

R K A4.3% .

Tri-Met ridership isincreasing by 4.3% per year.
1993 I H) %I 560707

In 1993, annual ridership is60.7 M,

1993 I} ) 75 ¥t 1. 112.450 )7

In 2005, annual ridership is 104.5M.

Source: FTA Section 15




AT L Transit Share

KA T 1980-2000
Metropolitan Area 1980 1990 2000 Change

Los Angeles 5.03% 4.56% 4. 66% 7. 31%
New York 29.061% 26.57% . 90% —15. 92%
San Francisco .34% 9. 29% . 48% —16. 44%
Seattle 12% 6. 31% . 75% —16. 86%
Boston .89% 10. 64% . 03% —=29. 92%
Chicago .43%  13. 66% . 49% —30. 04%
Portland 8.35%  5.42% . (1% —-31. 59%
Atlanta C39% 4. T1% . 65% —00. 7%




BANREEES
Per Capita Vehicle Miles: 1990-1999

Rank  Urbanized Area 1990 1999 Change
Portland 16. 20.9  28. 50%
St. Louis 23. 29.1  26. 10%
Indianapolis 22. 27.8  24.60%
Fort Worth 23. 28. 7 22.80%
Kansas City 23. 28.9  22.00%
Cincinnati 21. 29.5  20.90%
Houston 24. 30  20.80%
Denver 18. 22.1 20. 60%
Atlanta 29. 3b.1 20.60%

—_ W O = 3 P~ W = DD
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[TI AZ 1 PH ZEF5 4L
TTI Congestion Index, 1982-2003

ﬁﬁﬂ? 1982 1990 1996 2003 e
City Change

Los Angeles 1.3 1.8 1. 78 1. 75 0. 45

San
Francisco

Portland 1.05 1.31 1. 37 0. 32
Seattle 1. 09 1. 45 1. 38 0. 29
Boston 1. 14 1. 37 1. 34 0. 20
Chicago 1.19 1. 44 1. 57 0. 38

1. 21 1.5 1.45 1. 54 0. 33




I3 FRATTH F ) A RE DX AL 38 A 2
Trip generation rates at TODs

A A T Fa rV|eW_7I‘ﬂL (—AAIATEF H R EEX) KER, 5
T3 AT GUAT X AT X AT

Surveys of Fairview Village (a TOD neighborhood ) and two
traditional suburban neighborhoods.

anl%[yi%ewﬁ [ B FA ANV AT T/, 54T R AT 245 AT |
SRIRL

Residents in Fairview Village drove significantly fewer miles,
made fewer vehicle trips and more walking and bicycling trips.

Fairview 5 i) Ji A BARVTENA R K g
Some of this difference is explained by lower vehicle ownership
rates and smaller households.

PSRt =r -2 i o 1B 1 1 B PR TP NI & Bviod 1 g £ A 1 et =4 P 71l
The responses to the attitudinal questions also indicate some of the
differences are due to "self-selection.”
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Critical Questions

o REMBITHLD T A
Reduction in auto travel ?
o HUACH T MIHATIS I T A
ncreased use of alternative modes?
o FELAHIR ST Research is needed on:
— NHEATIE T A R R X E R ATAT N
travel behavior in transit-oriented devel opments
— M, BRERIN]IAPE A )R R
relationship between speed,density, and accessibility
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What can be learnt from Portland’ s
Experience for Citiesin China

A 455 5 B B 4 BE PH LB 3T 2 A 2
Can managed growth curbing sprawl?
A RA- 3T BG4 AU RESR A — A 2R 3] 34 S
Y es - the UGB provides a hard boundary.
AT LL-Bai iy 88 R0 AU 2 e 195K PR e s
(—ARIBIHIA T
No - the UGB isrequired to expand periodically to

maintain a 20-year supply of vacant land (a movable
urban service boundary).

Il T 89K 2 S PN S e BRI AT oA AR LA Il i PR B

Z KIX Jl|Residents’ behavior inside the UGB may not
be much different from that in other cities without UGB.




X ] 3 T A 18 U ) R 7S
Implications for China' s Urban Transportation Policy

o ITTACIHE ) B H B A& A N A & 8 4RSS o
The goal of urban transportation is to serve the urban
residents not cars.

ACTH BRI ZE s 4= 2B AT AAE ] A%
Biking, walking and public transit are important
travel modesin alivable city.

AC TR B B AL A BRI B HAT 48 . AT
8 M AR5 78 Transportation planning should
focus more on developing facilities that facilitate
walking, biking and transit usage.




A=l TR AN ) B

The importance of cost of driving

o UNERABRBIVIEIA = u By Iy 4= A 2%
MAETETRH, N E AP BUR & atitis
K@J Ay E)&7<

Without policiesto limit the car ownership and
Increase the costs of driving and parking, the

effect of Improving transit services alone may
be limited.




Thank you!

Questions?




