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Abstract

Nationally, Portland is considered successful in managing urban growth and curbing sprawl.  This has been accomplished by means of an Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) to limit suburban expansion, encouragement of higher-density development, infill development and redevelopment, and emphasis of rail transit over highway development.  Is the perception of Portland's success real?  What have been the effects of managing growth in Portland?  Has/will Portland been able to reverse or deflect strong decentralizing urbanization trends?

Growth management in Portland is visionary, bold, and costly.  It has the support of leaders and the public.  They feel that current trends are not acceptable and must be broken to reduce urban sprawl and auto dependency.  However, evidence of success is mixed, more perception than reality.  But the perception is strong and the regulations are being tightened in hopes of making the vision a reality.  In the meantime, more people are beginning to feel the congestion and housing affordability pinch.

The system performance as forecast in the 2000 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) ought to signal further analysis and discussion is needed.  The projected levels of congestion raise concern that the land use forecast is not consistent with the transportation forecast and the land use may not build out as forecast.  Also, the optimistic transit ridership forecast may not be achievable, yet the forecasts are not high enough to warrant the large transit investments contained in the RTP.  However, there does not appear to be much interest in revisiting the strong commitment to rail transit or the growth management vision upon which the regional land use plan is based.  Rather the 2000 RTP is considered to be beyond testing of the regional framework plan and is in the stage of plan implementation. 

Outline of Presentation

Growth Management in Portland

· Oregon land use planning system 

LCDC – Land Conservation and Development Commission

UGB – urban growth boundary

TPR – transportation planning rule

· Strong political coalition in Portland Region

Metro – regional government and MPO

· 1000 Friends of Oregon - the guardian of Oregon LU planning system

What can be learned from the Portland?  

· Is the perception of Portland’s success real?  

· Is Portland different (unique) and its experience not transferable?  

· What have been the effects of managing growth in Portland? 

· Has/will Portland been able to reverse or deflect strong decentralizing urbanization trends?

Qualified Success

· There is more progress on the institutional side than on urban development patterns.

· Stronger central city than in most other metro areas.

· Strong downtown

· Strong neighborhoods

· Less white flight due to lower proportion of minorities

· Less intense central city-suburban conflicts and more regional-minded suburban leaders.

· Due to state land use planning context

· Due to regional governmental context

· Rail orientation and TPR causes a shift in modal investments.

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

Political Support for Growth Management in Portland

· Political leadership in the Portland region places importance on stopping urban sprawl and perceives success in managing its growth

· Strong public support for sprawl-busting, congestion-reducing, air quality improving compact urban development

· Portland have embraced the movement of new urbanism or smart growth

Context and Background

· Map of Portland region showing the UGB and Urban Reserves, SW Washington (Clark Country), and the freeway system

· Map, adding the Eastside MAX light rail line, opened in 1986

· Map, adding the Westside MAX light rail line, opened in 1997

· Map, adding the proposed South-North light rail line, defeated in two elections

· Map, adding the Airport spur light rail line, under construction

· Map adding the Central City Streetcar, under construction

· Map, adding the Interstate MAX light rail line, proposed first increment of the North corridor

Metro

· Urban portions of 3 counties 

· 460 sq mi., 1.3 million people

· 24 cities

· Operational duties and taxing authority 

· Elected councilors (7), executive, and auditor 

1000 Friends of Oregon

· Created by former Gov. Tom McCall in 1975

· “A powerful tool to make good land use planning a reality”

· Negotiates state transportation and land use policies

· Uses threat of lawsuits as primary bargaining chip

· 1987 lawsuit initiated development of Transportation Planning Rule

Transportation Planning Rule (TPR)

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

· Rule emphasizes reduction in reliance on autos

· 20% decrease in VMT

· 10% decrease in parking spaces

Current Issues

· Rapidly growing congestion

· Chart comparing Portland to other cities using TTI congestion index; shows congestion in Portland is increasing more rapidly.

· Housing affordability

· Chart comparing Portland’s housing prices to other cities; shows Portland is no longer a more affordable housing market

· Financing Interstate LRT project (in North corridor) and related improvements (via renewal using tax-increment financing (TIF)) in an area already undergoing gentrification

· Non-rail alternatives in South corridor.  Rail keeps reappearing

· Wilsonville-Beaverton (suburb-to-suburb) commuter rail

· Expanding the UGB

· Effects of constrained land supply

· 20 years of supply rule and problem of measuring land supply

· inventory estimates are insensitive to demand

· assumption of refill (infill and redevelopment) and densities (lot sizes and density minimums)

· Updating the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)

· Under investment in roads: gas tax increases have been held hostage by truckers wanting to defeat weight-mile tax

· Contention by Washington County officials (where growth is occurring fastest) that the plan does not call for adequate investment in roads

· RTP forecasts are biased/obliged to implement light rail, 2040 framework plan, and TPR

Emerging Issues

· Whether to invest in roads to accommodate growth or let congestion force change from the status quo, because we can’t build our way out of congestion. 

· The induced travel issue: 

· Behavior responses are real and can have significant impacts on the congestion reduction benefits of capacity expansion projects

· Eliminate induced travel by land use planning to disconnect the response of developers and consumers to changes in the road network

· The rationale for subsidy of density needs to be established.

· The rush to density is proving costly.  In the absence of subsidy, developers resist building high rises and structured parking.

· The relationship of density, transit use and traffic congestion

· As density increases, the rate of transit use increases, but the remaining auto use of 90% plus or minus, increases auto trips per unit area and thereby congestion. 

· Balancing rail and bus service

· Growing cost of LRT O&M

· Diminishes resources to expand bus service to meet needs of growing population

· Leaves only 1.5% growth for bus transit

How is the land use-transportation system performing?  How well is it expected to perform, as forecast in the RTP?

How does Portland compare? 

· 1970 to 1980 comparison of census data shows Portland to be similar to other metro areas

· 1980 to 1990 mode shares comparisons shows Portland lost journey-to-work transit share more than Seattle and LA

· Study of Eastside MAX impacts 

· Chart shows 1980 to 1990 journey-to-work comparison for rail corridor and parallel bus corridor

· 1995 NPTS data show Portland is similar to other Western metro areas

· Anxious to examine 2000 Census data

· Regional Land Information System (RLIS) shows smaller lot sizes and infill

2000 RTP: A Conditional Forecast of System Performance

· The year 2000 RTP is in a planning-maintenance mode, it does not assess strategic options

· Level-of-service standards have been relaxed

· Three scenarios – financially constrained, strategic, preferred

· Non-SOV mode choice increases are associated with intersection density, parking factors, transit pass factors, and fareless areas

· Transit and highway supply chart shows more growth in transit supply than roads

· Mode shares chart showing transit share growing from 3.5% to 5% or 7%

· Transit trips, auto trips and VMT chart shows transit trips double, while VMT increase from 16M to 24M

· Congestion in 2-hour PM peak is estimated to nearly triple

· Annualized capital cost per trip is tenfold more for transit

RTP Findings

· Transportation and land use in the RTP are not in balance, the land use forecast has no feedback loop

· If this regulated landscape meets market resistance, growth will be diverted to other places

· The mode choice modeling process overestimates non-SOV travel

· The methods and results should receive more scrutiny

What does Portland contribute to the national debate of whether to grow inward or outward?  Are the planning tools to intervene in the urban land and transportation markets adequate?

· Curbing lateral expansion (or the extent of sprawl development)

· YES – UGB provides a hard boundary and forces growth inward, stemming large lot development within and encourages infill and redevelopment

· NO – UGB is required to contain a 20-year supply of land for housing, so it must be expanded periodically (according to a plan and ability to provide services and infrastructure).  The 20-yr supply req’t makes it is more an impermanent service boundary than a permanent growth boundary.

· However, adding land has proven to be a messy political/legal process that may prove to be less effective than the economic process it replaces.

· More development is being diverted to areas outside of the Portland metro UGB, e.g., Clark County in WA, Yamhill and Columbia counties, and rural parts of Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties.

· Efficient compact development

· Portland experience is unable to confirm substantial savings in urban infrastructure and service costs in higher density areas.

· The need to subsidize density.  Developments in inner city and along light rail are being subsidized by tax abatements, streamlined approvals, reduced impact fees, and tax increment financing of infrastructure

· Confirmation of assumptions upon which New Urbanism/neoclassical development/smart growth is based

· Neoclassical neighborhoods will lead to reduction in travel

· People will patronize nearby schools, stores, parks

· Discouragement of big-box retail

· Will foster job-housing balance and reduce the journey-to-work distance

· Unrealized opportunity to measure travel behavior impacts of TODs in Portland

· Need for research to measure traffic and travel behavior impacts of TODs

· Efficient urbanization (density, pedestrian-oriented, mixed use) saves public and private money invested in facilities and services; more living and transportation options

Implementation by regulation

· Snout houses

· Building orientation

· Intersection spacing

The jury is out

· Increasingly, the Portland system is impinging on consumer behavior

· It is creating new markets for higher density, mixed-use developments, but are these large or niche markets?

· Will the Portland system lead to shifts to alternative modes of travel -- transit, walking, bicycling, or will growing congestion cause a rethinking or rebellion?

· Will the Portland system prevail or survive as a symbol, overwhelmed by market forces of decentralization?

Portland is not providing clear answers yet.  

Bottom Line

· Strong commitment to light rail and closely managed growth

· Contrary evidence only stiffens the resolve and call for even stronger measures

· Planners are pressured to make optimistic assumptions to justify projects and programs

· Growth management in Portland is visionary, bold, and costly

· Evidence of success is mixed, more perception than reality

· More people are feeling the pinch of congestion and housing affordability

