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The Central Portland Transportation Assessment is the first step 
in a comprehensive review and update of  the transportation 
policies in Portland’s Central City.  The current policies were 
established in the Central City Transportation Management 
Plan (referred to as CCTMP throughout this document).  The 
Portland City Council adopted the CCTMP on December 6, 
1995, and the policies became effective on January 8, 1996 
(Ordinance #169535).  Much has changed since then, including 
population increases, large investments in transit, bicycle, and 
pedestrian infrastructure, increases in fuel prices, and greater 
awareness of  the threats posed by climate change.     

This Assessment considers trends, conditions, adopted City 
policy, projected needs and opportunities, and proposes ideas 
for accommodating transportation system growth in the Central 
City over the next 30 years.  Many of  the ideas presented in 
this document result from interviews conducted with eighteen 
civic and business leaders on the future of  the transportation 
system in the Central City.  Not all ideas presented will prove 
feasible: the intention is to present new concepts and ideas as 
a starting point to address emerging challenges in a creative 
way.  This report will continue to evolve as an element of  the 
Central Portland Plan and the Central Portland Transportation 
Plan as those plans gather input, complete analyses, and begin 
to establish the policies and physical form of  the future Central 
City.

The information contained in this Assessment is based on 
analyses prepared by staff  from the Portland Office of  
Transportation (PDOT), with additional assistance from staff  at 
TriMet, Metro, and the Oregon Department of  Environmental 
Quality.
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EvoluTIon of CEnTrAl CITy
TrAnSPorTATIon PolICy 

The 200-foot block pattern in the heart of  central 
Portland is a unique urban feature.  It allows more 
light and air to reach the streets, and creates a dense 
network of  intersections ideal for pedestrian activity 
and retail opportunities. However, like many U.S. cities, 
downtown Portland experienced an exodus of  residents 
and employment to the rapidly developing suburbs 
in the 1960s and 1970s.  New freeways encouraged 
sprawl and the conversion of  Downtown buildings into 
surface parking lots.  The 1972 Downtown Plan reacted 
to these trends, outlining a vision for Downtown as the 
employment, commercial, and entertainment center 
of  the region.  It described the need for a balanced, 
accessible transportation system, with mass transit that 
provides both internal circulation and connections to 
outlying areas.  

The Downtown Parking and Circulation Policy (DPCP) 
followed in 1975, covering the area of  today’s 
Downtown and part of  the River District..  The 
DPCP set strict air quality goals, largely in response to 
frequent violations of  Clean Air Act carbon monoxide 

standards at several monitoring locations Downtown.  
One focus was on parking policy: the DPCP eliminated 
minimum parking requirements, instituted parking 
maximums, and made surface parking lots non 
conforming uses in certain circumstances.  It also 
included a ceiling on the number of  off-street parking 
spaces at just under 40,000, not including new spaces 
for residential and hotel uses.  The DPCP emphasized 
the role of  transit to enhance mobility Downtown, 
which led to development of  the Transit Mall in 1977.  

Also in 1977, the City adopted the Arterial Streets 
Classification Policy, which identified the appropriate 
function for streets in the Central City not covered 
by the DPCP.  The Arterial Streets Classification Policy 
became the foundation of  the 1992 Transportation 
Element and eventually the more comprehensive 
Transportation System Plan (2002). 

In 1988 the Central City Plan established the boundary 
of  what is now the Central City.  The plan resulted in a 
comprehensive urban design concept and set of  goals 
and actions, many of  which have been implemented.  
The Central City Transportation Management Plan 
(CCTMP) followed in 1995.  These plans established 

the current City policy (Central City Plan District, 
Portland City Code Title 33.510).  

CCTMP ovErvIEw

The policy framework in the CCTMP was designed 
to support growth in the Central City while managing 
the parking and transportation system.  The actions 
described in the CCTMP recognized that the 
automobile-oriented strategy of  the 1960s and 1970s 
should not continue.  A balance between auto, transit, 
pedestrian, and bicycle travel is necessary to achieve a 
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Figure 1.3. Key transportation milestones in Portland
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goals in the Central City.  The CCTMP envisioned 
15,000 additional households and 75,000 additional 
jobs in the Central City by 2010.  

The Importance of  Transit

Transit provides critical access to the Central 
City, promotes higher density development, and 
reduces reliance on single-occupant vehicles.  When 
accompanied with quality public spaces (such as the 
Transit Mall, Jamison Square, and Waterfront Park), 
higher density development can lead to increased 
pedestrian and bicycle travel, as trip distances shorten 
and the trips become more interesting and attractive.  
In turn, areas with high pedestrian and bicycle use also 
tend to be areas of  higher transit use, with each mode 
reinforcing the others.  

sustainable economy and to improve quality of  life.  

The CCTMP replaced the DPCP and removed the 
parking lid, following noticeable improvements in air 
quality during the 1980s and early 1990s.  In its place, 
a parking management strategy was instituted, which 
included the Preservation Parking policy, intended to 
address the parking needs of  older buildings.  The 
general policy directive was to “pinch” the supply of  
parking and provide the necessary incentives to use 
alternative transportation modes. 

It also set mode split goals for commute trips in each 
subdistrict.  This led to the expansion of  Fareless 
Square and development of  the Lloyd District 
Transportation Management Association. The CCTMP 
re-emphasized economic development and residential 

In the past decade, the Portland Streetcar, Westside 
MAX light rail, Airport MAX, and Interstate MAX 
have entered service, and the Interstate 205/Transit 
Mall MAX line is scheduled to open in September 
2009.  Today the Central City enjoys high transit 
ridership levels.  The Central City has seen dramatic 
redevelopment in the Pearl District, Lloyd Center, 
South Waterfront, Portland State University, and the 
western edge of  Downtown.  

Providing transportation options will lead to a 
reduction in emissions of  air pollutants (such as 
carbon monoxide and carbon dioxide) and fossil fuel 
use, particularly on a per capita basis. A reduction in 
automobile use will help manage traffic congestion.  

Table 1.2 Central City Mode Split, 2005 and 2030

SOV Transit Bike Walk Carpool
Productions

2005 46.1% 30.5% 3.6% 11.6% 8.2%
2030 38.2% 35.0% 4.1% 14.0% 8.7%

Attractions
2005 62.6% 24.4% 1.8% 1.7% 9.5%
2030 45.9% 37.9% 2.7% 3.5% 10.0%

“Productions” – trips generated by Central City residents.
“Attractions” – trips to Central City by non-Central City residents.
“SOV” – single occupancy vehicle

1994 2020
Central City 19.6 14.7

City of Portland 29.7 27.7
Portland Metropolitan Area 31.9 29.6

Source: Portland Office of  Transportation, 2000

Table 1.1.  Vehicle Miles of  Travel per capita, 1994 - 2020
Figure 1.4. Projected increases in Central City transit ridership, 2005 - 2030

Source: Metro Milwaukie 2030 Model and Columbia River Crossing 2005 Model (includes intra-district trips)
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TrEnDS 

Many of  the tangible changes since the adoption of  
the Central City Plan have occurred in the transportation 
system.  The past twenty years have seen 30 route 
miles of  new rail transit, new system management 
equipment, over 22,000 new parking spaces associated 
with over 15 million square feet of  residential, office 
and retail development, nearly 30 miles of  new 
bikeways, the OHSU Tram, and an interconnected 
Central City pedestrian system.  

Despite the significant growth in travel and the mix 
of  modes on the roadways, safety has improved in 
the Central City.  In 1994, the City experienced 2,109 
crashes, which decreased to 1,385 in 2006, a one-third 
decrease.

A recent study of  regional development patterns by 
local economist Joe Cortright found that because 

the Portland region has not developed in the same 
sprawling manner as many other U.S. cities of  its size, 
Portland residents travel four fewer miles per day 
than the average of  the 33 most populous U.S. cities.  
The four miles per day translates into $2.6 billion in 
transportation costs saved in the region, nearly all of  
it spent in the local economy.  Travel demand models 
predict that per capita VMT in the Central City will 
decrease from 19.6 VMT per capita in 1988 to 14.7 
VMT per capita in 2020 (Table 1.1).  

Increases in Transit Ridership
Figure 1.4 shows the projected increase in transit 
trips between 2005 and 2030, including short trips 
within the Central City.  An additional 165,000 trips 
are expected in 2030, with close to half  originating 
or destined to Downtown, 30,000 to/from the River 
District, almost 19,000 to/from the Lloyd District, 
over 15,000 to/from the Central Eastside and 14,000 
to/from North Macadam.  Nine thousand additional 

The CCTMP established ambitious goals for transit 
commute trips, which have not yet been realized.  Lack 
of job growth, competition from other alternative modes, 
and the relatively low prices of gas and parking may 
explain why.

Districts 2005 
Households

2030 
Households

% 
Increase

2005 
Employees

2030 
Employees

% 
Increase

Downtown 7,640 14,260 65% 83,000 106,580 56%
River District 5,370 18,280 77% 18,200 26,790 60%

South Waterfront 270 6,450 96% 6,360 15,720 71%
Central Eastside 2,800 5,210 65% 17,030 22,780 57%

Lloyd District 2,860 5,820 67% 19,160 26,680 58%
Lower Albina 80 80 50% 2,520 3,180 56%

Goose Hollow 3,430 4,460 57% 7,080 9,210 57%
Total 22,450 54,560 71% 153,360 210,930 58%

Source: Metro Milwaukie 2030 Model and Columbia River Crossing 2005 Model

Table 1.3. Projected increases in households and employment in the Central City

Table 1.4. CCTMP Transit Goals and 2005 Performance
2010 Goal* 2005 share

Downtown 60% 33%
North of Burnside 40% N/A

NW Triangle 20% N/A
River District* N/A 24%
Lloyd District 40% 17%

So. Waterfront 20% 5%
Goose Hollow 20% 11%

Central Eastside 15% 8%
Lower Albina 10% 7.6%

*River District combines North of Burnside/NW Triangle
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trips are expected to/from Goose Hollow, and 670 in 
Lower Albina.

Land Use Projections
Metro, the regional government responsible for 
coordinating land use and transportation planning in 
Multnomah, Clackamas, and Washington Counties, 
compiles data on land use, travel behavior, and zoning 
capacity to project how the region will grow.  This 
information is used to estimate land consumption as 
well as transportation patterns.  The data are available 
at the transportation analysis zone (TAZ) level. TAZs 
are roughly bounded by major streets and resemble 
census tracts.  Table 1.3 shows the number of  
households and employment in the Central City in 2005 
and 2030 by subdistrict.  

The Central City is expected to see a significant 

increase in households and employment.  In 2005 
there were approximately 22,500 households in the 
Central City, and over 150,000 employees.  By 2030,  
the Central City is poised to add approximately 58,000 
workers (including office, retail and industrial jobs), 
with Downtown adding over 23,000 jobs, the River 
District adding over 8,500, South Waterfront adding 
approximately 9,000 and Lloyd District adding 7,500 
jobs.  

Today, Downtown and the River District have the 
highest number of  households, with over 7,000 and 
5,000 households, respectively.  By 2030, projections 
show that the Central City will add about 32,000 
households, more than double the 2005 value.

In addition to the significant growth in travel that will 
accompany increasing Central City population and 

employment in 2030, other critical factors influencing 
travel behavior need to be considered.

EMErgIng ISSuES

Higher Petroleum Costs 
Questions about the future availability of  petroleum, 
referred to as “peak oil,” have emerged in the last few 
years, suggesting that prices will continue to rise or will 
remain high, affecting people in many different ways.  
The consequences of  rising oil prices include high cost 
of  travel, construction, and the provision of  goods and 
services, that will have tremendous impacts on the cost 
of  living in the U.S.  

The increasing cost of  petroleum will lead to either 
less travel by automobile or new fuel sources and 
equipment to overcome reliance on petroleum 
products.  Fuel prices remained stable between 1990 
and 2001, but began to spike– nearly quadrupling 
between 2001 and 2008 (from a low of  $1.25/gallon in 
2001, to at least $4.00/gallon in July 2008).  In contrast, 
parking rates and transit fares have not changed as 
dramatically, accounting for inflation, between 1990 
and 2008 (Figure 1.7).

Financing Transportation Infrastructure
The primary source of  revenue for transportation 
improvements and daily operations and maintenance 
is the gas tax, which has not kept pace with inflation in 
recent years.  For 2008/09 PDOT estimates a loss of  

Methane, 7%

Carbon dioxide, 84%

nitrous  oxide, 6%

Hydrofluorocarbons , 
Perfluorocarbons , s ulfur 

Hexafluoride, 3%

Figure 1.5. Oregon’s greenhouse gas profile, 2000
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Figure 1.6. Sources of  Carbon Dioxide in Oregon, 2000
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up to $4 million, with continuing shortfalls in the near 
future.  In these circumstances, it may be necessary 
to look at public parking revenues and other potential 
sources in the Central City as ways to close the funding 
gap.
 
Housing Affordability and Access to Opportunity
Since adoption of  the 1988 Central City Plan, the 
increasing residential population of  the Central City 
has led to an improvement in the balance between 
jobs and housing.  This is a critical achievement for 
transportation since close proximity between jobs and 
housing results in fewer and shorter trips, and more 
trips by alternative transportation modes.  Housing 
prices – particularly in the Central City – have soared, 
and more importantly, outpaced income growth in 
Portland.  Most new privately financed residential 
developments have responded to market conditions, 
including high construction costs, resulting in higher-
income housing.  

If  income disparity grows, fewer employees will be 
able to afford to live in the Central City and adjacent 
neighborhoods.  Employees will move to more 
affordable, outlying locations, resulting in longer 
commutes and less access to transportation modes 
other than the automobile.  Lower transportation 
costs can help offset higher rents in areas with good 
transportation options.

Public Health
The Center for Disease Control and Prevention and 
other researchers have taken an interest in the built 
urban form as a causal factor in the nation’s obesity 
epidemic. Mixed-use, compact development has 
been identified as a potential solution to the inactive 
lifestyle of  millions of  Americans. Walking and 
bicycling, supported by a high quality transit system, 
can be part of  a comprehensive approach to reducing 
obesity rates and encouraging healthy, active lifestyles.

Climate Change
One of  the most pressing issues is global climate 
change, resulting primarily from carbon dioxide (CO2) 
and other heat-trapping gases in the atmosphere.  
While CO2 was not of  direct concern in the Downtown 
Plan and the CCTMP, atmospheric trends highlighted 
by the scientific community have demonstrated that 
climate change is of  growing global importance.

The transportation sector is responsible for 
approximately 40% of  CO2.emissions.  This estimate 
is based on the DEQ and the Oregon Department of  
Energy CO2 emissions inventory model. CO2 levels 
are not monitored at the local level so there is no 
measurement of  CO2 for the Central City.  However, 
just as the City was compelled to address carbon 
monoxide emissions from vehicular traffic in the 
1970s, DEQ or others may establish regulations to 
reduce CO2 emission levels in the near future.  Other 
pollutants produced from vehicular emissions include 

Note:  The Central Business District (CBD) corresponds roughly to the 
Downtown subdistrict.

Figure 1.7. Parking, gas, and transit costs,  1990 - 2007
Transportation Costs Comparison

Prices indexed to 1990 (1.0).  Values above 1.0 means price change above inflation rate 
and below 1.0 means price change below inflation rate
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benzene and a category of  pollutants called “air toxics,” 
each of  which are known cancer threats, and are not 
currently regulated.

Changes in Mode Split
In 2005 auto use was the predominant means of  

commuting to the Central City, with 72 percent of  
trips.  Transit carried about a quarter of  all commute 
trips, and bicycle and walking trips accounted for about 
2 percent each.  By 2030, auto use as a share of  total 
commute trips will decrease to 56 percent (Figures 
1.8 and 1.9). Transit use will increase to 38 percent of  

all commute trips. Bicycle and walking will also see 
increases.

The Central City in a Regional Context
Metro, the Oregon Department of  Transportation 
(ODOT), TriMet, and other local jurisdictions 
within the region continue to plan for mobility and 
connections between urban centers outside the Central 
City.  The Central City should continue to operate as 
the region’s economic hub, so accommodating the 
trips to and from the Central City remains of  critical 
importance.  Experience from around the world 
shows that strong transit systems reinforce a strong 
commercial core, and this is reflected in the Region 2040 
Growth Concept. 

Most stakeholders believe that future mobility and 
accessibility will be more of  a problem for those 
traveling to and from the Central City, rather than those 
traveling within the Central City.  
 
The demands for regional highway and high capacity 
transit improvements are real and need attention. The 
different regional planning efforts (the New Look, 
the Regional Transportation Plan, the High Capacity 
Transit project) need to be coordinated with the Central 
Portland Plan, the Central Portland Transportation 
Plan, the Portland Plan and the Portland Streetcar 
System Plan in order to influence each other and find 
commonalities. 
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The Central City, more than any other area in 
the region, has the transit, bicycle and pedestrian 
infrastructure in place to conveniently provide for the 
mobility and access needed by travelers within and to 
and from the Central City.  Moreover, all of  the non-
auto modes operating in Central City are serving more 
trips. For example:

While the regional transit mode share is down, • 
Central City transit usage, particularly the 
streetcar, is at an all time high

Travel by bicycle represents as much as five • 
percent of  all trip making, with an overall 
increase of  115% in the last five years, as 
measured by both the U.S. Census journey-
to-work data and annual field counts on 
four Willamette River bridges (Hawthorne, 
Burnside, Steel and Broadway bridges).  

D• ue to growth in Central City population, 
travel by foot is the primary means of  
transportation for a growing number of  
travelers.

The CCTMP set ambitious mode split goals for 2010 
for the different sub districts of  the Central City.  It 
is unlikely that these goals will be reached during the 
life of  the CCTMP.  Four possible hypotheses have 
emerged that deserve attention:

lack of  up-to-date data. •	 The 2005 
mode split is based on modeled outcomes 
that rely on a 1994 travel behavior survey.  
Much has changed in the Central City since 
then, including new transit and bicycle 
infrastructure, and the development of  
the Pearl District and South Waterfront. 
Available data indicate that there have been 
significant increases in bicycling, pedestrian 
activity and transit use.  It is possible that 
the percentage of  non-auto commute trips is 
higher than the transportation model reflects.

lack of  growth in commercial sector. • A 
key relationship exists between transit use 
and job growth in the Central City.  Since 
the Central City has not seen employment 
growth, there has not been growth in the 
transit mode share as anticipated, particularly 
for commute trips.

Parking and fuel Costs. •  The cost for 
parking has not grown at the same rate as the 
costs for housing and retail purchases.  In 
addition, there are tax-based incentives that 
encourage driving to work.  While there are 
signs that increasing fuel prices are affecting 
travel patterns, it is too early to know 
whether this trend will continue.

Fewer emissions and more efficient cars do not 
necessarily mean cleaner air:

Figure 1.11. Continued VMT growth may overcome emissions reductions (national 
data):

Figure 1.10. Vehicles are getting cleaner, but people are driving more (national data):

Source: Jennifer Dill, Portland State University, Land Use and Air 
Quality with Transportation as the Link. 2003

Note: NOx = Nitrogen Oxides.  
VOC = Volatile Organic Compounds

VMTEmissions
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Competition from other modes. • Bicycle 
travel has increased rapidly in the last ten 
years, following important investment in 
infrastructure, education and marketing. It is 
possible that increases in one alternative mode 
may have come at the expense of  another 
alternative mode (e.g., transit users becoming 
cyclists), instead of  from auto use.

PolICy ISSuES

The Central Portland Transportation Plan should 
consider several other important issues in its 
development of  a sustainable transportation plan for 
the Central City.  See Table 1.5 for a complete list.

Managing System Capacity
The Central City street network is essentially complete. 
Adding additional capacity to accommodate vehicles 
would likely require acquiring additional right-of-way 
and be prohibitively expensive.  There is a need to 
expertly manage existing capacity and seamlessly link 
all modes of  transport, and to provide better real-time 
information about operating conditions.

Invest in Transit, Bicycling and Walking
Beyond managing system demand, there is a need to 
increase the use of  non-auto modes of  transportation 
to provide mobility and accessibility for the anticipated 
population and employment growth in the Central City.  
Transit, which provides the highest person-trip capacity 

of  all modes, needs continued investment, particularly 
for increased service (bus, streetcar, and light rail), 
improved connections, and potentially updated routings 
to serve the growing areas of  the Central City.

Pedestrian and bicycle facilities are also important 
systems for providing the future mobility and 

accessibility that will be needed in the Central City.  As 
jobs and housing become more balanced in the Central 
City, many future trips will be short enough that a 
larger number of  travelers will opt for walking and 
cycling.  The Central City must ensure that high levels 
of  safety and connectivity are provided to achieve the 
potential growth in these modes.

Transportation forecasts indicate that auto trips will still 
constitute a high proportion of  trips in 2030. There 
is a need to continue to emphasize alternative modes, 
particularly for trips within the Central City, where 
distances are not as long and programs exist to facilitate 
such travel (e.g. Fareless Square, the Portland Streetcar, 
circulator buses). 

Pricing the system
The use of  tolling and variable pricing has become 
more common, especially in large metropolitan areas 
with heavy congestion.  As the Central City streets 
and portals connecting to it become more congested, 
different pricing structures should be examined as 
an opportunity to manage congestion, maintain 
accessibility to the Central City and generate revenue 
for improvements to the transportation system.   

Parking and Livability
Management of  the parking supply is one of  the 
key elements of  the CCTMP.  It is the Central City’s 
“pricing” market strategy to manage congestion, 
maintain livability and economic vitality.  However, 

Figure 1.12. A German robotic parking system
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the current regulations are viewed by many in the 
development community as excessively complex. 
Currently, the cost of  parking ($30,000-$50,000 per 
stall in a structure, up to $70,000 if  underground) 
may be a market-driven incentive to provide limited 
parking, to save space for more active economic uses.  
Perhaps it is time to change the approach to parking 
and relax some regulations, such as allowing shared 
parking between residential and short-term uses.  New 
strategies exist, including variable pricing, to better 
manage short-term parking, discourage cruising and 
generate funds to pay for infrastructure. 
  
Eighteen civic and business leaders were interviewed 
as part of  this assessment.  Many believe that an 
ample inventory of  parking exists.  The City should, 
however, consider better ways to manage the inventory, 
including encouragement of  shared parking.  New 
vertical mechanized parking systems use space more 
efficiently than traditional garages, and would be a 
significant advantage for parcels with small footprints 
(Figure 1.12).  Finally, each believe that the private 
market is accomplishing Central City goals, and that it 
should continue to be used to meet development and 
transportation goals instead of  new regulations (See 
Appendix I for more information). 

Rethinking Level of  Service
The City uses Level of  Service (LOS) to measure 
the performance of  the vehicle traffic system.  This 
is the traditional measurement that reflects delays to 

automobile traffic, on a scale of  A-F.  To be approved, 
development projects must use LOS to demonstrate 
that there are no significant impacts to vehicular 
traffic, and mitigate for any significant impacts that 
do occur.   LOS analysis has a tendency to penalize 
growth in urban areas, encouraging development in 
low-density, outlying areas.  

Current regulations have been adjusted over time to 
reflect increased congestion levels and the inability to 
respond to it with increased roadway capacity.  The 
region and City have relaxed performance standards 
for transportation infrastructure, particularly for 
mixed-use, pedestrian and transit friendly areas that 
offer a variety of  transportation choices.  Today 
the City’s level of  service (LOS) for these areas is 
measured for a 2-hour period, and allows for a LOS 
of  F for the first hour and E for the second hour. 

Many vibrant cities around the world have a high 
standard of  living, while experiencing congested peaks 
of  three or more hours a day.  Perhaps the Central 
City needs to redefine LOS standards to prevent 
inhibiting development based solely on congestion. 
The same practice could be applied to the state system 
of  highways, asserting that performance standards for 
highways should not be the same in all areas of  the 
state.

All-day counts on the Broadway, Steel, Burnside and 
Hawthorne bridges show that bicycle activity has increased 
by 8,500 riders (140 percent) since 2000, while transit activity 
has increased by 6,700 riders, an increase of 11.6 percent 
during the same time period.  

Note: Data for auto traffic are incomplete, and the values 
displayed are extrapolated from available vehicle counts.
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Figure 1.13. All-day traffic counts on select Willamette River bridges



Table 1.5. Summary of trends, emerging issues, and possible solutions in the Central Portland Transportation Assessment

Trends Emerging Issues Possible Solutions

Chapter 2:
Automobiles

Drive alone commute trips will decrease from 63% in 2005 1. 
to 46% in 2030
Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) per capita is expected to 2. 
decrease from 19.6 to 14.7 from 1994-2020
Vehicular crashes decreased by 35% from 1993 to 2006. 3. 
Autos are becoming smaller and more efficient4. 
Portlanders purchase a relatively large number of hybrid 5. 
vehicles
Cost of gasoline quadrupled between 2004-20086. 

Increased congestion is not just confined to freeway 1. 

system; seeing backups at portals
Travel to or from the Central City is more likely to 2. 

occur by car
Peak oil and global climate change3. 

Roadway capacity cannot be expanded easily4. 

Pricing travel at important highway portals1. 

Expanded use of sophisticated traffic system management2. 

New vehicle technologies–smaller cars using less petroleum3. 

Expanded use of Zipcars, ridesharing4. 

Real-time on-street communications for available parking5. 

Transportation Management Associations (TMAs)6. 

Expanded carpool, transit and bicycle facilities/services7. 

Incentives for purchasing hybrids and/or using transit/bike8. 

Chapter 3: 
Transit

Central City ridership grew by 12%, between 2000-20071. 

Ridership increases for the Portland Streetcar has nearly 2. 

tripled since opening in 2001.
Ridership to CC likely to increase when I-205/Transit Mall 3. 

MAX opens in 2009; environmental studies are underway 
for Milwaukie MAX, Columbia River Crossing, and Lake 
Oswego rail lines

Downtown capacity for rail operations1. 

Improving speed and providing more capacity to 2. 

serve future Central City growth
Diesel emissions from buses3. 

Expanding Central City service coverage 4. 

Funding operations5. 

Overcoming personal security (real and perceived) 6. 

conflicts

Services emerging from Streetcar System Plan1. 

Increasing use of hybrid or alternative fuel buses2. 

Exclusive bus lanes3. 

Create funding source for operations that supplements payroll tax 4. 

(e.g., SDCs, revenue from carbon tax, etc)
Local and express transit services5. 

Grade-separated downtown rail operation6. 

Spread transit service throughout the downtown grid7. 

Chapter 4:
Pedestrians

Central City residents commute by foot is 14%1. 

Downtown and Lloyd District surveys found that 97%-98% 2. 

of respondents believe  access to transit was “good” or 
“very good”

Ensuring pedestrian safety1. 

Deficient crosswalks over I-405 and I-52. 

Specific pedestrian barriers exist, and lack of safe 3. 

crossings and adequate sidewalks

Continued pedestrians connections/walkways1. 

Safer crosswalks and driveways2. 

More small (vest-pocket) parks and public spaces3. 

Increased pedestrian amenities (landscaping, benches)  4. 

Chapter 5:
Bicycles

Bicycle trips doubled since 2000; and represent the 1. 

highest commute rate of the 50 largest U.S. cities
30 miles of bikeways in Central City; 1400 bike parking 2. 

spaces, 90 bicycle lockers, and every transit vehicle 
accommodates bicycles

Perceptions by potential riders of an unsafe bicycle 1. 

environment
Limited capacity available in roadways2. 

Not enough bicycle parking3. 

Limited funding4. 

Continued buildout of bicycle network1. 

Continued educational and promotion programs2. 

Create next generation of bicycle facilities3. 

Install more on- and off-street bicycle parking4. 

Improve access for bicycles on routes leading into the Central City5. 

Chapter 6:
Freight

1.  Truck and rail traffic doubling between 2005 and 2025
Diesel engines produce high levels of greenhouse 1. 

gas emissions and other pollutants
Traffic congestion on freeways/portals2. 

Diesel retrofit; reduced idling1. 

Remove physical impediments (e.g., weight restrictions on bridges)2. 

   Create capacity by reducing auto demand3. 

Chapter 7:
Parking

1.  Lid established in 1975; eliminated in 1995
2.  Since 1995, added 22,500 off-street parking spaces

Cost of constructing underground facilities1. 

Lack of loading areas2. 

Parking for housing and in historic districts3. 

Shared parking1. 

Vertical mechanized parking systems2. 

Encourage parking turnover for short term uses through pricing3. 

Chapter 8:
Transportation Demand 

Management

Established first Central City Transportation Management 1. 

Association (TMA) – Lloyd District TMA
Lloyd District transit mode split grew from 10%-41% and 2. 

bikes from 1%-5% from 1994 (before TMA) to 2005

TMAs are not often considered in planning and 1. 

development
Transportation Demand Management tools are not 2. 

well known

Additional funding for promotion and education1. 

Create new TMAs throughout Central City2. 

Target residents in new TMA programs3. 

Chapter 9:
Air Quality

In 1972 downtown had 112 violations of Carbon Monoxide 1. 

standard
Since 1984, there have been zero violations2. 

Data on climate change and air toxics may result in 1. 
new regional regulations

Hybrid/alternative fuel vehicles1. 

Reduce VMT and auto travel2. 



This page intentionally left blank.



14Central Portland Transportation Assessment
Automobiles

The automobile is the primary mode of  travel for 
commuting by residents, employees and visitors to and 
from the Central City.  Seventy-two percent of  the 
223,000 home-based work trips to, from and within 
the Central City continue to occur by automobile (63% 
drive alone, 9% carpool, Table 2.1).

Often, business activities including meetings, sales 
calls, deliveries, etc. require automobiles.  Many visitor 
and recreational trips also occur by car, and there is a 
significant number of  trips made by individuals who 
simply prefer travel by automobile.  The needs of  
the passenger vehicle are not only accommodated by 
roadway right-of-way, but in the on- and off-street 

parking facilities that shape the Central City’s urban 
form.

Recent studies show that motorists in the Portland  
region travel four fewer miles per day, and use 
automobiles much less frequently for commute trips, 
than the national average.  The Central City’s Vehicle 
Miles Traveled (VMT) is projected to decline from 
19.6 in 1994 to 14.7 in 2020 for work trips, and from 
4.3 to 2.8 for residential trips.  This is considerably less 
than VMT for the City and region.  Regional VMT are 
predicted to be more than double Central City VMT 
by 2020 for work trips, and nearly 4 times as high for 
residential trips (Table 2.2).

Over 40% of  the Central City land area is devoted to 
roadway space for cars, trucks, bicycles and pedestrians 
(excluding freeways).  PDOT allocates 80% ($190.1M) 
of  its annual budget to construction, operation and 
maintenance of  City streets and traffic control devices 
(traffic signals, signs, etc.).  In the Central City there 
had been a one-third reduction in crashes from 1993 to 
2006.  

EMErgIng ISSuES

Mode split
While it is expected that auto use will decline, 
transportation model projections indicate that the auto 
will continue to be the principal means of  commuting 
to the Central City in the year 2030 (Table 2.1).  

New Infrastructure
Despite this reliance on the automobile, there is little 
room for additional right-of-way, except in above and 
underground structures.  Such grade-separated facilities 
are expensive to build, and the areas where they can 
be constructed are often constrained by geotechnical, 
societal, and environmental conditions that preclude 
them.

Fuel Costs
Given the rising cost of  fuel, auto usage could 
decline at a much higher rate than that predicted by 
travel demand models.  The assumptions embedded 
in current models are based on travel patterns that 
occurred in the mid-1990s when fuel costs were 
comparatively very low.

Land Use Changes
The right mix of  land uses and transportation 
infrastructure can lead to changes in mode split and 
actual declines in auto trips and miles traveled (see 
Appendix A for more information).  The CCTMP 
studied a high growth land use scenario.  Study results 
showed that higher goals for housing and employment 
were possible, with additional growth accommodated 
by non auto modes.

Technological Changes
There is ongoing investment and research to design 
and manufacture smaller, more fuel efficient vehicles, 
including gasoline-electric hybrids, hydrogen fuel cells, 

2.  Automobiles

Table 2.2.  Vehicle Miles Traveled per capita, 1994 - 2020

Table 2.1 Central City Mode Split, 2005 and 2030

Drive 
alone Transit Bike Walk Carpool

Productions
2005 46.1% 30.6% 3.6% 11.6% 8.2%
2030 38.2% 35.0% 4.1% 14.0% 8.8%

Attractions
2005 62.6% 24.4% 1.8% 1.7% 9.4%
2030 45.9% 37.9% 2.7% 3.5% 10.0%

“Productions” – trips generated by Central City residents.
“Attractions” – trips to Central City by non-Central City residents.

Source: Portland Office of  Transportation, 1999

 Work trip miles 
per worker

Residential trip 
miles per capita

 1994 2020 1994 2020
Central City 19.6 14.7 4.3 2.8
Portland 26.6 27.7 9.4 8.5
Region 33.7 30.7 12.3 12.2
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and solar/battery power.  The popularity of  these and 
other technologies is difficult to predict; however, they 
may encourage travel by personal vehicles instead of  
the use of  alternative modes.

PolICy ovErvIEw

CCTMP Policy 2 (Circulation and Access) addresses 
the need to better manage the circulation system for 
all modes and identify priorities.  The intent of  the 
policies and the accompanying street classification 
maps is to clarify how the major transportation 
system should function.  Policy 2 will also identify 
streets which are most appropriate for the movement 
of  people and goods by public transit, pedestrian 
walkways, bicycles, autos, and trucks.  The CCTMP 
policies establish the basis for reducing conflicts among 
these modes.

CCTMP Policy 2: • 
CIRCULATION AND ACCESS                                                    
Maintain and enhance the economic vitality 
and livability of  Portland’s Central City 
for residents, goods and service providers, 
businesses and their employees, and visitors 
through balanced transportation management 
programs which enhance mobility and access.  

Policy•  2.1: System Investments:                                     
Focus investments in the transportation 
system on facilities that provide access to 
emerging districts, maintain existing capacity, 

and on measures that enhance the efficiency 
and safety of  existing facilities, including 

T ▪ ransportation demand management;
Transportation system management;  ▪
Transit preferential treatments at  ▪

congested locations; and 
Capital improvements improving  ▪

pedestrian and bicycle access and safety.

Polic• y 2.2: Modal Choice:                           
Support transportation programs and 
provide facilities that encourage individuals 
to choose the most appropriate travel mode 
for each type of  trip to, from, and within 
the Central City to achieve the goals of  the 
CCTMP and maintain reasonable levels of  
access and circulation.

P• olicy 2.4: Congestion Management:             
During the off-peak travel periods, manage 
the roadway system within the Central City 
to maintain stable traffic flow on freeways 
and major arterial routes and acceptable 
delays at intersections.  During peak travel 
periods, greater levels of  traffic congestion 
are acceptable, except where such congestion 
would result in significant additional delays 
to transit vehicles or contribute substantially 
to carbon monoxide problems.  In congested 
areas, give priority to street improvements 
for modes other than single-occupant 
vehicles, where possible, to accommodate 

Street Classification Function Example

Regional Trafficways Serves trips between and/or through 
districts I-5

Major City Traffic 
Streets

Serves as principal route for trips with 
at least one trip end in a district NE Sandy

Traffic Access Streets

Access and distribution within Central 
City districts and to/from Regional 
Trafficways and Major City Traffic 

Streets

SW Clay

District Collectors Service trips with both trip ends within 
a district NW Front

Neighborhood 
Collectors

Distributes traffic between Major City 
Traffic Streets or District Collector 
Streets to Local Service Streets

SW Salmon

Local Service Traffic 
Streets

Distributes local traffic and provide 
access to local residences and 

commercial uses
NW 13th

Table 2.3. CCTMP Street Classification System for vehicular traffic

The Central City’s road network is 
based on a multimodal classification 
system (see Appendix C) which 
matches land uses with the design 
and function of streets.  

Street classifications describe the types of motor • 
vehicle, transit, bicycle, pedestrian, freight, and 
emergency vehicle movement emphasized on each 
street.
Th• ey are used to determine the appropriateness of 
street improvements, and to make recommendations 
on new and expanding land uses through the land 
use review process. 

§̈¦405

§̈¦84

§̈¦5

Regional Trafficway

Regional Trafficway/Major City Traffic Street

Major City Traffic Street

District Collector Street

Neighborhood Collector Street

Traffic Access Street

Local Service Traffic Street

§̈¦5

¯

Street Classifications
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excess travel demand.
Polic• y 2.5: Accommodate Density:                    
The solution to congestion problems on the 
local roadway system within the Central City 
must accommodate the existing and planned 
high-density land use pattern.  Consider the 
following measures as of  higher priority than 
the reduction of  vehicular congestion:

Supporti ▪ ng pedestrian access and enhancing 
the pedestrian environment;

Maintaining on-street parking to support ▪  
existing and planned land uses in the area 
(unless maintaining air quality standards 
is threatened);

Accommodating transit access; and ▪
Accommodating bicycle access. ▪

Policy 2• .6: Access Management 
to Increase Safety and Efficiency:                                   
To enhance the street system’s overall 
efficiency and safety for motor vehicles, 
transit, bicycles, and pedestrians, access to 
newly developed parking shall be restricted 

by limiting the number and locations of  curb 
cuts.   

Polic• y 2.7: Maintain Access 
to Industrial Activities:                                                  
Maintain and/or enhance commercial and 
vehicle access and circulation to and within 
the Central City to serve industrial activities.

BACKgrounD

Located at the heart of  the region and surrounded 
by the hub of  the freeway system, most Central City 
areas enjoy accessible roads and connected circulation 
networks.  In most areas of  the Central City, state 
highway traffic increased steadily during the late 1980s 
and the 1990s, until it peaked around 2001.  Except 
for I-84, all of  the major freeways within the Central 
City experienced more than a five percent increase in 
daily traffic between 1993 and 2004 (Figure 2.1), with 
the greatest increases occurring on I-5 at the Marquam 
Bridge, Ross Island Bridge and Rose Quarter. It is 
projected that the traffic congestion in the Central City 
will increase significantly by 2030.  

In considering future plans for automobile traffic in the 
Central City, it is important to understand current trip 
patterns and flow within the Central City, as well as the 
auto trips that pass through the Central City.  Through 
trips tend to be longer, and have a higher automobile 
mode split than trips within the Central City.  

The auto share (drive alone plus carpool) of  the region-
wide commute trip has increased from 83.8% in 1980 
to 85.2% in 2000 (Table 2.4).  Transit and walk shares 
also decreased for the region as a whole.  In contrast, 
the auto split for commute trips generated within, to 
and from the Central City is currently between 54.3%-
72.0%, and the transit share is 30.6%

Traffic Congestion on freeway and other portal links
There are a total of  43 freeway ramps along the loop 
to which Central City area has direct accesses.  In 2005, 
those ramps carried 41.4% of  the total traffic in and 
out of  the Central City, during the PM 2-hour peak.  
Twenty-five out of  the total 43 ramps carry more 
Central City traffic than all other traffic.  Of  the 25 
ramps, 8 have a v/c ratio higher than 0.9.

In 2001, PDOT identified several portal streets that 
serve as the main routes into and out of  the Central 
City, including Burnside, the Broadway/Weidler and 
MLK/Grand couplets, SW Naito, and the Willamette 
River bridges.  Congestion on the portal streets can 
impair the traffic conditions throughout the Central 
City.  Appendix A contains more detailed information 
on portal streets.

Congestion is defined as when the volume to capacity 
ratio is over 1.0 (meaning that the traffic demand is 
higher than the street capacity, resulting in congestion).  
It is projected that while the total traffic on the portal 
streets will increase 18% in terms of  Vehicle Miles, the 

Year
Total 

Workers
Drove 
Alone

Car-
pool

Transit Walk Other

1980 704,392 65.4% 18.4% 7.2% 4.5% 4.5%

1990 861,141 73.8% 12.7% 4.7% 3.4% 5.4%

2000 1,105,133 73.1% 12.1% 5.7% 3.0% 6.1%

Table 2.4. Regional Home-Based Work Trip Mode Split

Journey to Work -- U.S. Census for Portland/Vancouver SMSA
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congested traffic will increase at a much higher rate, 
reaching 62%.  Below are statistics on Central City 
portals and state facilities.

Congestion Trends on Freeway Loop
Average daily traffic (ADT) increased between 33% and 
50% along the I-405 Loop over the past 20 years.  The 
greatest increases occurred on the Fremont Bridge, 
near the I-84 junction and the Vista Ridge Tunnel 
(Figure 2.3).  Even though the freeway loop is part 
of  a larger regional system, its impact to traffic in the 
Central City is significant.  From 2005 to 2030, it is 
projected that the PM peak 2-hour traffic on the loop 

will increase from 185,000 Vehicle Miles to 213,000, 
about a 15% increase, but the traffic on the congested 
links will double from 51,000 to 101,000, creating 
significant delays for Central City motorists.

Traffic operation at critical intersections
In a 1993 CCTMP study, a set of  Central City roadway 
links and intersections were identified as Critical Links 
and Intersections to Central City’s traffic access and 
circulation.  Most critical links are also listed as portal 
links.  

In 2030, most of  the 26 critical intersections will 
function similarly to today, except a few locations 
along E and W Burnside that may change if  the one-
way couplet is constructed.  For this analysis, a total 
of  30 intersections were evaluated (Figure 2.5).  

In most areas, the ADT increased steadily during 
the late 80s and the 90s.  However, traffic seems to 
have peaked around 2001, and the ADT has actually 
decreased slightly over the last few years.  The rate of  
increase in traffic is significantly below the amounts 
projected by the Inner Freeway Loop And Radials 
study (IFLAR) in 1986.

Total Critical Movement (TCM) at an intersection is 
the movement demanding most green time for each 
signal phase.  Therefore, the TCM gives a first cut 
in assessing an intersection’s capacity: the lower the 
TCM, the lower the capacity.  For the intersections 

Only a few streets and intersections experience a volume-
to-capacity (v/c) ratio above 0.90 during the PM peak (i.e., 
traffic volume uses 90% of available capacity), indicating 
traffic congestion.  The most congested locations include 
the Willamette River bridges, the streets leading directly 
to and from bridges and major roadways (i.e., McLoughlin 
Blvd, and freeways), and Front Street/Naito Parkway, which 
experiences a v/c ratio above 0.90 for its entire length through 
the Central City.
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with turn-movement counts, the turning data in the 
calculation are post-processed according to the counts, 
while all others use the data extracted directly from the 
regional model.

The initial TCM calculation indicates that most 
Central City critical intersections have a TCM less 
than 1400 vplph (vehicle per lane per hour).  However 
the following factors explain why certain critical 
intersections have a TCM less than 1400 but still have 
operational issues:

Traffic becomes more congested approaching • 
portal links, where the signal progression 
changes to accommodate the traffic to/from 
different corridor systems.  Those changes 
in progression cause the disruption of  traffic 
flow and reduced intersection capacity.  For 
example, W Burnside has three signal timing 
zones with different progression plans. 

Central city traffic operates on a very • 
dense street system, frequently merging 

and dispersing on the same street link or 
intersection, which results in significant 
traffic weaving.  For example, traffic along 
SW Alder St. between 4th and 2nd not only 
has to combine the south/north traffic into 
the traffic bound for the Morrison bridge, 
but also disperse the eastbound traffic onto 
3rd and 4th Ave.  This greatly reduces the 
intersection’s capacity.

Central City’s short block lengths also • 
amplify the above operational problems with 
queue spill back and blockings.  The short 
block length not only provides little storage 
room for turning traffic, but also gives 
little maneuver space for disturbed traffic 
in case of  traffic incidents.  The spillover 
and blockage is easily spread out once one 
intersection encounters a traffic problem. 

The TCM of  1400 is typically the standard • 
to define LOS D/E.  The TCM is similar 
to the saturation flow rate.  Downtown 
the saturation flow rate is much lower 
than normal due to many factors.  Thus, 
Downtown the TCM is likely much lower 
than 1400.

TrAffIC ConDITIonS

Traffic Trends on Freeway Loop 
I-5 and I-405 both increased in volume over the last 
twenty years, but I-5 volumes increased at a rate more 
than 5 times higher than I-405.  Traffic volumes on 
other state highways generally increased at a higher rate 
on the west side of  Central City than on the east side.  
Traffic volume actually decreased on the east section of  
US 26, but increased by 32% at the western edge of  the 
Central City between 1993 and 2004.  Traffic volumes 
on I-84 also decreased after 1999.  Highway 99, also on 
the east side, experienced comparatively low rates of  
increase.  On the west side of  the Central City district, 
traffic volumes have increased most significantly on 
highway 43 south of  the I-5 and I-405 junction on US 
30 to the north of  the I-405 junction.  

I-5 ADT in Central City increased from 1993 to 2004.  
However, traffic has decreased by 16.6% in a ½ mile 
segment running past the Morrison Bridge in the 
same years.  The other sections of  I-5 averaged a total 
increase of  14.2%.  IFLAR counts show an increase 

V/C < 0.9 V/C = 0.9 - 1 V/C > 1
VM % VM % VM %

2005 103,000 56% 31,000 16% 51,000 28%

2030 83,000 39% 29,000 14% 101,000 47%

Table 2.5. PM peak traffic, freeway loop segments

VM = Volume Miles (Vol. * Length)
Source: PDOT 2008

V/C < 0.9 V/C = 0.9 - 1 V/C > 1
VM % VM % VM %

2005 76,300 65% 8,100 11% 18,500 24%

2030 52,000 58% 8,100 9% 30,000 33%

Table 2.6. PM peak traffic, portal segments

VM = Volume Miles (Vol. * Length)
v/c = volume to capacity ratio
Source: PDOT 2008
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of  ADT crossing the Marquam Bridge of  over 95% 
between 1985 and 2001.  By contrast, counts show an 
actual increase of  61% in ADT across the Marquam 
Bridge between 1986 and 2001, and a 65% increase 
between 1986 and 2005.  IFLAR projections for I-5 
between the junction with eastbound I-84 and I-405 to 
the north predict an increase by nearly 38% in the same 
years.  IFLAR projections for the portion of  I-5 south 
of  the I-405 junction show an increase of  over 67%, 
and north of  the northern I-405 junction at over 35%.  

99E (MLK/Grand) data are only available between 
1993 and 1997.  Northbound ADT on Grand grew 
significantly on the northern section between Stark and 
Broadway, approaching a 25% increase by 1997.  South 
of  Stark, Grand experienced a much lower increase in 
ADT at less that 9%.  ADT increased at a much lower 
rate on southbound Martin Luther King, Jr. Boulevard.  
The section of  MLK between Stark and Broadway had 

a higher increase (around 12%) than the portion south 
of  Stark (6%).

99w (SW Naito Parkway) ADT increased nearly 10%, 
with most of  the increase occurring to the South 
of  I-405.  Steel Bridge ADT decreased very slightly 
during this time at -.5 %.

I-84 ADT counts peaked in 2000., and have decreased  
3.3% since then.  

uS 30 ADT to the West of  the I-405 junction 
increased by over 18% between 1993 and 2004. 

or 43 ADT increased by over 29% on southbound 
SW Hood Avenue where it diverges from the I-5/US 
26 junction between 1993 and 2004.  Further south on 

Figure 2.4.  PM Peak Period Volume-Capacity Ratios 2030

Areas in the Central City expected to see increased 
congestion in 2030 (in orange) include the eastbound 
Broadway Bridge, Naito Pkwy between NW 9th Ave and the 
Broadway Bridge, NW 9th Ave at NW Lovejoy St, E Burnside 
St, Naito Pkwy south of the Hawthorne Bridge, the Ross 
Island Bridge corridor, SW Harbor Dr and Naito Parkway 
south of the Ross Island Bridge, SW 4th Ave south of I-405, 
and SW Harrison St and SW Market near SW First Ave and 
Naito Pkwy.  Congestion is measured in terms of vehicle 
volume to roadway capacity (v/c ratio).
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Figure 2.3. Change in I-405 Loop Average Daily Traffic Levels 1986-2005
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Hood and on Macadam, ADT increased 7%.    

uS 26 ADT increased steadily on the westside and 
decreased slightly on the eastside.  ADT over Ross 
Island Bridge peaked in 1996, but overall decreased by 
4% between 1993 and 2004.  Likewise, Powell ADT 
peaked in the late 90s before decreasing by a total of  
6.8%.  ADT on Market and Clay streets between Naito 
Parkway and the Vista Ridge Tunnel increased by 
over 12%.  Westbound ADT through the Vista Ridge 
Tunnel, located west of  the I-405, US 26 junction, 
also increased by 12%.  Eastbound traffic through 
the tunnel increased at a much higher rate, with 32% 
more ADT between 1993 and 2004.  IFLAR counts 
projected an increase of  nearly 40% to the west of  the 
Vista Ridge Tunnels between 1985 and 2001.  Counts 
show an actual increase of  32% between 1986 and 
2001.

I-405 ADT increased of  over 50% at the Fremont 
Bridge between 1985 and 2001.  Counts reflect an 
actual ADT increase of  33.5% between 1986 and 2001 
for the Fremont Bridge. Counts for I-405 near the 
south junction with I-5 for the same years reflect an 
increase in ADT of  35% between the same years.

Transportation improvements
Since 1995, several transportation projects have 
been completed or are in the planning phase.  With 
the development of  the Pearl District and South 
Waterfront on former industrial land, new streets have 

been plotted, following street master plans developed 
by PDOT, increasing the road capacity in the Central 
City. Below is a summary of  major civil and traffic 
operations projects in the Central City.

Broadway-Weidler Corridor Plan 
The plan called for constructing multi-modal • 
improvements including sidewalks, bike lanes, 
lighting, trees and signals, as part on an effort 

to improve livability and function of  the 
corridor from the Willamette River to NE 
24th Avenue.

Freeway Loop Study 
The Freeway Loop Study analyzed the I-84/I-• 
5/I-405 freeway system ringing the Central 
City.  The study studied several concepts 
for the loop, including running the loop as 
a one-way system, eliminating some of  the 
links and replacing existing infrastructure with 
underground facilities.  

South Portland Circulation Study
The plan identified a myriad of  multimodal • 
projects in the area south of  I-405 and west 
of  I-5, in the historic neighborhoods of  South 
Portland. The plan calls for improvements 
that create developable land, and direct 
regional traffic away from the neighborhood, 
with a redesign of  Naito Parkway and 
improved connections to the riverfront at SW 
Gibbs and SW Sheridan, among others. 

River District
The Burnside-Couch couplet is expected • 
to provide a one-way system for Burnside 
eastbound from approximately SW 16th to 
SE 12th and Couch westbound. The project 
provides better traffic operations (including 
left turns), additional on street parking, and 2 = Int. with Traffic Operational Difficuties

1 = Critical Intersections
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Nodes
CCTMP_Critical_Intersections
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improved pedestrian access.

North Macadam/South Waterfront
North Portal. PDOT, working with ODOT, • 
is working on a planned northern portal for 
the South Waterfront District as well as to 
SW Portland neighborhood, RiverPlace and 
Downtown. The latest concept proposes an 
entrance at approximately SW Sheridan St. 

South Portal. PDOT has identified a preferred • 
south portal into South Waterfront, by 
providing access into the district via SW 
Hamilton Ct. and Hamilton St.  

I-5: I-84 to I-405 
The study examined concepts for I-5 from the • 
Morrison Bridge to the Fremont Bridge.  The 
analysis focused on freeway ramps and local 
circulation in the Lloyd District. The plan 
highlighted possible solutions, but did not 
recommend specific actions.

Maintenance/Reconstruction
Replacement of  Martin Luther King Jr./• 
Grand viaduct
Bridge repairs: Hawthorne, Burnside, Steel, • 
Morrison, Ross Island, Broadway
Transit Mall to include a multipurpose traffic • 
lane from Union Station to PSU

Transportation System Management
Transportation system management is an important 
tool that can significantly improve traffic operations. 
PDOT and ODOT are responsible for the location 
and timing of  traffic signals and other traffic control 
devices in the Central City. In addition, they have the 
ability to collect and disseminate information about 
current traffic conditions and coordinate the dispatch 
of  rescue, repair and removal of  vehicles in scenes of  
traffic collisions, as well as alert travelers about road 
conditions.

The downtown street grid operates as a system 
providing progression for vehicles traveling between 
10 and 20 miles per hour, depending on location.  
Other traffic plans ensure that critical arterials operate 
effectively. The City has installed ITS cameras in 
the Rose Quarter area, by the Morrison Bridge, 
Ross Island Bridge, SE Powell Blvd, and along SE 
McLoughlin Blvd. Several streets in the Central City 
have detection loops that can automatically change 
traffic signals based on current traffic conditions. The 
City has also installed new signals in the River District, 
by Portland State University and Naito Parkway. In 
addition the Freeway Loop has cameras to monitor 
traffic and ODOT has a 24-hour state of  the art 
traffic control management center that can adjust 
signal timing to address traffic conditions. ODOT 
and PDOT have protocols to work cooperatively to 
address traffic conditions.  

Congestion pricing equalizes the price of using a • 
road with the cost of construction, maintenance, and 
externalities such as noise and pollution. 

This pricing scheme creates a disincentive to driving • 
on specific roads, and it offers a priced alternative 
for those who wish to reach their destination more 
quickly.

Congestion pricing is intended to reduce congestion • 
and thus increase efficiency, with revenues 
dedicated to improvements in the transport system.

The smooth flow of traffic, as well as the shift to • 
public transport, carpooling, bicycling and walking, 
also decreases pollution. 

Some cities, such as London, have 
turned to congestion pricing to 
reduce the impacts of congestion 
and to pay for infrastructure. This is 
generally a fee imposed on those 
who drive on highly used roadways.

Congestion Pricing
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In 1996 “Keep Portland Moving” was created as a 
multi-agency effort to coordinate large public projects 
to reduce traffic impacts.  Today it includes a campaign 
to help promote a vibrant, accessible downtown 
Portland by minimizing the combined construction 
impacts of  the Portland Mall project and private 
development in the downtown core in 2007 through 
2009.

ASSESSMEnT AnD CHAllEngES

Congestion
By the year 2030, it is expected that auto use for 
commuting purposes in the Central City will drop to 
46% and transit usage will grow to 38% (Table 2.1).  
While autos will experience a declining percentage 
of  commuting and other trips, traffic volume, and its 
corresponding levels of  congestion, will increase as a 
result of  population and employment growth.
By 2030, v/c ratios on Central City streets during the 
4-6 PM peak period will increase substantially over 
conditions in 2005. The addition of  traffic onto a 
network, without significant capacity increases, will 
result in added congestion at certain locations (Figure 
2.4). 

Despite projected decreases in the auto mode split, 
there will be new auto trips to the Central City 
from different parts of  the region (Figures 2.7 and 
2.8). Downtown will see nearly 4,000 new auto 
trips. Significant new auto trips will originate in the 

Beaverton/Hillsboro area, Clark County, and the Lake 
Oswego/Tigard area.  

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
The CCTMP regulations, in combination with 
increased fuel efficiency standards, successfully 
improved air quality in the Central City, allowing for 

the growth in residential and commercial development 
over the last two decades (see Chapter 9 for more 
information).  The CCTMP primarily addresses carbon 
monoxide.  The Central Portland Transportation Plan 
will encounter a host of  new pollutants, including 
carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases, and 
an emerging category known as “air toxics,” with 

Figure 2.7. New auto trips to Central City, 2005-2030
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cancerous effects, which are less localized and may be a 
regional problem.
 
Peak Oil
Peak Oil is a new term to define an old idea: that oil is 
a finite resource that will some day run out.  While this 
is undeniable, considerable debate exists about whether 
global oil production has “peaked,” meaning that 
production will decrease in the future, despite increased 
demand, forcing up prices and causing shortages that 
can severely disrupt oil-dependent economies and 
societies.  Strategies to address the transition away 
from a petroleum-based energy economy are under 
evaluation by the City’s Peak Oil Task Force, and will 
be considered in the Central Portland Transportation 
Plan.  It is worth noting, however, that significant 
increases in motor vehicle fuel economy could 
counterbalance the expected (and indeed, ongoing) 
increases in oil prices, softening the economic impact 
of  peak oil.  

New Ways and Means
PDOT forecasts continued revenue shortfalls for 
transportation improvements, daily operations and 
maintenance, as gas tax receipts do not keep up with 
inflation. The maintenance backlog on city streets 
has grown to over $400 million (Figure 2.6).  It may 
be necessary to identify new revenue sources in the 
Central City to help close the funding gap.

Alternative Level of  Service Standards
The Central City is largely a built environment, albeit 
one with great potential for additional growth.  To 
accommodate 57,000 additional workers expected in 
2030, at the current 72% auto mode split, the Central 
City should expect an additional 41,040 cars daily.  
Increasing right-of-way capacity to meet future auto 
needs will be prohibitively expensive.  Unmitigated, 
this will result in high congestion throughout the day.  
To prevent negative impacts to quality of  life, choices 
to driving alone must constantly improve.  

The City uses Level of  Service (LOS) to measure the 
performance of  the vehicle traffic system.  A LOS 
analysis examines key “links” in the roadway system, 
and rates their functionality on a scale of  A-F.  To 
be approved, development projects must use LOS 
to demonstrate that there are no significant impacts 
to vehicular traffic, and mitigate for any significant 
impacts that do occur.  In the Central City, however, 
there is a certain tolerance for congestion as “the 
price to pay” for a central location.  Since the Central 
City is well served by transit and has well developed 
pedestrian and bicycle networks, the LOS is allowed to 
fail (LOS F) for two hours of  the commute time.

The CCTMP allows for more congestion as long as it 
does not lead to delays and other impacts to transit.  
Therefore, LOS standards that look solely at vehicular 
traffic should not be the primary means of  judging the 
viability of  the transportation system.  Below are three 

Dedicated Short-range Communications (DSRC)•	  
pricing includes variable tolls, carpool lanes, vehicle miles 
traveled fees and parking fees.  Singapore, London, and 
Stockholm have extensive DSRC congestion pricing 
programs.  

Vehicle Positioning Systems (VPS•	 ) pricing combines 
on-board positioning capability, typically using GPS 
satellite systems, with on-board processing and mobile 
communications.  Pilot programs are underway in Hong 
Kong, Germany, Switzerland, Denmark, and the UK. 

San Francisco•	  is the first U.S. city to receive federal 
funds to pursue a congestion pricing program.

More detailed information on congestion pricing is in • 
Appendix A. 

Technological advances have 
made congestion pricing programs 
possible in recent years.

 

IUIU 

Congestion Pricing Technology
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possible approaches to measuring level of  service.   

System-wide loS analysis.  An alternative approach 
would apply LOS to the system as a whole, rather than 
to specific links. In this case, one or more links may 
fail, but the entire system still provides mobility.  Under 
these conditions, areas with a complete street grid 
will better manage congestion than cul-de-sac areas 
relying on a major collector road.  One advantage is 
the system-wide LOS analysis considers the efficiencies 
of  the entire network rather than one particular link.  
Conversely, in a grid system, additional traffic can use 
streets classified for local traffic.
 
Multi-modal loS Analysis.  A variation on the 
system-wide approach, this would include bicycle, 
pedestrian, and transit capacity in the LOS analysis.  
Even if  the vehicular demand is over capacity, there 
may be capacity to move people using alternative 
modes.  Moreover, LOS could be traded among 
different modes, so that added person trips (bus riders, 
bicyclists, pedestrians) could increase throughput while 
decreasing the number of  vehicles on the street.

loS lower than f.  Lower LOS standards would 
allow heavy congestion for more than two hours. As 
cities grow, congestion generally follows, and the peaks 
spread from two to three to four hours a day.  LOS 
analysis should follow suit, as long as air quality and 
quality of  life issues are not compromised. Would this 
make LOS irrelevant?  Many could claim that LOS 

analysis may already be irrelevant, particularly for two 
hour periods, as applied to the Central City and many 
other streets and freeways in the region. 
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3.  Transit

A high-quality transit system is the foundation of  the 
Portland region’s land use and development goals.  
Growth management policies from the 1970s to today 
have supported a vibrant central city served by high 
capacity transit.  The Region 2040 Growth Concept  goes 
a step further, envisioning a series of  residential, 
employment and commercial centers connected by 
multi-modal transportation corridors, with central 
Portland serving as the hub of  that system.  In addition 
to providing critical access and mobility to, from and 
within the Central City, transit service provides the 
catalyst for the higher density development seen in the 
last decade and continuing to take place in many parts 
of  the Central City.  Transit has provided the mobility, 
landscape and iconic features that define the Central 
City’s vitality.  

Use of  the Central City transit system has made it 
possible for the City and the region to meet goals of  
cleaner air, reduced fuel consumption, and an urban 
form that is less reliant on the automobile: 

TriMet estimates that transit eliminates • 
63.2 million car trips per year, reducing the 
pollutant load in the air by 4.2 tons. 

Tr• iMet operates one of  the most fuel-efficient 
bus fleets in the U.S., attributed largely to 
regular maintenance activities such as checking 
tire pressure and alignment.  This saves up to 
500,000 gallons of  diesel fuel per year. 

Tr• iMet is the largest biodiesel user in Oregon, 
running the entire fleet of  660 buses on a 5 
percent biodiesel blend.  This blend results in 
lower emissions than 100 percent petrodiesel 
fuel, particularly of  carbon monoxide, sulfur 
dioxide, and particulates. 

MA• X Light Rail runs exclusively on electricity, 
resulting in zero-emissions vehicles.  MAX 
trains even generate some of  their own power 
through a regenerative braking system found 
on hybrid cars.  On a per-passenger basis, the 
overall transit system is more than 10 times as 
fuel-efficient as the average automobile.

Transit services generate monetary benefits through 
neighborhood revitalization and redevelopment, 
reducing the need for highway expansion and parking 
facilities, and can reduce household transportation 
expenses. Transit provides mobility for people who 
do not own a car, access to employment, training, and 

other economic opportunities.

Since the CCTMP was adopted, the Central City and 
the region have benefited from additional investments 
in transit infrastructure and services.  The introduction 
of  frequent service bus lines and the addition of  new 
rail lines have contributed to higher transit ridership 
levels, and decreased per capita automobile use in the 
Central City, even as population has grown.  

The steady growth in ridership in the Central City is a 
testament to the growth and maturity of  the system.  
More riders use the system for a greater variety of  
reasons, at different times of  the day, and many 
residents are choosing to live in the Central City or in 
areas of  inner Portland with good access to transit.

Within the Central City, the Portland Streetcar is a 
national model for how transit service can stimulate 
private investment. Since service began in 2001, over 
7,200 residential units and 4.5 million square feet of  
non-residential development have been built, totaling 
$2.2 billion in construction.  While it is difficult to 
determine how much of  the development activity is 
directly attributable to the Streetcar, especially since 
other public and private programs have played critical 
roles, it is important to note that development has been 
strongest in the three blocks closest to the line.

2010 Goal 2005 share**
Downtown 60% 33%

North of Burnside 40% N/A
NW Triangle 20% N/A

River District* N/A 24%
Lloyd District 40% 17%

So. Waterfront 20% 5%
Goose Hollow 20% 11%

Central Eastside 15% 8%
Lower Albina 10% 7.6%

*River District combines North of  Burnside/NW Triangle
**Ch. 1 identifies potential reasons why the transit mode split goals 
are not materializing.

Table 3.1. CCTMP Transit Goals and 2005 Performance



27

Central Portland Transportation Assessment
Transit

In 2007 almost 137,000 riders used the transit • 
system in the Central City daily, a 30% increase from 
1995.

Ridership on the light rail system has increased 300 • 
percent from 1995 - 2007.  A major factor explaining 
this trend is system expansion.

Sin• ce 2000, however, bus ridership has remained 
relatively flat.  TriMet’s Transit Investment Plan calls 
for continued bus service investments along key 
routes.

The Tri-county Metropolitan 
Transportation District of Oregon 
(TriMet) is an independent municipal 
corporation that operates the transit 
system in Portland.

Table 3.2. Central City transit ridership, PM peak hour

 PolICy ovErvIEw

The Regional Transportation Plan and the City’s 
Transportation System Plan (TSP) guide transportation 
improvements in the City, including transit.  The 
Central City Transportation Management Plan is part 
of  the TSP.  All plans support the strengthening of  

the Central City as the transit hub for the region.  
The CCTMP goals for transit focus on achieving a 
higher mode split, and establishing priority for transit 
movement in the Central City. 

Poli• cy 2.3: Priority for Transit.  Support 
transit as the preferred mode of  moving 
people to increase transportation access to 
the Central City, with light rail and express 
bus routes providing the link to urban and 
suburban centers and urban transit routes 
connecting close-in City neighborhoods.

P• OLICY 3: MODE SPLIT.  Reduce the 
mode split of  single-occupant vehicles by 
commuters in order to reduce vehicle miles 
traveled per capita and lessen congestion 
during the peak hour.

Po• licy 3.1: Transit.  The CCTMP established 
transit mode share goals for commute trips, 
reflected in Table 3.1.

THE TrAnSIT SySTEM In THE 
CEnTrAl CITy

TriMet runs a total of  52 bus lines to and through 
the Central City, plus the Portland Streetcar and the 
Red, Blue and Yellow MAX lines.  CTRAN operates 
six bus lines between Vancouver, WA and Portland.  
Over four hundred buses and trains pass through 
the Central City during each peak period, and over 
5,600 transit vehicles run on an average weekday, with 

DOWNTOWN
CENTRAL EASTSIDE

RIVER DISTRICT
LLOYD DISTRICT

LOWER ALBINA

SOUTH WATERFRONT

GOOSE HOLLOW

UNIVERSITY DISTRICT

Rail Transit
Existing/Under Construction

MAX Light Rail

Portland Streetcar

Amtrak

In Planning Phase
MAX Light Rail

Portland Streetcar

Bus Transit
Frequent Service ¯

Figure 3.1. Central City Transit System

Transit System Facts

Source: TriMet, Portland Office of Transportation

Year Bus MAX

2000 6,995 2,836
2001 6,777 3,089
2002 6,452 3,022
2003 6,104 2,487
2004 5,936 3,222
2005 5,849 3,224
2006 5,965 4,288
2007 5,593 4,588
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capacity for over 400,000 passengers (Table 3.3).  There 
are four general types of  transit service: urban radial, 
cross-town, regional, and peak hour express.   

The Transit Mall, running the length of  5th and 6th 
Avenues, facilitates transit circulation through the River 
District and Downtown.  The primary purpose of  the 
Mall is to provide high quality regional transit service to 

the office and commercial  corridors of  Downtown, to 
provide convenient transferring between different bus 
and rail routes, and to act as the main circulation spine 
downtown.

In addition, SW Jefferson and SW Columbia, SW 
Washington and SW Salmon, Burnside, and NW Glisan 
and NW Everett act as east-west couplets for bus 

service.  Rail transit is provided by the Streetcar on 10th 
and 11th Avenues (and eventually NW Lovejoy and 
NW Northrup in the Pearl District) and the MAX lines 
on SW 1st Yamhill, and Morrison. SW Naito acts as an 
important corridor for buses serving SW Portland.   

The blue and red MAX light rail lines provide high 
capacity service through the Lloyd District, Old Town/
Chinatown, Downtown and Goose Hollow.  The MAX 
yellow line connects the Lloyd District with Lower 
Albina.  In 2009, yellow and green (from Clackamas 
Town Center) MAX lines will utilize the reconstructed 
Transit Mall.  The Portland Streetcar connects the 
downtown area, including Portland State University, to 
the River District, Northwest Portland and the South 
Waterfront via RiverPlace.

Most of  the Central City is covered within a two-block  
walking distance of  transit service.  Transit coverage is 
generally much better than elsewhere in the City and 
the region. However, there are areas lacking coverage. 
Some of  these areas, for example in the northern River 
District and South Waterfront, are expected to see 
significant increases in population and employment.

The time between transit vehicles of  the same route 
(headways) vary depending on the time of  the day 
and the type of  service (Table 3.4).  Light rail service 
has consistently shorter headways than buses, with 6 
minutes during the peak periods.  Midday headways 
are generally longer, at 7.3 minutes for light rail and 

Figure 3.3. Central City Transit Capacity (PM Peak Hour)
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82,000
20%

Northeast
56,500
14%

Northwest
26,400

7%

Western suburbs
68,800
17%

Southeast
70,500
17%

Southwest
29,100

7%

Southwest suburbs
21,800

5%

Clark County
14,500

4%

Southeast suburbs
35,300

9%

Figure 3.2. Daily transit passenger capacity, by direction (includes 
inbound and outbound)
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CHAngES SInCE THE CCTMP

The transit system in the Central City has undergone a 
significant transformation since the CCTMP:

Light Rail Service
Westside MAX service opened in 1998 • 
between Goose Hollow and Downtown, 
connecting to Beaverton and Hillsboro
Airport MAX • began service in 2001 as a 
public/private partnership
Interstate MAX opened in 2004, connecting • 
Lower Albina and Downtown.

13.1 minutes for bus. Midday headways are overall 48 
percent longer than during the peak period with 12.4 
minutes.

Rail service improvements account for a significant  
percentage of  transit service increases, particularly in 
terms of  transit capacity.  Trains consist of  only about 
9 percent of  the total number of  transit vehicles.  For 
the average weekday, rail transit provides 12 percent 
of  transit volumes while providing over 40 percent of  
transit capacity.

Trips with similar destinations result in 200,000 fewer • 
deaths and injuries when made by public transit 
than by car.  The National Safety Council estimates 
that riding the bus is over 170 times safer than 
automobile travel.  

Lighting and landscaping provide highly visible bus • 
stops and rail stations, which are generally situated 
in locations with high levels of pedestrian and vehicle 
traffic. 

TriMet’s service features multiple visual, voice and • 
data communications systems linking vehicles, 
stations and riders with state-of-the-art operations 
centers, and the police. 

Due to complaints about criminal activity in the • 
Central City, an evaluation of security along MAX 
stations and it relationship to Fareless Square has 
taken place. To date, TriMet has made changes 
in how it addresses security concerns, but has 
postponed the discussion about the future of 
Fareless Square.

Compared to road systems, transit 
systems are significantly safer. 

Table 3.4. Central City Transit Headways, 2005

7-8 am Midday 4:30-5:30pm

Route Headways (min) Headways (min) Headways (min)

BUS SERVICE AVERAGE 7.9 13.1 8.7
RAIL SERVICE AVERAGE 6.0 7.3 6.0
TOTAL AVERAGE 7.7 12.4 8.4

 7-8 am Midday 4:30-5:30pm Weekday

 Capacity # of 
Vehicles

Capacity/
Hour

 Vehicles/
Hour

Passenger 
Capacity

# of 
Vehicles

Passenger 
Capacity/

Day

# of 
Vehicles

BUS 21,666 441 13,201 266 19,832 402 229,062 4,618
RAIL 11,200 40 8,904 33 11,200 40 175,840 637
% RAIL 34% 8% 40% 11% 36% 9% 43% 12%
 32,866 481 22,105 299 31,032 442 404,902 5,255

Table 3.3. Central City Route Volumes and Capacities* (including inbound and outbound directions), 2005

Safety on the Transit System

*Assumes seated and standing capacity
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Reconstruction of  the Downtown Transit • 
Mall to accommodate light rail and Bus will be 
complete in 2009.

Streetcar Service
Vintage Trolley opened in 1991 linking Lloyd • 
Center and Downtown
Streetcar opened in 2001 providing circulator • 
service from NW 23rd Ave and Good 
Samaritan Hospital, through Downtown and 
the Pearl District, to Portland State University; 
an extension to South Waterfront opened in 
2007.

Aerial Tram
Connects OHSU Marquam Hill campus with • 
South Waterfront; service began in December 
2006

Transit Corridor Enhancements
Transit Mall extended north on 5th and 6th to • 
Union Station in 1995.
Low floor buses and trains began service in • 
1997.  
Central Eastside Bus Routes -- 6-MLK, • 
9-Powell, 15-Belmont, 12-Sandy, 4-Fessenden, 
8-NE 15th, 14-Hawthorne and 33-McLoughlin 
-- upgraded in 1999 to Frequent Service, with 
15 minute service or better seven days a week 
South Waterfront/Downtown/Lloyd Center • 
Bus Routes -- 12-Barbur and 54-Beaverton-

Hillsdale -- upgraded to Frequent Service in 
1999
In 2001 Fareless Square was expanded to a • 
small portion of  Northeast Portland between 
Lloyd Center and the Steel Bridge.  

Transit Studies
South Corridor Phase 2 (Milwaukie light • 
rail) DEIS published in May 2008, including 
stations in South Waterfront and Central 
Eastside.
Eastside Streetcar currently in DEIS phase, • 
to complete a loop via MLK/Grand to 
Broadway Bridge
Lake Oswego Streetcar study currently in • 
DEIS phase
Willamette River Ferry Feasibility Study • 
(2006): evaluated the feasibility of  passenger 
ferry service on the Willamette River.  A 
major conclusion is that adequate docking 
facilities do not exist 
Burnside-Couch couplet with sidewalk • 
enhancements and potential streetcar under 
study.
Streetcar System Plan assessing corridors • 
and sub areas throughout the City, including 
Central City, is currently underway
High Capacity Transit Study will identify the • 
next series of  corridors to be targeted for 
major transit infrastructure investments

Station Customer Information
While underway in the streetcar system, • 
stations along the Transit Mall will provide 
real-time customer information to correspond 
with posted schedules, and other vital transit 
user information found on TriMet’s website.

TrAnSIT rIDErSHIP 

Rail transit has seen particularly fast ridership growth 
(Figure 3.4). Since 1995, rail transit ridership in the 
Portland metro region has grown by 300 percent, 
much faster than bus ridership.  This is partly the result 
of  significant expansion of  the rail transit system: 
when the I-205/Transit Mall light rail line opens in 
September 2009, over 30 route miles of  rail transit 
will have been constructed since 1998 (including the 
Portland Streetcar).

Table 3.2 and Figure 3.5 show the transit ridership 
in the Central City since 2000.  In 2000, on a typical 
weekday the transit system carried over 120,000 riders, 

TriMet Average Boarding Rides Total System 
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retail along SW Yamhill and SW Morrison, Powell’s 
Books, and Jamison Square and the Pearl District in 
general.

Transit Destination

The Central City distributes transit trips throughout 
the entire Portland metro region (Figure 3.2).  
However, most of  the transit capacity is directed to 
the areas east of  the Willamette. Twenty-six percent 
of  transit capacity in the Central City serves Southeast 
Portland and Southeast suburbs. By contrast, only 
twelve percent serves Southwest Portland and the 
Southwest suburbs.  Twenty percent serves North 
Portland, and four percent serves Clark County, 
Washington.  Seventeen percent serves the Western 
suburbs and another seven percent serves Northwest 
Portland.  

occupying about 50 percent of  the passenger capacity 
of  the vehicles.  In 2007 almost 137,000 riders used 
the system in the Central City.  During this time, the 
passenger capacity of  the system in the Central City 
increased by 27 percent, led by the construction of  the 
streetcar system and the MAX Yellow line. 

Streetcar Ridership 
Ridership of  the streetcar has seen steady growth 
since service began in 2001 (see Figure 3.5).  Weekend 
use, particularly Saturdays, is higher than for TriMet’s 
system overall. This may be the result of  the streetcar 
performing a function of  circulator in key retail areas 
of  the Central City, including Northwest Portland, as 
well as serving major attractors such as RiverPlace, 
Portland State University, the cultural district by the 
South Park Blocks, the Multnomah Central Library, 

The City of Zurich, Switzerland has a transit mode • 
split twice as high as much larger cities, including 
London, Paris and Berlin.

Th• e city uses a sophisticated traffic management 
system, unlike anywhere in the world.  Signals 
are continuously adjusted to create “green wave,” 
allowing transit to pass through intersections 
unobstructed.  

Ov• er 3,000 sensors detect the location of trolleys 
and buses, which activate traffic signals to provide 
additional green time for trams to continue through 
an intersection.  This signaling system also acts as a 
citywide ramp-metering system, affecting the rate at 
which cars and trucks are discharged from one part 
of the city to another.  

Under this system, waiting time for transit users has • 
decreased by 38%, and average speeds of transit 
vehicles are virtually the same during peak and off-
peak hours.  

Zurich uses a system of traffic 
management which favors transit in 
mixed-traffic conditions.
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The tax increases annually by 0.01 percent.  Passenger 
fares comprise 20 percent, and federal operating grants 
15 percent.  The balance consists of  a variety of  
smaller sources, such as advertising revenue and state 
funding programs.  Portland Streetcar operations costs 
are split between TriMet and PDOT, with the latter 
funding its share through parking revenues.  

oPPorTunITIES for 
IMProvEMEnTS 

Transportation models predict that transit trips will 
increase significantly by 2030 (Figures 3.8 and 3.9). 
Downtown will see 32,000 new transit trips. Significant 
new transit trips will originate in the Beaverton/
Hillsboro area, northeast Portland, southeast Portland 
and Clark County.  Large increases in transit trips will 
also occur in newly developed areas of  Damascus, and 
in the Lake Oswego/Tigard area.  To accommodate 
these new transit riders, there are several key potential 
improvements in the transit system that should be 
considered:

Headways
Headways become significantly longer after 9 PM.  
Service discontinues by 1 AM, and begins again around 
5 AM.  Overnight service (‘owl” service) was cancelled 
in 1986.  Reliable nighttime service provides assurances 
to employees working non-standard hours and to non-
work riders that transit is a viable option.
 

fInAnCIng THE TrAnSIT SySTEM

Capital
Capital funds are used primarily for construction 
of  infrastructure and acquisition of  transit vehicles.  
Portland has utilized a variety of  funding sources for 
capital improvements to the transit system.  The first 
MAX light rail line opened in 1986, from downtown to 
Gresham, and was funded largely from federal dollars 
originally allocated to the Mt. Hood Freeway.  Since 
that time, the federal New Starts program has become 
the largest single source of  transit capital funding, 
averaging $65 million regionally each year since 
1992.   Lottery-backed bonds and other state funding, 
urban renewal funds, parking meter revenues, Local 
Improvement Districts, Port of  Portland funds, flexible 
federal funding, and private funds have also contributed 
to capital transit investments.  

Cities such as Phoenix, AZ, and Denver, CO, have 
recently passed comprehensive measures to fund transit 
system expansion.  While Portland has set the standard 
for transit systems in cities of  its size, as construction 
costs escalate, the need for innovative and stable local 
funding solutions will increase in importance.    
  
Operation and Maintenance
Operation and maintenance revenue also comes from 
several sources, the largest of  which is a 0.6618 percent 
($6.618 per $1,000) regional payroll tax, accounting 
for 54 percent of  total operations revenue in FY 2008.   

Fare Collection
MAX light rail and the Portland Streetcar operate on 
the honor pay system with occasional checks by fare 
inspectors.  The lack of  a consistent authority presence 
on trains has lead to a perception among some riders 
that the system is unsafe.  Extensive media coverage 
of  several recent security incidents has exacerbated 

Figure 3.7.  Transit Boarding Activity
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Curitiba began planning dense, mixed-use transit • 
corridors in the 1960s.  This has resulted in a 
balanced directional split, eliminating the problem of 
empty buses traveling in the off-peak direction. 

In addition to the land use connections, Curitiba • 
significantly expanded the capacity of the bus 
system by using articulated and bi-articulated 
buses, which can carry between 105 and 270 
passengers per vehicle.  

With 1.2 minute headways in the peak hour • (50 
buses/hour), the system can accommodate 13,500 
passengers per lane per hour; higher than any light 
rail transit service in operation today.   The “speedy” 
service, surveys indicate, has been responsible for 
about 28 percent of users abandoning their car to 
commute to work. 

Bus transitways in Curitiba, Brazil 
have generated a 70% transit mode 
share for commute trips into the 
central city.

this perception.  TriMet has responded by accelerating 
installation of  electronic security equipment at MAX 
stations, and increasing both transit police presence and 
the frequency of  fare inspections.

Vehicle Capacity and Quality
TriMet discontinued use of  60-ft buses in 1998 due to 

chronic maintenance problems with the fleet.  Higher 
capacity buses may provide added opportunities to 
relieve congestion and provide better service, as long 
as headways and travel times aren’t compromised, and 
the longer buses can safely navigate streets where they 
are routed. Introduction of  articulated buses has taken 
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place in Seattle and other cities, and it may be under 
discussion as part of  Metro’s High Capacity Transit System 
Study. 

Many of  Trimet’s buses lack modern amenities such 
as air conditioning, emissions controls, low-floor 
boarding, and automated stop announcements.  Future 
plans should ensure that the bus fleet is as modern 
and efficient as possible, and that bus replacement is 
completed on a timely basis.

Service Area 
Service to areas on the edges of  the Central City is 
generally inadequate.  These areas include the north 
end of  the Pearl District, parts of  the Central Eastside 
and the SW corner of  Portland State University.  
The current rail and bus system follows a “hub and 
spoke” model.  There are few opportunities for direct 
access from certain Central City subdistricts to other 
subdistricts, and to the different areas of  the City and 
metro region, without routing through downtown. The 
introduction of  the Streetcar Loop through the Central 

Eastside will provide an opportunity to address this 
issue.

Peak Hour Service
There may be an opportunity to deploy buses and 
trains more efficiently to improve on the peak hour 
occupancy level.  Table 3.5 shows the occupancy 
level of  transit vehicles in 2006 and 2007 during peak 
commute times.  The data show that, while there is 
room for additional ridership on the bus system, light 
rail trains are seeing “crush loads,” and are essentially 
full during peak commute times.  A comprehensive 
examination of  transit service could improve both 
operating efficiencies and overall service frequency.

System Capacity
Presently, there is capacity for over 30,000 transit 
passengers in the PM peak (4:30 to 5:30), assuming 
seated and standing capacity (Table 3.3).  A transit 
model developed by Metro estimated that by 2030 there 
will be 18,000 peak-hour passengers, a 50% increase 
over the current ridership of  11,200.  The Portland 
Streetcar System Plan and Metro’s High Capacity Transit 
System Study, currently underway, may lead to additional 
transit service to the Central City. 

As shown in Table 3.5, MAX vehicles are already full 
at peak commute times.  The Clackamas MAX line is 
slated to open in September 2009, and will use new 
tracks on the transit mall.  This may provide some 
relief  to overcrowding on trains.  Potential MAX lines 

to Milwaukie and Vancouver are also expected to use 
these new tracks.  However, expansion of  light rail is 
limited by bottlenecks at the Rose Quarter and the Steel 
Bridge.  The ability of  the rail transit system to navigate 
these choke points must be analyzed.  The question 
of  future transit capacity will be a key element of  the 
Central Portland Plan.  Considerations should include 
meeting the Central City’s land use and transit goals, 
and whether grade separation and/or the creation of  
additional exclusive surface right-of-way is needed.   
 

  MAX Bus

AM Peak Inbound 121% 66%
Outbound 36% 33%

PM Peak Inbound 60% 38%
Outbound 135% 67%

Table 3.5.Capacity-to-passenger ratio on peak hour transit 
vehicles to and from the Central City, 2006-2007

Source: TriMet, Office of  Transportation

Assumes seated capacity of  41 for buses and 128 for a 2-car MAX 
train
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4.  Bicycles

Bicycling is becoming an important mode of  
transportation for many commuters, shoppers, 
students, and other visitors to the Central City.   Given 
the short block lengths, off-street paths, and generally 
slow moving traffic flows present in much of  the area, 
the Central City should be an ideal place to commute, 
complete errands, and recreate by bicycle.

Bicycle use in the Central City has more than doubled 
since the year 2000 (Figure 4.2).  In 2008, cyclists 
comprised 8% of  all commuters citywide, and bikes 
accounted for 13% of  total vehicles crossing the four 
bridges with bicycle facilities on a daily basis (20% 
on the Hawthorne Bridge).  Portland has the highest 
bike-commute-to-work rate of  the 50 largest U.S. 
cities.  In large part, these increases directly correlate 
to the City’s rapid development of  bikeway miles and 
other investments in the city’s bikeway network and 
programs.

Portland’s current bikeway network consists of  
approximately 300 miles of  bicycle lanes, bicycle 
boulevards, and off-street paths, of  which, 34 miles are 
in place in the Central City (Table 4.1).  TriMet’s entire 
bus fleet is equipped with bicycle racks.    

With Portland’s continued bike system development, 
the projected increase in Central City population, and 
anticipated decrease in future automobile use, it is 
expected that bicycle usage will continue to increase 
rapidly.  While bicycle use will continue to grow, 

the actions we take in the next 3-5 years will largely 
determine how rapid that growth will be.  CCTMP 
policies related to bicycles are located in Appendix D.

While there is a need to continue building more 
on-street bicycle facilities, storage spaces and other 
facilities, the primary obstacle to increasing bicycle 
usage is the difficulty of  creating more comfortable on-
street conditions for bicycling, because of  the amount 
of  roadway capacity currently dedicated to motor 
vehicle movement and parking.  

BACKgrounD

Portland’s first Bicycle Plan was developed in 1973 by 
a task force of  City residents.  This effort led to the 
creation of  the Portland Office of  Transportation’s 
Bicycle Program, one of  the country’s oldest, and the 
Bicycle Advisory Committee, a group of  residents 
appointed by City Council to advise on all matters 
related to bicycling; eventually culminating in the 
adoption of  the 1996 Bicycle Master Plan. An update 
to the Bicycle Master Plan is now underway.
The Central City bicycle network is composed of  the 

following facilities:

Bicycle lanes are the standard bikeway treatment, 
defined as striped bicycle lanes operating in mixed 
traffic.  The integrated network of  bicycle lanes 
provides for connectivity to other routes, including 
access to the lanes on the Willamette River bridges to 
and from Downtown.  Currently, approximately 21.8 
miles of  the 34.3 miles of  all bikeways in the Central 
City are bicycle lanes.

off-street Paths are principal bikeways that are located 
off  public streets, typically outside the public right-
of-way, and share space with pedestrians and other 
non-motorized users.  Examples include the Eastbank 
Esplanade and the Willamette River Greenway.  
Currently, approximately 8.9 miles of  all bikeways in 
the Central City are shared off-street paths.

Signed Connection roadways are roadways with 
either no, or limited, improvements for bicyclists.  
There are currently 1.2 miles of  shared roadway 
bikeways in the Central City.  

Table 4.1. Central City Bicycle network (in miles)

Status Boulevards Lanes Paths Signed 
Connections Total

Existing 2.3 21.8 8.9 1.2 34.3
Funded 0.0 1.6 1.0 0.0 2.6

Recommended 2.8 18.0 1.4 0.0 25.2
Total 5.1 41.4 14.3 1.2 62.1
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alternatively, the entire Downtown (and other Central 
City areas) could be designated as “Bicycle Districts,” 
that would place a premium on improving bicycling 
conditions on nearly all streets Downtown.  Similarly,  
overall connectivity and mobility for all of  the Central 
City would be significantly improved under this set of  
recommendations.

CHAngES SInCE THE CCTMP

Significant progress has been made in implementing 
bikeways in the Central City.  Of  the 146 miles of  
roadway in the Central City, 62 miles are classified as 
either city bikeway or off-street paths.  Of  these 62 
miles, 34 have been developed as bikeways, including 
2.3 miles of  bicycle boulevards, 21.8 miles of  bicycle 
lanes, 8.9 miles of  off-street paths, and 1.2 miles of  
signed connections. Based on these numbers, and 
excluding the off-street paths, approximately 17% 
of  Central City roadways carry a bicycle treatment 
and approximately 33% of  Central City roadways are 
slated to receive a bikeway treatment.

Counts/Volumes/Ridership
Bicycle use in Portland’s Central City has steadily 
increased.  Daily bicycle counts on the four main 
Willamette River Bridges with bike facilities have more 
than quadrupled since 1992, with over 16,700 bike 
trips in 2008. Bike trips on the Hawthorne Bridge 
totaled 7,380/day, and bike travel on the Steel Bridge 
increased ten-fold. 

Bicycle Boulevards represent a middle ground 
between off-street paths and shared roadways. 
These are low-volume, low-speed roadways with 
improvements that make them work better for people 
on bicycles.  Their goal is to create roadways with 
slow-moving vehicle traffic, where cyclists have priority 
over other vehicles, and where people of  all ages and 
abilities feel safe and comfortable riding. There are 
currently 2.3 miles of  bicycle boulevards in the Central 
City .

PlAnnED IMProvEMEnTS

The City’s budget has programmed 1.5 miles of  bicycle 
lanes and 1.0 miles of  bike paths in its current Capital 
Investment Program (see Appendix D for a full list of  
recommended bicycle actions). 

One of  the more visible Central City bicycle projects 
will be the construction of  pedestrian and bicycle 
improvements on the Morrison Bridge in 2009.  The 
facility will include a barrier between the roadway and 
the path, and improvements to the Water Avenue, 
Alder Street and Naito Parkway ramps leading to the 
path.  

There is much additional work needed to make the 
Central City as bicycle-friendly as it needs to be. This 
document proposes a representative but not exhaustive 
list of  sixteen streets to be either designated or re-
designated with bicycle preference classifications.  Or, 

 
Portland is currently testing shared lane markings 
(“sharrows”), such as this one on NW 19th Avenue.  
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According to the City Auditor’s Office, 8% of  
commuters identified the bicycle as their primary 
vehicle in 2008. The rate is significantly higher in inner 
NE Portland and inner SE Portland. These higher 
numbers likely result from a number of  factors, not 
the least of  which is the proximity of  these areas to the 
Central City. 

Portland’s Central City is also increasingly becoming 
a place where people live and play, and not just work. 
There will be more non-work trips to the Central City 
over time that will create more internal cycling trips and 
increase the need for better facilities and safer cycling 
conditions. 

DEfICIEnCIES

While much of  the Central City provides a connected, 
convenient and safe set of  bicycle facilities, there is 
room for improvement as described, by district, below. 

River District
The bikeway network breaks down in the River District. 
While a number of  roadways are classified as City 
Bikeways, only NW Broadway, NW 14th, NW Lovejoy 
between the Broadway Bridge and NW 14th Ave, and 
NW Couch are developed. Connections between the 
River District and Downtown are difficult. NW and SW 
Broadway provide a developed north-south bikeway in 
the area, but NW Couch is the only east-west bikeway 
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street bicycle lanes, and the Eastbank Esplanade. The 
most pressing bicycle issues for this district are access 
from close-in neighborhoods to the south (notably the 
Brooklyn Neighborhood) and north (from the Rose 
Quarter  Rose , access through the district from the 
Clinton Bikeway to the Springwater Corridor, access 
to and from the Burnside Bridge, as well as access and 
adequate facilities on the Ross Island Bridge.

With development of  a solid connection to the 
Eastbank Esplanade through the SE Clay right-of-
way west of  SE Water Avenue, the City Bikeway 
classification on SE Clay should be extended west 
from its current terminus at SE Martin Luther King 
Jr., Boulevard.

South Waterfront
South Waterfront is ideally positioned and planned to 
emphasize bicycle transportation to Downtown. The 
striping of  bicycle lanes on SW Moody and SW Bond 
and the development of  the planned Greenway Trail, 
combined with its proximity to Downtown, should 
result in high transportation-related and recreational 
bicycle use in the district.

Access to and from the Ross Island Bridge is 
inadequate. There are no direct developed surface 
bikeway connections at either end, and the surface 
connections that do exist are not bicycle-friendly. 
The facility on the bridge itself  is a significantly sub-
standard shared pathway along the north side of  the 

running in the River District that connects to NW 
Broadway, and there are no other north-south bikeways 
in the district that connect to NW Couch.
 
While NW 9th Avenue is classified as a City Bikeway, 
it lacks bicycle lanes. Many cyclists make use of  NW 
10th and NW 11th Avenues, but these streets are not 
classified as City Bikeways, and do not include any 
bicycle facilities. In addition, they present cyclists with 
the additional challenge of  right-running streetcar 
tracks. Many crashes of  cyclists on the streetcar tracks 
have been reported to the Office of  Transportation.

NW Everett and NW Glisan, both arterial streets, 
are currently classified as City Bikeways.  The NW 
Bikeways Project, undertaken in the late 1990s, 
developed NW Flanders and NW Johnson as 
alternative routes for cyclists.  

NW Naito/NW Front has long been recognized 
by NW Portland’s cyclists to be the quickest bicycle 
connection between Downtown and NW Portland. 
Improving this connection still requires filling the gaps 
on NW Naito Parkway between NW Davis and the 
bicycle lanes north of  the Steel Bridge, as well as the 
gap on NW Front Avenue between NW 9th and NW 
15th Avenues.

Central Eastside
Bicycle access to the Central Eastside is generally well 
provided for by a network of  bicycle boulevards, on-

Figure 4.2. Bicycle traffic has increased significantly since 
2000.

PORTLAND BICYCLE COUNTS 2008 

October 2008   2

all areas of the city.  This represents a 17 percent increase in the number of locations and a 25 percent increase in 
participating volunteers. 
 
Bicycle-Friendly Willamette River Bridge Counts 
An important gauge for measuring bicycle use in Portland is the number of bicycle trips across the four bicycle-
friendly bridges over the Willamette River (Hawthorne, Burnside, Steel, and Broadway bridges). The number of 
cyclists crossing these four bridges has soared, increasing 15 percent since 2007 and 178% since 2000. Today, 
cyclists take more than 16,700 daily trips across the Willamette River to travel between Portland’s east and west 
sides.  

Bicycle trips make up a growing percentage of all vehicular trips across the Willamette River.  In 2008, bicycle 
trips accounted for 13 percent of the combined 129,731 daily bicycle and auto trips on the four bicycle-friendly 

bridges. In contrast, in 2000, 
bicycles represented only 4.6 
percent of all vehicles. The 
proportion of bikes in relation 
to cars has nearly tripled since 
2000. 
 
Non-Bridge Counts 
The increase in bicycle traffic 
on these bridges is consistent 
with even larger growth in 
bicycle use throughout 
Portland. Comparisons at 68 
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city for all residents, and to ensure the widest possible 
source of  funding opportunities, the City Bikeway 
classification needs to be greatly expanded in Portland’s 
Downtown.

The current City Bikeway classifications do not 
provide sufficient access to all areas of  Downtown. 
Northbound access to the Broadway Bridge is 
inadequate, as is eastbound access paralleling Jefferson 
Street from SW Portland. There are currently no east-
west classifications from the Morrison Bridge, and 
access to and from the Burnside Bridge is difficult. 
Similarly, north-south access between the River District 
and Downtown is very limited as currently classified, 
and does not reflect existing travel patterns.
Creating a Downtown “Bicycle District” would signal 
the City’s intent to make Downtown supremely bicycle 
friendly and allow all current and developed bicycle 

bridge. 

Downtown
As the primary retail and employment district in the 
region, Downtown should be supremely friendly to 
cyclists of  all skills and abilities. In general, bicycle 
travel in the Downtown area occurs on shared 
roadways with mixed auto, transit and pedestrian 
traffic. Because Downtown’s streets contain multiple 
travel lanes, and produce generally slow vehicle 
traffic speeds (progression is timed to 12 or 16 mph, 
depending on time of  day), Downtown is quite rideable 
for experienced cyclists. For the less skilled cyclist, 
however, the high volume and noise of  cars, as well as 
the unpredictability of  motorists and the vulnerability 
of  cyclists, creates adverse conditions to travel by 
bicycle.

These considerations point to the challenge of  
developing treatments that create the same type 
of  comfort and ease cyclists experience when 
approaching Downtown on developed bikeways, 
without unnecessarily limiting the movement of  
cyclists while traveling through Downtown. New tools 
are being developed for bikeways, including shared 
lane travel markings and bicycle scramble signals, and 
existing tools that have been lightly used—such as 
“bicycle boxes” (advanced stop lines)—may find useful 
application in the Downtown. To make these tools 
available on Downtown streets, to highlight Portland’s 
commitment to creating a world-class bicycle-friendly 

operation tools to be used throughout Downtown.

Lloyd District
The Lloyd District generally has good bicycle access 
and good mobility within its boundaries.  However, 
there are both mobility and access issues for cyclists 
coming to and moving within the district.  Access 
from the south into the Lloyd District is limited by 
I-84.  Because of  the freeway, there are only limited 
access points to the district: the Eastbank Esplanade, 
the Martin Luther King, Jr. Boulevard-Grand Avenue 
couplet, and 12th Avenue.  MLK-Grand, though 
classified as City Bikeways, do not have bicycle facilities 
on them, and have no plans to include them. The 
Eastbank Esplanade works well for getting to the Rose 
Quarter, though beyond that the connection into the 
District is difficult.  This has been partially addressed 
by creating a direct bicycle connection through the 

Table 4.2. Pros & Cons of  Dedicated Downtown Facilities
Providing Bicycle Facilities Not Providing Bicycle Facilities

PROS CONS PROS CONS
Provides dedicated •	
roadway space for 
cyclists
Largely keeps •	
inexperience cyclists 
away from flowing 
automotive traffic
Clearly indicates to •	
motorists and cyclists 
about expectations of 
how to use Downtown 
roadways

Without parking or •	
lane removal, bicycle 
lanes will be narrower 
than desired
Places cyclists in •	
conflict with car doors
Places cyclists •	
in conflict with 
turning movements 
at garages and 
intersections

Allows cyclists to •	
“take the lane”
Cyclists can position •	
themselves out of the 
door zone
Cyclists can more •	
easily avoid conflicts 
with turning motorists
Cyclists can use the •	
middle travel lane, 
which has least 
amount of friction with 
automobiles

Does not address •	
concerns of less-
experience cyclists, 
who represent the 
majority of Portland 
residents
Does not provide clear •	
direction for cyclists 
and motorists
Cyclists cannot always •	
keep pace with traffic 
speeds
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classification to the South Park Blocks, it has not been 
developed as a bikeway. A challenge for this area is to 
provide a functioning connection to Downtown.

Lower Albina
Bicycle lanes on N Interstate Avenue and N Russell 
Street provide bicycle transportation to and through 
Lower Albina. While the bicycle lanes on N Russell do 
not connect directly with N Interstate, the automotive 
volumes and speeds on N Russell are low enough that 
an alternate treatment, such as shared lane markings, 
will likely suffice.

The most significant issue for Lower Albina is 
extending bicycle access along N River Street, into 
Albina Yards, and eventually to and past Swan Island. 
Portland Parks and Recreation has long considered 
that project, and it is currently being explored through 
the Bureau of  Planning’s River Plan planning effort. 

ASSESSMEnT AnD CHAllEngES 

According to a recent study by Alta Planning & 
Design, bicycling generates annual economic activity 
of  $90 million in Portland (61% for the retail 
sector) and employs between 850 and 1,150 people.  
Portland’s reputation as a great bicycling city as well 
as the many bicycle-oriented events hosted in the 
city and region, attracts tourists who also bring new 
revenues to the city and its businesses.  In addition, 
regionwide, residents save as much as $1.2B in 

Rose Quarter Transit Center.  An additional barrier 
exists in the form of  a left turn restriction onto NE 7th 
Avenue from NE Holladay Street.

Access via NE 12th Avenue is similarly problematic. 
The bicycle lanes on NE 12th drop on the structured 
overcrossing of  I-84. The narrow curb-to-curb distance 
and the presence of  four travel lanes preclude the 
striping of  bicycle lanes on this segment between NE 
Irving Street and NE Lloyd Boulevard.

Mobility within the Lloyd District is further hampered 
by the lack of  north-south facilities.  Currently, NE 7th 
Avenue is the only street that crosses the district north 
to south.  This street is not the logical connection 
between the crossing of  I-84 at NE 12th as it is not the 
first through street that cyclists cross when traveling 
south to north. Rather, NE 9th Avenue provides the 
first avenue to continue north through the district. NE 
9th also provides direct access to Lloyd Center Mall, 
which is a major attractor and employer in the district.  
Mobility within the district is also hampered by a lack 
of  a direct connection between the N Vancouver-
Williams and NE Broadway-Weidler bikeways and the 
Eastbank Esplanade.

Goose Hollow
SW Jefferson Street currently provides a good 
westbound connection between Downtown and Goose 
Hollow. There is no comparable eastbound connection.  
While SW Salmon Street carries a City Bikeway 

Figure 4.3.  Portland’s Bikeway Network increased 250% 
between 1991 and 2008. During that same period, the 
number of bicycle riders daily crossing the four main bicycle 
bridges (Broadway, Steel, Burnside, Hawthorne) in Portland 
increased 490%. This increase was especially noticeable 
on the Broadway, Hawthorne, and Steel Bridges, where 
combined daily ridership went from 2,115 in 1991 to 13,238 
in 2007 . During this period, the bikeway network feeding 
these bridges was greatly improved, as were facilities on the 
bridges themselves.

PORTLAND BICYCLE COUNTS 2008 
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Bicycle access to the Central City remains difficult for 
many Portland residents, especially those in SW and 
NW Portland. To increase bicycle use in the Central 
City will require taking dramatic steps to improve the 
reality and perception of  cyclist’s safety.  Best practices 
from around the world incorporate as much separation 
as possible, whenever possible, between cyclists and 
motorists.  Increased education and enforcement of  
existing traffic regulations is essential to continue 
improving the safety of  bicycling – both for bicyclists 
and motorists.  

Such efforts are designed to overcome the 
understandable concerns about personal safety and 
comfort cyclists experience when riding in traffic. The 
city estimates that a large proportion of  Portlanders, 
perhaps as high as 60%, are dissuaded from using a 
bicycle more regularly for transportation because of  
such concerns. These “Interested but Concerned” 
cyclists are not attracted to bicycling by bicycle lanes, 
nor are they comfortable riding in traffic. They are 
seeking low-volume, low-speed conditions cycling 
conditions. The City is intent on addressing the needs 
and concerns of  this group as a primary strategy in 
making bicycling in the Central City more inviting to 
more Portlanders This is a large market that can not 
be overlooked if  Portland is to achieve its overall goals 
related to bicycle transportation.

Finally, an important challenge will be accommodating 
the growing bicycling public with more bicycle storage 

direct transportation expenses, partially because of  
their reliance on bicycling, whose costs are limited to 
purchase, maintenance and occasionally storage of  a 
bike.

Bicycle infrastructure is an inexpensive means of  
creating mobility.  Only 0.7% of  PDOT’s capital 
budget has been dedicated to bicycle infrastructure 
between 2000 and 2007, while bicycle travel in that time 
frame included more than 6% of  the commuter mode 
share.

Portland’s citizens receive many positive and 
encouraging messages about being active, walking, and 
bicycling, including an awareness about the connection 
between bicycling and their personal health, and the 
direct link to decreasing congestion and climate change.  
As with pedestrian spaces, bicycling can also enliven 
a street.  Good bicycling environments such as those 
found throughout the inner neighborhoods can serve 
as an important amenity for residents and employees.

Bicycling produces no air or noise pollution, decreases 
traffic congestion, reduces taxpayer burden, helps 
alleviate parking demand, saves energy, uses land 
and road space efficiently, provides mobility, saves 
individuals money, and improves health and fitness.  
Bicycling does not require any petroleum-based 
products, and produces a “green dividend.” 

facilities.  Right-of-way capacities are not expected to 
increase in the future,  meaning that increased space for 
bicycles will need to be transferred from capacity used 
by other modes – most likely, from vehicular modes.  In 
fall 2008, PDOT began a pilot program to provide on-
street bicycle parking downtown.  This program may 
be expanded to more areas of  the Central City, based 
on demand and feedback from cyclists and property 
owners.    
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5.  Pedestrians

is safety, particularly when crossing the street.  There 
is a need to improve the safety of  street crossings 
for pedestrians through concerted engineering, 
enforcement and education efforts. 

Another important concern for pedestrians is 
the connectivity of  the system.  Pedestrian maps, 
created for each neighborhood in inner Portland, 
show pedestrian routes and points of  interest.  The 
Pedestrian Wayfinding Program installed signs with 
maps and directions to specific destinations.  To 
minimize conflicts with other modes, bike and 
pedestrian markings have been installed on the 
Hawthorne Bridge sidewalk.  However, better 
pedestrian connections to transit, particularly for 
transfers between bus lines, are needed in some 
locations in the Central Eastside Industrial District, 
Lloyd District and River District. 

The quality of  the pedestrian space can be a city’s 
defining element, as it shapes the everyday experience 
of  most residents and visitors.  There is a strong need 
for this shared space to be attractive and accessible to 
all, regardless of  age, income, physical limitations, or 
any other factor.  Whether heading to a bus or from a 
parking space, most travelers are pedestrians at some 
point during each trip. 

Central Portland, and Downtown in particular, 
is known for having a high quality pedestrian 
environment.  The 200-foot block pattern provides 
in dense intersections, more light and public 
gathering spaces, resulting in a positive experience 
for pedestrians.  Downtown, traffic signals are timed 
at 12-18 mph, allowing comfortable and convenient 
pedestrian crossings. This high quality pedestrian 
environment has been replicated in the Pearl District 
and South Waterfront. Both areas have street plans that 
ensure street connectivity and high design standards.

As more people and businesses locate in the Central 
City, it is expected that trips by pedestrians will be the 
fastest growing mode over the next two decades.  Many 
Central City residents will drive fewer miles, as other 
transportation modes will be more convenient and 
less expensive to use.  The growing number of  elderly 
persons who will move to the Central City will be less 
inclined to drive than the general population.

The major concern for pedestrians in the Central City 

The CCTMP pedestrian policies support a pedestrian 
friendly Central City, with good connections to 
neighborhoods and a high level of  accessibility, 
convenience, safety, and attractiveness. The policies also 
address increasing the pedestrian mode split. Appendix 
H contains the related CCTMP policies and objectives.

BACKgrounD

The Transportation System Plan identifies the 
Pedestrianway Classification Descriptions.  These 
classifications (see map in Appendix C) describe the 
type of  pedestrian use that should be emphasized on 
each street and how future street improvements and 
public and private development relate to those uses. 
These classifications update those contained in the 
1998 Pedestrian Master Plan: 

Table 5.1. Central City Residents Who Walked to Work

Central City District Employees Residing in District
District Residents who Walked to 

Work in 2000
1990 2000 % Change Trips Mode Split

Central Easitide 2,193 3,826 74% 236 6%
Lower Albina 96 242 152% 22 9%
Lloyd District 1,065 2,785 162% 201 7%
River District 1,078 4.125 383% 562 14%

Goose Hollow 1,723 3,640 111% 624 17%
Downtown 3,835 9,290 242% 1,791 19%

South Waterfront 471 775 65% 26 3%
TOTAL 10,461 24,683 136% 3,462 14%

Source: 1990 and 2000 Census
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on the design treatment of  each classification.

Pedestrian Volumes
Walking in the Central City has increased dramatically. 
Between 1990 and 2000, the resident population of  
the Central City increased by 235% (Table 5.1), and 
the number of  pedestrian commute trips by those 
residents increased 31%. All districts except the 
Central Eastside, which lost 13% of  its population 
between 1990 and 2000, experienced more walk 
to work trips, and most experienced double-digit 
increases.  Walk to work by River District residents 
grew by 277%, compared to its 383% population 
increase. Downtown grew its pedestrian walk to work 
rate by 15%.  There are no pedestrian counts for the 
off-peak periods or for other trip purposes.

ProgrESS In MEETIng CCTMP 
PolICy goAlS

There have been multiple improvements to the 
pedestrian network in the Central City under the 
CCTMP, including the adoption of  the 1998 Pedestrian 
Master Plan and the Pedestrian Design Guide.

Pedestrian Safety and Access
New infrastructure has improved the safety, 
accessibility and quality of  the pedestrian 
environment. PDOT has installed pedestrian refuge 
islands, curb extensions, curb ramps, crosswalk 
signage and accessible pedestrian signal equipment 

Pedestrian Districts are areas with a dense mix of  
land uses, convenient and frequent transit service, and 
a compact and walkable size. Pedestrian districts are 
intended to give priority to pedestrian access where 
high levels of  pedestrian activity exist or are planned.  
Except for Lower Albina and the Central Eastside, 
all Central City districts are classified as Pedestrian 
Districts.

City walkways are intended to provide safe, 
convenient, and attractive pedestrian access to activities 
along major streets and to recreation and institutions 
within and between neighborhoods.

off-Street Paths are intended to serve recreational 
and other walking trips with a transportation purpose. 
Off-Street Paths are located along rivers, in parks, or in 
forest areas where streets do not exist.

local Service walkways are intended to serve local 
circulation needs for pedestrians and provide safe and 
convenient access to local destinations.

Central City Transit/Pedestrian Streets are intended 
to accommodate high levels of  pedestrian traffic, 
provide urban design features to promote pedestrian 
activities, and provide visual signals to motor vehicles 
to respect the presence and priority of  pedestrians and 
transit along the street.

The Pedestrian Design Guide provides specific guidance 

The Street as Public Space

The block of SW Main Street between SW Broadway Avenue 
and SW Park Avenue was designed to act as a continuation 
of the entertainment district, with the Schnitzer Concert hall 
to the north and Portland Center for Performing Arts to the 
south. The block has gates that close the block to vehicular 
traffic during major events. Numerous entertainment events 
are held on the block, particularly in the summer months. Add 
photo
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countdown signals at several intersections. 

Education and Enforcement
Educational programs have been developed to increase 
awareness of  road rules and pedestrian visibility. Police 
carry out “Crosswalk Missions” once a month to 
educate drivers about the 2003 Stop and Stay Stopped 
law.  Safe Routes to School encourages teachers, 
students, parents and neighbors to work together to 
create safer and cleaner neighborhood streets. 

PDOT routinely gives traffic safety presentations to 
community groups, companies and other organizations. 
A traffic safety video is screened to the police and 
the police in turn educate the public in their everyday 
interactions. 

The Central City Pedestrian Wayfinding System, which 
provides a pedestrian-oriented directional signage 
program, was implemented in 2006. The signage 
system merges clear and concise functional wayfinding 
information with creativity and visual innovation that 
enhances pedestrian circulation throughout the Central 
City.

Smart Trips
The SmartTrips program, implemented in Downtown, 
promotes walking, bicycling, carpool and transit for 
all types of  trip purposes. It began in March 2007 
and ends September 2009 (see Chapter 8 for more 
information).  A Downtown walking map is scheduled 

throughout the Central City, to encourage pedestrian 
trips.   

Major pedestrian system improvements include the 
Eastbank Esplanade, the Springwater Corridor, and 
sidewalk improvements along the NE Martin Luther 
King, Jr. Blvd/NE Grand Ave couplet.  The Broadway 
and Steel Bridge Accessibility Projects improved 
pedestrian access to the bridges.  At-grade pedestrian 
crossings were added on the west end of  the Broadway 
Bridge, and the closure of  the Lovejoy Ramp provided 
more pedestrian access to the Broadway Bridge from 
the Pearl District. 

Since 1990, Portland has designated Strategic and 
Focused Enforcement (SAFE) Corridors in Downtown 
and Lloyd District. These are streets with an unusually 
high number of  serious pedestrian crashes, and are in 
need of  engineering to make them safer. In the Central 
City, SAFE corridors exist along NE Broadway-
NE Weidler, E and W Burnside, SE Powell, and the 
intersections at SW 1st/SW Market/SW Clay. 

Accessibility Programs
Several programs have been established to improve 
pedestrian accessibility for the disabled. All new 
developments in Portland comply with the Americans 
with Disabilities Act (ADA).  Citizens who would 
like curb ramps on certain sidewalks may request 
them through the Curb Ramp Request Program. 
Also, PDOT has installed audible traffic signals and 

to be distributed after the transit mall project is 
completed in 2009. Employees choose free information 
that will help them make their downtown trips cheaper, 
cleaner and healthier.  They are also given a free gift, 
and are encouraged to sign a pledge to increase their 
commute trips by carpool, transit, bike, walking, or 
vanpool.  In 2005, SmartTrips in Southeast Portland 
increased walking trips by 7%. In 2006, SmartTrips in 
Northeast Portland increased walking trips by 4.7%. 
Similar increases are expected after the completion of  
SmartTrips Downtown.

Innovative street designs
In recent years, new street standards have allowed for 
certain streets to function as public space.  NW 13th 
Avenue accommodates high pedestrian use, while 
maintaining its historic design (loading zones with 
no sidewalks).  NW 13th is the center of  the Pearl 
District’s First Thursday, where each month artists 
display their work and musicians entertain the large 
crowds.  Following that example, NW Davis and NW 
Flanders in Old Town/Chinatown between NW 2nd 
and NW 3rd were rebuilt in 2006 to facilitate pedestrian 
movement and reinforce a sense of  place.  The streets 
are termed “festival streets” and can be closed to 
vehicular traffic for special events.  Their design pays 
tribute to the area’s Asian history, with landscaping 
and art.  SW Park Avenue, between SW Salmon Street 
and SW Taylor Street, will be built to complement the 
newly designed Simon and Helen Director Park.  The 
intention is for the surrounding street to be used as 
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Another example of  a Green Street is Vera Katz Park 
on the north façade of  the Gerding Theater.  In South 
Waterfront, a new street standard has been applied 
between SW River Parkway and the Greenway.  These 
streets have low traffic, no curbs and bioswales.  The 
South Waterfront District Street Plan, Criteria and Standards 
(updated 2007) refers to them as “green accessways.”

The South Waterfront Street Plan and  the Northwest 
District Plan call for additional Green Streets. A plan 
for SE Clay St. will develop Greet Street infrastructure 
from the Eastbank Esplanade to SE 12th Ave.

DEfICIEnCIES

Not all areas of  the Central City enjoy a high quality 
pedestrian environment. The Central Eastside 
lacks adequate pedestrian crossings over MLK and 
Grand.  The freeway system acts as a major barrier 
to pedestrians all across the Central City.  Many 
existing sidewalk crossings are not ADA-compliant.  
In some areas, such as the Willamette River bridges 
and Burnside St., pedestrians travel next to high speed 
traffic.  Previous plans and studies have identified 
specific improvement needs for the pedestrian system:

South waterfront.  The 2001 South Portland Circulation 
Study and the South Waterfront Street Plan identified 
deficiencies at  SW Gaines, SW Gibbs, SW Hamilton, 
SW Sheridan, and under the Ross Island Bridge.  
Improvements are needed in these areas to connect 

public space, effectively increasing the park’s area.

The Transit Mall reconstruction on SW 5th and 6th 
Ave. builds on the Mall’s high quality design to further 
enhance the pedestrian realm. The new design will 
include new and relocated public art, refurbished 
sidewalks, improved lighting, new transit shelters, new 
transit tracker displays, improved signage and new 
pedestrian countdown signals, among others elements. 
The new Mall design celebrates various “urban rooms,” 
treating stations as special civic spaces.

Green Streets
Green Streets evolved from efforts to improve 
pedestrian and bicycle accessibility, enhance 
neighborhood livability, and improve watershed 
health through stormwater management.  Green 
Street infrastructure typically includes bicycle lanes, 
street trees, wide sidewalks, and on-site stormwater 
management facilities (bioswales).  They support 
transportation options, connecting parks, schools, 
and other public amenities. City Council endorsed the 
comprehensive planning of  Green Streets in March 
2007.  

Several projects have been implemented by PDOT and 
the Bureau of  Environmental Services in the Central 
City.  SW 12th and SW Montgomery, on the Portland 
State University campus, is a one-block stretch that has 
a bioswale between the sidewalk and the curb (Figure 
5.1).  It is designed for high-density urban application.  

Source: The National Center for Bicycling and Walking, 2001

Woonerf (living street) 

The concept of living streets (also called Naked Streets, or 
Psychological Traffic Calming) originated in the Netherlands.  
No sidewalks are provided: the whole street is on the same 
level.  By making roads less predictable, road users become 
more aware of their surroundings. Motorists slow to safer 
speeds, and make eye contact with pedestrians, cyclists, and 
other drivers.

The design ensures that priority rests with residents • 
on foot, children playing, and non-motorized users.  

Access for emergency and service vehicles is always • 
maintained.  

Vehicle speeds are reported to average 13-25 km/• 
hour (8-15 mi/hr.).
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Main, SE Hawthorne, and SE Clay.  Improved transit 
connections from the Southbound 6 Bus line to the 
Eastbound 14 Bus line and 15 Bus line at the east 
Hawthorne bridgehead are also needed.

rose Quarter and lloyd District.  The Rose Quarter 
Plan and the Lloyd District Development Plan identified 
several pedestrian improvements:

R• edesign the Rose Quarter Transit Center to 
be more pedestrian-friendly
Reestablish the city grid in the area• 
Improve access to the Willamette River and • 
greenway system
Improve access to adjacent neighborhoods• 
Mitigate physical barriers in the area, such as • 
I-5 and the railroad.

Street Classifications
There is a need to evaluate pedestrian and transit 
street classifications together, to ensure that important 
pedestrian connections to transit are properly 
designated.  Current classifications need to be updated, 
particularly where pedestrian classifications interact 
with light rail and streetcar transit. Some designations 
may need to be shifted to reflect alignment changes 
and ensure optimal linkage between the pedestrian and 
transit network. 

Street Connectivity
The City has street connectivity standards for non-
industrial areas.  Some parts of  the Central City do not 

South Waterfront across I-5 to the South Portland 
neighborhood.  

Pearl District.  The River District Plan (1995), the 
Northwest District Plan (2003) and the Pearl District 
Development Plan (2001) identified needed pedestrian 
improvements and bicycle crossings of  I-405, Naito 
Parkway, and the railroad.

Central Eastside.  The Eastbank Riverfront Park 
Plan (1994) identified the need for pedestrian 
improvements at I-84, E Burnside, SE Yamhill, SE 

meet these standards. These include the Lloyd Center 
Mall, the Rose Quarter, the Oregon Convention Center 
area, parts of  Portland State University and the South 
Auditorium, the Central Post Office, the northern end 
of  the River District, and the future OHSU Schnitzer 
Campus in South Waterfront.

ASSESSMEnT AnD CHAllEngES

Walking is the most affordable and accessible of  all 
transportation modes. It produces no air pollution, is a 
healthy endeavor, and integral to community livability, 
and is an inexpensive means of  providing mobility. 
Portland has a strong legacy of  creating a wonderful 
pedestrian scale, as can be seen in the Central City and 
older neighborhoods. 

While the economic correlation between the 
pedestrian environment and the Central City has not 
been formally estimated, redevelopment aimed at 
pedestrians has had clear positive economic benefits.  
This is evidenced by the financial success of  urban 
renewal districts, local improvement districts, and 
other new environments that have formed around new 
and improved pedestrian spaces.  Improvements to 
the pedestrian system are relatively inexpensive, and 
the return on their investment is positive.  Increased 
pedestrian travel will also lead to reduced expenditures 
on roadway and parking construction.

Residents in “walkable” neighborhoods tend to be very 

Figure 5.1. SW 12th Avenue Green Street
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Many of  the pedestrian system deficiencies identified 
in the CCTMP and other plans have been constructed 
or planned for construction. However, the Central 
City population has grown significantly, and a 
new survey of  existing and anticipated pedestrian 
mobility, connectivity and safety deficiencies needs 
to be completed.  The importance and value of  a 
well-connected and safe pedestrian environment is 
high on the agenda of  agency officials and private 
sector leadership, as demonstrated by the funding and 
attention pedestrian issues receive. 

satisfied with the pedestrian safety and convenience 
these neighborhoods provide. Today, the City of  
Portland is committed to providing the benefits of  
walking to all residents by supporting pedestrian travel 
as a safe, efficient, desirable, and accessible mode 
throughout the City’s neighborhoods.  In fact, walking 
is considered the preferred, not the alternative, mode 
for short trips. Consequently, walking is an essential  
component in efforts to develop a multi-modal 
transportation system and reduce reliance on the 
automobile. 
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Figure 5.2. Central City speed limits Figure 5.3. Crashes involving injuries and pedestrian deaths

The most dramatic examples of Naked Streets are 
intersections where traffic signaling has been removed, such 
as this intersection in Drachten, Netherlands. Source: Spiegel 
magazine
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20 Mile per hour zone
This concept would establish a 20 mile per hour (mph) 
maximum speed limit throughout the Central City, to 
improve safety and provide a sense of  comfort for 
pedestrians and bicyclists. As an added benefit, the 
zone can serve a “gateway” function, informing drivers 
that they have entered the Central City.

At 20 mph on a rainy day, a driver with the average 
reaction time of  2.5 seconds can see a pedestrian at 
about 110 feet (half  the distance of  a downtown block) 
and stop in time to avoid a crash (figure 5.4).  At 25 
mph, stopping distance increases to 150 feet.  Sixty-five 
percent of  the resultant crashes at this speed cause an 
injury to the pedestrian, and 5 percent are fatal.  At 35 
mph, 65 percent of  the crashes are fatal.  An 18 mph 
speed zone program in several Dutch cities resulted in a 
30% reduction in serious pedestrian injuries. 

EFFECTS OF SPEED ON STOPPING DISTANCE
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Figure 5.4. The effects of  vehicle speed on stopping distance, pedestrian injury and fatality rates

Source: Southeast Uplift Neighborhood Associaiton
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6.  freight

From its early days, Portland has been a center of  trade 
and commerce in the Pacific Northwest.  The City’s 
growth has been driven by its role in the movement 
of  commodities.  While the City’s busiest freight 
terminals and industrial areas are outside the Central 
City, trucks, trains and river traffic are still prevalent 
in the Central City.  Portland’s freight system, most 
notably its marine ports, river system, airports, freight 
railroads, and interstate highways, has influenced a 
large number of  traded-sector industries to locate here. 
Portland is an international trade hub, which generates 
over 75,000 jobs in the city.  The Port of  Portland 
alone is estimated to generate $18.5 billion annually for 
Oregon’s economy.  

The most noticeable Central City freight activities are 
represented by the trucks that serve customers, the 
interstate highway network, rail lines that flow through 
the Central City on their way to regional and national 
destinations, and the operations in the Central Eastside 
Industrial District and the Union Pacific Albina Rail 
Yard.  Other terminals and industrial areas such as 
Lake Yard, Swan Island, and the Northwest Industrial 
District are adjacent to Central City neighborhoods, 
and are directly affected by the flow of  goods to and 
from those terminals.  

Despite success in diversifying, Portland’s economy is 
still largely transportation-dependent. The success of  
traded-sector industries (i.e., firms that sell goods and 
services) is directly dependent on the reliability and 

performance of  the freight transportation system.  As 
congestion worsens, businesses will be at a competitive 
disadvantage.  Businesses that serve local needs will 
either absorb the added costs, or pass on those costs to 
the region’s consumers through higher prices.  Traded-
sector businesses, however, can respond to higher 
operating costs by moving operations and the jobs they 
provide to other regions.

According to the Cost of  Congestion to the Economy of  the 
Portland Region report,

“Transportation forecasting models show that 
currently planned transportation investments will 
not keep up with traffic growth, resulting in severe 
congestion delays.  This will affect how well the 
region can compete for new jobs and cost each 
household an additional 50 hours of  lost time 
annually by 2025. Simply put, congestion reduces the 
advantage of  location, which is particularly troubling 
for the Portland metropolitan region because its 
traded industries are dependent on transportation.”

The interstate highways and railroad facilities within 
the Central City represent some of  the most congested 
parts of  the region’s system.  Large numbers of  the 
businesses and workers that reside in the Central 
City are vulnerable to the impact of  congestion on 
operating revenues. While many neighborhoods 
within the Central City will continue to diversify 
and redevelop, Portland’s freight system remains 

fundamental to its economic success.  As with all 
components of  the economy, the infrastructure that 
shippers and carriers utilize must operate at an optimal 
level.   

The City of  Portland Freight Master Plan (adopted in 
May 2006) provides an overall strategy of  investment 
and management of  the transportation system as a 
catalyst for improved mobility, livability and economic 
health. To that end, the Plan strives to achieve its goal 
in a way that is supportive of  and consistent with the 
community’s transportation values contained in the 
Transportation System Plan including:

Maintain a healthy economy and a thriving • 
community

Manage transportation assets in a fiscally • 
responsible way that ensures limited dollars 
are available for a wide-range of  solutions

Portland has been a center of  commerce and shipping for most of  its history.
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Provide transportation choices• 

Look for ways to reduce environmental • 
impacts of  transportation

Emphasize coordination and partnership in • 
planning for the transportation system

The Freight Master Plan updated many of  the policies 
in the CCTMP with regard to freight, including 
the freight route classification system, industrial 
areas, truck mobility and accessibility, street design, 
railroads and other freight systems and facilities. The 
three themes of  the Freight Master Plan – mobility, 
livability, and a healthy economy – focus on a 
transportation system that helps sustain the natural 
and man-made environments and a sustainable, 
growing economy.

Trucks move the goods that are requested by 
individuals, including deliveries made to department 
stores, markets and restaurants, manufacturing 
facilities, office buildings, and residences.  Trucks 
come in all shapes and sizes; they range from large 
semis (i.e., moving vans  and trucks delivering to 
grocery stores) to smaller panel trucks that deliver 
overnight packages to homes and businesses. Like 
school buses, TriMet buses, garbage trucks, fire trucks 
and other emergency vehicles, trucks have special 
operating characteristics that must be accommodated.

CEnTrAl CITy frEIgHT SySTEM

The Central City’s freight network is based on a 
multimodal classification system (Figure 6.1) which 
matches land uses and the design and function of  
streets and other transportation facilities. The freight 
classifications for the Central City are divided into 
two broad categories: industrial-serving and goods 

The Central London • Congestion Charge program 
charges trucks £7, about $14, (7AM-6:30PM 
Monday-Friday), which can be heavily discounted 
for fleets or for multiple trips/week. London also 
maintains a “Lorry Ban,” which restricts truck 
movements on residential streets during evenings 
and weekends. Permits are required for trucks who 
wish to travel on to non-designated truck routes.

In October 2008, the London region will introduce a • 
new carbon dioxide charge designed to encourage 
drivers within the charging zone to travel in vehicles 
which produce lower levels of carbon dioxide (CO2), 
and to discourage the use of vehicles with high CO2 
emissions.  Trucks will be exempt from the CO2 
charge.

Brooklyn Yard

East Portland
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Figure 6.1. Freight Master Plan System Map

Increasingly, governments address 
congestion by turning to demand 
management as an alternative to 
increasing supply.  

Demand Management Strategies
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BACKgrounD

Freight activity is expected to double between the 
years 2000 and 2035 in the Portland region (Table 6.1).  
While freight on aviation will grow fastest, trucks will 
continue to carry up to 75% of  all freight tonnage.  
Truck traffic in the Central City is expected to double 
overall by the year 2025, with much of  it concentrated 
along the “portal” facilities (i.e., freeways and bridges) 
into and out of  the Central City area (see Table 6.2 and 
Appendix E).  

The I-5 Marquam and I-405 Fremont bridges carry the 
highest overall volume and percentage of  truck traffic 
of  the eight bridge portals in the Central City.  Heavy 
trucks (categorized as trucks with two or more axles, 
six or more tires and a gross trailer weight over 40,000 
lbs.) account for 71% of  total truck traffic (<5% of  the 
total traffic) on the Fremont Bridge and 88% of  total 
truck traffic (<3% of  the total traffic) on the Marquam 
Bridge in year 2000.  

By 2025, total truck volumes on the Marquam Bridge 
are forecast to increase from 681 trucks to almost 
1,100 during the PM peak (4-6 PM).  Conversely, 
truck volumes on the Fremont Bridge are forecast to 
decrease from 1,346 in 2000 to 1,119 in 2025.  Truck 
traffic shifting onto I-5 and the Marquam Bridge to 
avoid the projected congestion increases on I-405 and 
the Fremont Bridge likely explains this change.  Truck 
volumes on the other six bridge portals are generally 

Terminal, Union Pacific Albina Rail Yard, and Union 
Pacific Brooklyn Rail Yard.  The design and access to 
the NHS facilities must meet federal design standards 
and criteria.

Since publication of  the CCTMP, PDOT staff  have 
produced draft Street Design Guidelines for Large 
Vehicles.  The guidelines describe how streets and 
intersections should be designed in Centers, Main 
Streets, Freight Districts, and mixed-use urban 
environments.  They are intended to slow the speed 
of  traffic with narrower lanes and curb radii, and to 
utilize special roadway features and traffic controls 
that significantly improve travel by pedestrians and 
bicyclists. 

Most importantly, in 2004 the City established and 
began supporting the Portland Freight Committee, 
comprised of  the City’s largest shippers and carriers, to 
advise and advocate for freight system improvements.

and service delivery.  Industrial-serving freight moves 
by truck and rail, and is oriented toward Portland’s 
industrial areas and freight terminals.  
 
Goods and services delivery relies on trucks alone. 
This category of  truck movement has varied origins 
and destinations, which can be industrial, commercial 
or residential.  Efficient circulation and access 
between distribution centers and customer locations is 
important.  Appendix E describes the type of  freight 
movements and land uses that correspond to the above 
referenced freight classifications in the Freight Master 
Plan. 

National Highway System Facilities
In addition to the local street network, the Central 
City is host to a number of  highways that are part of  
the National Highway System (NHS). The NHS was 
developed by the US Department of  Transportation 
under the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency 
Act of  1991 (ISTEA).  While the NHS includes only 
four percent of  the nation’s roads, it carries over 40 
percent of  all highway traffic, and 75 percent of  the 
heavy freight truck traffic.  

In the Central City area, the NHS includes all segments 
of  the Freeway Loop (I-5, I-84 and I-405) including the 
I-405 and U.S. Highway 30 interchange, the segment of  
State Highway 99W (SE Grand /McLoughlin) south 
of  the I-5 Marquam Bridge, and four “Intermodal 
Connector” facilities: Union Station, Greyhound Bus 

MODE 2000 2035 GROWTH
Tons                 % Tons                 %

Truck 197.2 67% 447.2 75% 127%
Rail* 32.9 11% 55.6 9% 69%
Water** 43.5 15% 63.9 11% 47%
Air 0.4 0.01% 1.7 0.02% 325%
Pipeline 22.2 7% 31.1 5% 40%
Total 296.3 599.3 102%

Source: Portland/Vancouver International and Domestic Trade 
Capacity Analysis, Port of  Portland, 2006
*   Combines Rail and Intermodal.
** Combines ocean-going steamships and river barges.

Table 6.1. Growth in Freight Tonnage (in millions of  tons) in the 
Portland Region



55

Central Portland Transportation Assessment
freight

portals.  This is due in part to Naito’s current function 
as a major link to the regional freeway system for 
the Central City and the Central Eastside areas, by 
providing access to southbound I-5, northbound I-5 
and I-84 via the Morrison Bridge, and to NW Front 
Avenue in the Northwest Industrial District.  Total 
traffic volumes along Naito are projected to modestly 
increase by 2025, while truck traffic is projected to 
remain near current levels. 

Local Streets in the Central City
Evaluation of  future truck origin and destination 
(O-D) trends provide an overall understanding of  
expected changes in the demand for goods movement 
within the Central City, relative to existing conditions. 
The 2000 to 2020 growth rate for both heavy and 
medium truck trips nearly doubles over the 20-year 
period.  As in 2000, approximately half  of  the PM 
peak period truck demand does not originate nor is it 
destined for the Central City (45% of  medium trucks, 
58% of  heavy trucks).  Most of  this “through” traffic 
uses the freeway system.  The proportion of  heavy 
truck flows within the city limits increases from 42% 
to 46% of  total truck origination between 2000 and 
2020 (a 58%-54% medium truck share).  Medium 
trucks follow the typical PM pattern of  more trips 
leaving the city than entering, while heavy trucks are 
less peaked.  This is shown by the nearly equal heavy 
truck origins-destinations by zone while total truck 
origins-destinations are less balanced during this peak 
period.  Over the entire day, all truck trip origins-

less than one percent of  the total traffic.  

The Ross Island Bridge provides direct access between 
I-205 and Highway 99E in the Southeast Portland area 
and I-5, Highway 99W and Highway 43 on the west 
side of  the Willamette River.  Truck volumes on the 
segment of  Highway 99E (SE Grand Ave) directly 
south of  the Ross Island Bridge account for about 
1.7% of  the total traffic volume, with heavy trucks 
accounting for about 60% of  total truck traffic.  This 
segment of  Highway 99E is also identified as a NHS 
route which provides intermodal access to Union 
Pacific’s Brooklyn Rail Yard via Holgate Blvd.   

Naito Parkway serves as a major north/south 
transportation link between the downtown bridge 

Table 6.2. Weekday PM peak truck traffic on on Central City freeways 
and bridges, 2000 and 2025

Portal Facilities Total Trucks % Total Truck 
Traffic

2000 2025 2000 2025
I-405 Fremont (RTW) 1,346 1,119 8.0 5.1

Broadway (MTS) 26 74 0.6 1.1
Steel (LSTS) 25 27 0.7 0.5

Burnside (LSTS) 31 35 0.4 0.4
Morrison (MTS) 63 42 0.8 0.4

Hawthorne (LSTS) 31 25 0.6 0.3
I-5 Marquam (RTW) 681 1,099 3.4 4.9

Ross Island (MTS) 127 107 1.2 0.7
Naito Parkway (LSTS) 38 38 1.3 1.1

2,368 2,566
Source: PDOT Traffic Forecast Model
“RTW “- Regional Truck Way; “MTS” - Major Truck Street ; “LSTS” - 
Local Service Truck Street NOTE: PM peak hour traffic volume ranges 
from between 1% and 4% of  average daily truck traffic.

Diesel engines manufactured after 2007 operate • 
only on Ultra Low Sulfur Diesel (ULSD).  Sulfur 
in U.S. diesel fuel has averaged about 350 parts 
per million (ppm), but the new ULSD has only 15 
ppm. 

The Oregon Diesel Retrofit Program•	  offers a 
tax credit for the purchase of engine retrofits that 
will pay for up to 35% of the cost. 

Metro•	  requires its solid waste recycling and 
disposal contractors to use ULSD, and install 
particulate filters on their equipment.

Nearly every vehicle at the • Port of Portland’s 
Marine Terminal Division and Aviation Division 
uses ULSD.

Diesel owners can also retrofit older vehicles • 
with control devices for even greater reductions 
in diesel emissions. These devices include 
exhaust system catalysts and filters and idling 
control equipment.

Diesel emissions account for more 
than half of the harmful particulate 
matter emissions from vehicles, 
accounting for 18% of the health 
care costs associated with vehicle 
pollution.

Freight and Air Quality
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A• dded financial and operational pressure for 
companies competing in a global market.

Growth and Congestion in the Freight System

Travel forecast models estimate that between 2000 and 
2020, the number of  medium and heavy truck trips will 
nearly double.  Arterials that serve Portland’s industrial 
areas have the highest volume of  medium and heavy 
truck trips today and in the future.  Analysis of  the 
travel forecast model data indicates that locations 
experiencing peak hour vehicle congestion today will 
have even greater levels of  congestion in the future. 

Growth challenges are not confined to Portland’s street 
system. The projected growth in freight moved by 
marine, rail, and air is significant: 

between 1998 and 2006 (Table 6.3).  This decline 
occurred despite growth in truck volume and vehicle 
miles of  travel during the same period.  This pattern is 
consistent, though not as marked as it is in Portland, 
nationally: truck vehicles miles of  travel have been 
growing at a consistent rate in excess of  three percent 
annually since 1998.  

DEfICIEnCIES 

Portland’s transportation system is an economic engine 
for the state, moving both people and commerce by a 
variety of  modes.  While the local street system in the 
Central City provides for reliable and dependable travel 
time, traffic flow conditions along and to and from 
interstate and state highways, bridges, rail, marine and 
air terminals is often impeded over many hours of  each 
weekday. Maintaining and improving the safety and 
mobility of  the Central City freight networks is a key 
element in sustaining the vitality of  our local, regional, 
and statewide economy.

When a system is unreliable and inefficient, there 
are economic consequences.  These consequences 
are critical to understand and improve the freight 
transportation system.

Trucks and trains become less productive.• 

N• eed to warehouse inventory increases 
business costs.

destinations would be expected to match in each zone.

Consistent with year 2000 data, medium trucks 
originate from nearly all zones while heavy truck 
originations are more concentrated.  For example, 
downtown Portland zones generate very few heavy 
truck trips.  Locations with significant medium truck 
demands include Columbia Corridor, Central City, 
Northeast, and Brooklyn Yard.  The highest medium 
truck flows are expected to be within and from the 
Central City to US 30 and Swan Island/Lower Albina.  
Expected growth is typically smaller for medium 
trucks than for heavy trucks.  The highest growth in 
medium truck flows is expected between the Central 
City and the US 30 corridor, Inner SE Portland, and SE 
Portland Main Streets.  

This growth is attributed to general increase in 
population (and industry in the US 30 corridor) in these 
areas and its supporting commercial uses demand for 
freight.  In addition to the heavy truck locations already 
cited, other zones with above normal growth in total 
truck demand (over 130 percent) includes downtown, 
Lloyd District, NE Martin Luther King, Jr. corridor, 
and the Pearl District.  Below normal growth (less than 
90 percent) is expected in NW/Burnside, St. John’s/
Lombard and N Interstate Avenue.

Truck Safety
The number of  collisions involving a truck within the 
City of  Portland has decreased by over 35 percent 

Table 6.3.  Truck Collisions in the Central City (1998-2006)

Year
Number of  

Truck Crashes
Number of 

Total Crashes 
1998 128 4,205
1999 90 3,734
2000 76 3,644
2001 76 3,575
2002 102 3,591
2003 Na Na
2004 41 2,595
2005 48 2,666
2006 60 2,727
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Bridges with Low Vertical Clearance
Another issue is bridges with sub-standard clearance 
for trucks passing under them. The legal height for 
trucks operating on highways and city streets is 14 
feet, but many trucks operating by permit exceed this 
standard height. There are no bridges in the Central 
City with a vertical clearance less than 14 feet, but 
there are two structures on Powell Blvd with clearance 
between 14’ and 17’.  Like weight-restricted bridges, 
this barrier also results in detours from direct routes. 

At-grade rail crossings 
With train traffic predicted to increase substantially 
over the next twenty years in the Pacific Northwest, 
increased conflicts are likely to occur between train 
and truck traffic. Safety at locations where roads and 
rails intersect has long been a concern. More recently, 
the concern has turned to growing delays. There are 
three at-grade railroad crossings in the Central City 
Portland: two across the BNSF tracks at NW 9th and 
NW 11th Avenues north of  Union Station, and one at 
the triangle formed by SE 11th/SE 12th and Clinton 
Street across the Union Pacific Railroad. 

Pavement condition
Portland is facing a growing street maintenance 
backlog for pavement. Declining revenues and 
increasing costs have reduced the miles of  city 
streets maintained on a regular basis. Between 1980 
and 2004, the backlog has grown from 285 miles 
to 586 miles. Regular maintenance of  pavement 

Air cargo is anticipated to increase at a rate of  • 
5 to 9 percent per year over the next 15 years. 

M• arine traffic is expected to grow by 7 
percent/year between 2000 and 2020. 

F• reight rail traffic grows by 3.5 to 4 percent 
each year. 

The growth in each of  these modes will also generate 
additional truck trips between Central City customers 
and the terminals serving them. 

Infrastructure Barriers to Freight Mobility

Congestion is not the only challenge facing freight 
mobility in central Portland. Physical barriers due to 
inadequate infrastructure also hamper the efficient and 
reliable movement of  freight in the city. Some of  the 
more significant obstacles include:

Weight restricted bridges 
A number of  bridges on truck routes in Portland 
are weight-restricted to a single-unit truck weight of  
50,000 lbs. and 80,000 lb. for a combination truck, 
and in some instances less than 80,000 lbs. Industry 
efficiencies have led to an increase in the size of  
trucks since these bridges were constructed. Modern-
day truck weights routinely exceed the design weight 
of  these aging facilities. As shown in Table 6.4, the 
Burnside, Morrison and Hawthorne bridges, and the 
eastside ramps of  the Steel Bridge, are weight limited 
below 80,000 lbs.

From 2000-2007, the Union Pacific 
Railroad reduced emissions in 
three CA railyards by 28%, while 
accommodating unprecedented 
growth in the movement of goods 
and materials.

UP has purchased more than 2,600 • fuel-efficient 
locomotives that comply with new EPA standards. 
More than 1,700 older units were retired, and 
another 1,800 locomotives were overhauled to meet 
the stricter standards.  This has resulted in more 
than a 12 percent improvement in fuel efficiency 
since 1995. 

More than 3,000 locomotives, or • 35 percent of the 
fleet, has computer-controlled devices that limit 
engine idling to only the time necessary to ensure 
safe and reliable operation. 

Over • 99 percent of all fuel dispensed into 
locomotives in California is ULSD.

Cargo-handling and refrigeration equipment •	 has 
been modernized.

Technological and operational changes to • 
streamline yard operations have been developed.

Freight and Air Quality
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and local transportation policies. 

The recommended freight system infrastructure 
improvements located in the Central City area are 
identified in Appendix E.  These system improvements 
are classified into four priority tiers by improvement 
category, which include:

Funded – Projects with identified partial or • 
full funding, which indicates that the project 
is advancing towards implementation in the 
near term.

Tier 1 – Near-term advancement for funding • 
and implementation

Tier 2 – Mid-term advancement for funding • 
and implementation

Tier 3 – Long-term advancement for funding • 
and implementation

PlAnnED IMProvEMEnTS

Many of  the freight system infrastructure 
improvements recommended in the Freight Master 
Plan are directly supportive of  the policy directives 
identified in the CCTMP.  An infrastructure 
improvement is deemed “freight-related” if  it meets the 
following criteria:

Improves a freight route of  significance, as • 
defined by a Transportation System Plan, 
Regional Transportation Plan, Oregon 
Highway Plan, and/or NHS freight route 
designation or is located on or improves 
access to properties zoned for industrial or 
employment land uses. 

Includes project elements that improves or • 
facilitates freight movement.

Demonstrates consistency with state, regional, • 

increases its longevity, extending the time before major 
reconstruction is needed.  

Large trucks accelerate the deterioration of  paved 
surfaces. With forecasts of  increasing truck volumes, 
the pavement on Portland’s streets will certainly be 
subjected to increased wear and tear. The result of  
poor pavement conditions is decreased fuel economy, 
increased vehicle operation and maintenance costs, and 
the potential for damage to cargo.

Road design
Most of  the Central City area accommodates vehicle 
traffic, bicyclists and pedestrians.  However, trucks have 
become large and often have difficulty navigating in 
the Central City, where streets were originally designed 
for pedestrians. At times, the need for efficient truck 
movement is in conflict with other design features 
on the same street such as median islands or curb 
extensions. In other cases, trucks benefit from a design 
feature such as bike lanes that provide more space 
for turns. Balancing the needs of  the different truck 
types also presents a challenge, especially in mixed-use 
centers and along main streets.

Table 6.4. Physical Impediments to Freight Travel in Central City

Bridge Load Limits –

Steel Bridge E/S ramp from LRT and Interstate
N. Interstate Ave S/B Ramp to Broadway Bridge
Burnside Bridge
Morrison Bridge
Hawthorne Bridge

At-grade Rail Crossings
SE 11th/SE 12th, between Division and Clinton
NW 9th crossing between Naito Pkwy and NW Overton
NW 15th crossing between Naito Pkwy and NW Thurman
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Master Plan, advancing ongoing priority projects (i.e., 
South Waterfront access), and examining the feasibility 
of  a full tunnel alternative.  The City’s resolution 
directed the Portland Office of  Transportation to 
work with ODOT to seek funding for development 
of  a Freeway Loop Master Plan and for near-
term improvements to the I-5/I-84 Interchange.  
On November 29, 2006, the Portland Office of  
Transportation requested supplemental funding 
from ODOT to initiate with the I-5/I-405 Master 
Plan.  The $200,000 allocation listed in the draft 
Development Statewide Transportation Improvement 
Program (STIP) will likely not be sufficient to meet 
those needs.

Freight Movement-Related Employment in the Central City 
The Portland region has the third highest percentage 
of  total employment in the distribution and logistics 
sectors in the U.S., comprising 11.2 percent of  the 
region’s total workforce.  In 2004, there were 76,578 
people employed in the distribution and logistics 
sectors in the Portland region, which includes 
Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington counties.  
The region’s share of  total employment in these 
sectors is also about 30 percent higher than the 
national average for these industries.  This means that 
the Portland region serves an area much larger than 
just the urbanized area and is able to generate income 
by handling goods for other regions in the global 
marketplace.  

ASSESSMEnT AnD CHAllEngES

The following key issues impacting freight mobility 
and goods movement in the Central City area will 
need to be addressed as part of  the Central Portland 
Transportation Plan:  

I-5 /405 Freeway Loop and I-5 / I-84 Interchange 
The I-5/405 Freeway Loop is the hub of  the regional 
highway system and one of  the busiest stretches of  
freeway in the northwest.  It serves as the primary 
route for moving people and freight to and from the 
Central City, through the region and along the entire 
west coast. The I-5/I-84 interchange is the busiest 
interchange in Oregon.    

Both of  these facilities experience high levels of  traffic 
congestion throughout the day, directly impacting the 
economic vitality of  the Central City and the region.  
Due to projected increases in traffic congestion from 
population and employment growth, and the strategic 
role the Freeway Loop has on the state’s economy and 
the Central City area, identifying and funding both 
intermediate and long-term system improvements 
needs to be fundamental components of  the Central 
Portland Transportation Plan.  

On October 19, 2006, the Portland City Council 
adopted Resolution No. 36448 to accept the final 
report from the Freeway Loop Advisory Group.  The 
final report recommended initiating a Freeway Loop 

Freight Villages are the freight version of a transit-
oriented development. That is, they are master-planned 
developments that accommodate clusters of freight-related 
businesses near central business districts but buffered from 
non-industrial activities. They house integrated distribution/
logistics service centers, intermodal carriers, business 
services, customs centers, and other supportive features and 
amenities.  Like a TMA, Freight Villages can be member-
controlled and run under a single management organization 
to provide a variety of freight-related transportation services.  
There are currently over 60 Freight Villages operating 
in Europe and two are under consideration in the U.S. 
(Watsonland in California and Union County in northern New 
Jersey).   

The Freight Village Concept
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is one of  the identified action items called for in the 
Freight Master Plan.  Some of  the specific issues to be 
addressed as part of  this update include assessing the 
existing loading requirements for residential and mixed 
use buildings, combining on-street parking and loading 
space, and reducing congestion caused from on-street 
loading.

northwest industrial district.  The average daily traffic 
volume on this facility is about 30,000 vehicles per day, 
further illustrating that Naito Parkway is projected to 
continue serving as a major transportation link in the 
Central City area.  However, Naito Parkway is currently 
classified as a Traffic Access Street and a Local Service 
Truck Street in the City’s Transportation System Plan, 
which are designed to serve local truck access and 
circulation to residents and businesses.  The overall 
function of  Naito Parkway should be examined, to 
determine its long-term role.

Central Eastside 
Another challenge will be addressing the possible 
transition of  the Central Eastside from a heavy truck 
district into a mixed-use employment area where 
heavy trucks are present but not the primary mode.  
One of  the recommended action items in the City’s 
Freight Master Plan for improving freight mobility 
calls for assessing the freight street classifications for 
the Central Eastside.  This could involve designating 
an interconnected street network within the Central 
Eastside designed to provide internal access and 
circulation for truck movements between major freight 
origins and destination facilities. 

On and Off-Street Truck Loading Regulations
Truck loading regulations enhance the efficient 
movement of  goods delivery to businesses, particularly 
Downtown.  Evaluating and updating on-street and 
off-street truck loading regulations and operations 

The inner eastside serves as a central distribution 
area for regional markets and contains the highest 
concentration of  wholesale facilities among the City’s 
industrial districts.  There were 6,433 people employed 
in the distribution and logistics sectors in the inner 
eastside in 2002, which accounts for roughly eight 
percent of  the total employment in these sectors for 
the Portland region.  

Lower Albina and the northwest industrial district also 
have a large share of  their total employment in these 
sectors.  The average annual wage paid in the Portland 
region by the distribution and logistics industry in 2004 
was $50,438, which is higher than the average wage 
paid in these sectors for the west coast.  As all three of  
these freights districts are within close proximity to the 
surrounding residential neighborhoods, maintaining 
these types of  living-wage jobs within the Central City 
area should be a policy priority.

Southbound I-5 Access from the Central Eastside
The Central Eastside lacks direct access to I-5 
southbound.  The only access is either from the 
Ross Island Bridge, or by way of  the Morrison and 
Hawthorne Bridges, which requires additional truck 
movements through the Downtown area along SW 
Naito Parkway.  Consequently, Naito Parkway functions 
as a major link to the regional freeway system for the 
Central City and the Central Eastside areas by providing 
access to southbound I-5, northbound I-5 and I-84 
via the Morrison Bridge, and NW Front Avenue in the 
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While many City policies are intended to encourage 
use of  non-auto modes, parking remains necessary for 
many travelers.  Consequently, parking is important 
for the success of  retail and restaurant spaces, 
cultural institutions, and to ensure competitive office 
developments.  The location, supply, and pricing of  
parking influences development opportunities, property 
values, and urban form. It plays a key role in land use 
accessibility, the economy of  major centers. It affects 
such diverse travel decisions as mode choice, trip 
destination, and trip frequency.

A major goal of  the CCTMP is to increase the viability 
of  alternative transportation modes, in large part 
through parking management policies. These policies 
have been incorporated into the Zoning Code (Title 33) 
for regulating parking in the Central City Plan District.  
Implicit in those goals, however, is the continued 
role of  the private automobile for trips to the Central 
City.  An adequate parking supply is therefore critical 
to maintaining a vibrant urban core for residents, 
employers and retail establishments. 

City policy aims to “manage the supply of  off- and on-
street parking to improve mobility, support economic 
development, promote the use of  alternative modes, 
and minimize impacts on adjacent neighborhoods.”  
In particular, the policy calls for a managed parking 
environment that prioritizes short-term, followed by 
carpool, and lastly long-term parking, and encourages 
multiple-use off-street parking facilities.  The policy 

also sets forth specific parking policies for new and 
existing developments, surface parking, and area permit 
parking programs.

A key conclusion of  the CCTMP was that “projected 
increase in automobile use and the resulting congestion 
will be a significant constraint in the build-out of  the 
Central City.”  The general policy directive was to 
“pinch” the supply of  parking to provide the necessary 
incentive to use alternative transportation modes.   

BACKgrounD

Earlier parking policies were driven by air quality 
concerns.  In the 1970s, downtown Portland violated 
federal standards for carbon monoxide one out of  
every three days (see Chapter 9 for more information).  
In response, the 1975 Downtown Parking and 
Circulation Policy (DPCP) instituted a cap on the total 

number of  parking spaces in the downtown area, of  
approximately 39,000 stalls.  Residential and hotel 
stalls were exempt, but all other parking was subject to 
land use review.  The last carbon monoxide violation 
was in 1984.  Over time, the parking cap was raised 
incrementally, and eventually eliminated upon adoption 
of  the CCTMP.     

The CCTMP updated policies for managing off-street 
parking for the Central City.  The City’s off-street 
parking policies have been shaped by many of  the same 
plans as the on-street policies.  Specific policies enacted 
by City Council have had a direct impact on Central 
City parking management, particularly the Parking 
Meter District Policy (1996).  This resolution addressed 
parking meter rates, fines and parking enforcement 
in existing meter districts, the formation of  new 
parking meter districts, and the allocation of  revenues 
derived from parking meter systems.   Several smaller 

7.  Parking

Source: PDOT 2009.  More detail in Appendix F.

Table 7.1: Central City Parking Inventory

Subdistrict On-Street On-Street Total
 Metered Unmetered Structured Surface Lot  

Central Eastside 0 6,681 400 6,419 13,500
Downtown 3,384 109 28,972 6,157 38,622

Goose Hollow 447 818 2,379 1,857 5,501
Lloyd District 1,136 598 16,335 5,096 23,165
Lower Albina 0 848 8 1,363 2,219
River District 3,252 252 11,137 3,760 18,401

South Waterfront 309 18 3,065 1,729 5,121
University District 686 0 3,210 755 4,651

TOTAL 9,214 9,324 65,506 27,136 111,180
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amendments to the Central City parking regulations 
have been added to the code.

In 1999, Metro’s Regional Parking Policy mandated 
a region-wide reduction in per capita parking spaces.  
The City of  Portland has approached this requirement 
in several ways.  In the Central City, the City has 
established parking maximums, and eliminated parking 
minimums for residential developments.  

Carpool/vanpool spaces must be provided in all new 
Growth Parking structures with more than 20 spaces.  
The City rents, at market rates, high profile on-street 
parking stalls to Zipcar, currently the only carshare 
company to operate within the City of  Portland.  
Additionally, the City requires bicycle parking with all 
new development approvals, or payment of  an in-lieu 
fee in to a City-administered Bicycle Parking Fund.  
Funding will eventually be utilized to create large, 
centralized bicycle parking facilities within the Central 
City.    

The City of  Portland last officially visited on-street 
parking management issues in July, 2005.   At that 
time, City Council raised on-street parking rates in the 
Central City to help fund Transit Mall redevelopment, 
extending pay hours from 6:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m., and 
unifying rates throughout the parking districts. The 
actions supported City policy that recommends that 
parking revenues fund transportation services within 
the meter district first and citywide projects second. 

 The CCTMP identifies four types of  new parking 
that can be built in the Central City Plan District:

growth Parking describes new parking stalls 
associated with new developments, or additions to 
existing developments, except hotel or residential 
uses, which is a separate category.  In the Core Area, 
Growth Parking can be operated as accessory or 
commercial.  In other parking sectors, commercial use 
is allowed only for Growth Parking created for office 
developments; Growth Parking created for all other 
uses must be accessory.   

Preservation Parking describes new structured 
parking stalls created to serve existing buildings in 
nonresidential/non-hotel uses that do not have their 
own parking supply.        

The Preservation Parking Pool is comprised of  
surface parking stalls inventoried during the CCTMP 
process that were seen as potential candidates for 
redevelopment.  Whenever a surface parking lot 
is redeveloped, regardless of  parking type, the 
spaces go from the Parking Pool into the Parking 
Reserve.  Spaces in the Parking Reserve are available 
for use as Preservation Parking.  There must be 
spaces in the Parking Reserve for Preservation 
Parking to be approved.  An initial balance of  750 
stalls was allocated under the CCTMP.  The most 
recent Preservation Parking case (as of  March 1, 
2008) was the Ladd Tower at SW Jefferson and 
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SW Broadway.  Upon approval of  that request, the 
Preservation Parking Pool contained 2,442 stalls, and 
the Preservation Parking Reserve contained 309 stalls.

residential/Hotel Parking describes new parking 
stalls created in conjunction with dwelling units or hotel 
rooms.  Residential/Hotel Parking must be operated as 
accessory, with one exception: in the Core Area, stalls 
created as part of  a mixed-use development with more 
than 25,000 sf  of  non-residential use may be operated 
as commercial between 7:00 AM and 6:00 PM.

visitor Parking describes new parking stalls created 
to serve shoppers, tourists, and other such visitors who 
make occasional trips to the area.  It is not associated 
with particular development, and is intended for short-
term use.  This can be implemented through the price 
structure, with hourly rates increasing after 4 hours.  
“Early bird” discounts are prohibited.

(Information regarding the maximum parking ratios, 
space inventory, and parking built since 1997 by these 
four parking types is provided in Appendix F.)

RX Zone Parking and Undedicated General Parking 
(UG) are special categories applied to existing surface 
lots with few restrictions, but are not allowed as new 
parking.  Under specific circumstances, however, UG 
is allowed to be retained into new developments within 
the Core Area.  

Central City Parking Review 
Prior to adoption of  the CCTMP, all parking in the 
Central City was subject to land use review.  The 
CCTMP changed that policy, and now Central 
City Parking Review (CCPR)  is required only in 
specific circumstances.  All Visitor and Preservation 
Parking requests are subject to CCPR.  Growth and 
Residential/Hotel Parking do not go through CCPR 
if  they are associated with an allowed use, expansion 
of  a nonconforming use, or a conditional use, and are 
below certain size thresholds.  Approximately 40% of  
all parking stalls constructed under the CCTMP were 
approved through CCPR.

CCPR approval criteria focus on integrating new 
parking with the existing streetscape and transportation 
system.  Urban design considerations emphasize 
maintaining the “desired character” of  the surrounding 
area.  Transportation system impacts focus on whether 

the surrounding streets can adequately handle the 
increase in traffic, and often require mitigation in the 
form of  Transportation Management Plans at each 
approved facility.  Preservation and Visitor Parking 
requests must demonstrate that there is adequate 
demand for the proposed stalls.

Funding and Revenue 
Parking revenue comes from fees collected from street 
parking meters, parking permits, and a share of  parking 
citation fines (shared with the state).  In 2006-2007, 
parking revenues totaled approximately $20 million, just 
under 30% of  PDOT’s discretionary budget (General 
Transportation Revenue), which in turn represents 45% 
of  PDOT’s total annual budget.   City Council voted 
to increase and unify Downtown on-street rates to 
$1.25 per hour beginning July 1, 2005, to pay for the 
Transit Mall redevelopment.  $28.5 million in revenue-
backed bonds had previously been committed to fund 
construction of  the Portland Streetcar.  Additionally, 
a portion of  parking revenues is also allocated to fund 
Streetcar operating costs.  Meter rates in the Lloyd 
District are $0.75 per hour.  

Portland recently installed an electronic reader board 
on the Morrison Bridge alerting drivers to the number 
of  open spaces in three of  the nearby, city-owned 
parking garages.  The pilot project aims to reduce 
cruising for on-street parking by guiding drivers to 
open spots.  An evaluation survey is underway to 
determine drivers’ awareness of  the sign and impact on 

Dynamic signange showing the number of  open stalls at downtown 
Smart Park locations.  
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their parking decisions.

PolICy ovErvIEw

Portland’s parking policies are broadly articulated in the 
Transportation System Plan, policies 6.25 – 6.27.  See 
Appendix G for additional detail.

Policy 6.25 Parking Management: Manage • 
the parking supply to achieve transportation 
policy objectives for neighborhood and 
business district vitality, auto trip reduction, 
and improved air quality

Pol• icy 6.26 On-street Parking Management: 
Manage the supply, operations, and demand 
for parking and loading in the public right-
of-way to encourage economic vitality, safety 
for all modes, and livability of  residential 
neighborhoods

Po• licy 3.27 Off-street Parking: Regulate 
off-street parking to promote good urban 
form and the vitality of  commercial and 
employment areas.

PArKIng InvEnTory

Off-street parking
Downtown accounts for 37% of  the Central City’s 
92,000 off-street parking stalls.   Of  the approximately 
35,000 stalls located Downtown, 80% are in structures, 
and 20% are on surface lots.  The Lloyd District makes 

up 28% of  the Central City’s off-street total, with 72% 
located in structures.  Structures contain more than 
74% of  the River District’s 18,000 stalls.  Notably, the 
two parking sectors with the least amount of  total 
off-street parking have the least amount of  parking in 
structures.  Fifty-six percent of  stalls in Goose Hollow 
are in structures, while only 1% of  stalls in Lower 
Albina are in structures.  Approximately 1/3 of  the 
new spaces in the South Waterfront are located on 
surface lots.  

Downtown sectors 2 and 4 account for 27% of  
Central City District’s off-street parking (Figure 7.2).  
These sectors comprise the majority of  the area 
between West Burnside and the University District 
East of  I-405.  The sector with the third most spaces, 
Lloyd District 3, is comprised of  the Lloyd Center and 
most of  Broadway and Weidler on the east side.

On-street parking 
The Central City has approximately 18,500 on-
street parking spaces, 9,200 of  which are pay spaces.  
Downtown, pay spaces account for over 97% of  the 
available on-street parking.  In the River District, pay 
spaces make up almost 93% of  on-street parking.  In 
the Lloyd District, pay spaces make up 2/3 of  the 
total on-street spaces.  Parking spaces that are not paid 
parking consist of  unlimited use spaces, time-limited 
spaces, spaces reserved for government vehicles, 
business-relates zones such as theater, taxi, and hotel 
zones, loading zones and other special use spaces.  

One of the goals of the parking maximums established by 
the CCTMP was to “level the playing field” so that no one 
project would have significantly more parking than another.  
Maximums cap the supply at a level that assures equal 
benefit to developments, and help monitor and control the 
supply for use as Preservation Parking.  

One result of maximums was that office developments 
would be less likely to make their spaces available for short 
term users.  In response,  the City developed the Smart 
Park system to augment the short-term parking supply.  
The City currently owns and operates seven Smart Park 
garages throughout Downtown and the Pearl District, with 
approximately 4,500 parking stalls.  Smart Park revenues are 
collected and managed by the Office of Management and 
Finance. 

Short-term parking strategies
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There are two types of  paid on-street parking: Smart 
Park (where one station controls more than one stall) 
and traditional parking meters.  Parking meters are 
being phased out; only 9% of  pay spaces in the Central 
City still use meters, 75% of  which are in the Lloyd 
District.  Almost half  of  on-street pay spaces are in the 
Downtown parking sectors, and 28% are in the River 
District parking sectors.  Goose Hollow and South 
Waterfront parking sectors combined account for only 
8% of  paid on-street parking in the Central City.  One-
third of  pay spaces in the Central City have a 90-minute 
limit.  Thirty-one percent are between two and three 
hours.  Four hour or longer parking accounts for 26%, 
and one hour or less spaces are 10% of  the total.  
Fifty-six percent of  unmetered on-street spaces within 
a study area of  the western portion of  the Central 
Eastside district are no limit spaces.   One to two-hour 

limit spaces comprise 36% of  the spaces, and spaces 
limited to less than one hour consist of  less than 7% of  
the total spaces in the study area.  Peak occupancy rates 
during the one-day study were much higher for no limit 
stalls (87.6%) and 2-hour stalls (66.1%) than for stalls 
with limits of  less than one hour (less than 50%).

Parking built since adoption of  CCTMP
In 2000, the City eliminated all minimum parking 
requirements in the Central City   Now, in all parking 
sectors, maximum parking ratios apply to Growth 
Parking in certain use categories.  Ratios are applied 
per 1,000 square feet of  floor area, or per number of  
dwelling units/hotel rooms.  Adjustments through 
CCPR are allowed, in certain circumstances.
Approximately 22,000 new off-street parking stalls 
have been constructed in the Central City since the 

CCTMP became effective in February 1997: 6,500 
Growth, 2,000 Preservation, 3,000 Visitor, and 10,500 
Residential/Hotel (see Appendix F for more detailed 
information).  Exact figures are not available, for two 
reasons.  The first is that the majority of  construction 
in the Central City did not require CCPR, and built 
below maximum parking ratios.  In those situations, 
particularly in mixed-use residential buildings, 
applicants are not required to categorize precise 
numbers of  each type of  parking constructed.  

For example, a 100-unit condominium building with 
10,000 sf  of  ground floor retail in parking sector 
RD5 could build up to 165 parking stalls outright: 
150 Residential/Hotel and 15 Growth stalls.  If  the 
developer chooses to build at or below the maximum, 
reporting how many will be operated as Growth 
(commercial or accessory to retail) and Residential/
Hotel (accessory to residential) is not required.  Field 
observations indicate that most of  these types of  
developments do not contain commercial parking, 
so for this analysis, all stalls in mixed-use residential 
buildings that did not go through CCPR were assigned 
to the Residential/Hotel category.

The second reason a precise accounting of  parking 
by type is unavailable has to do with the difficulty in 
obtaining as-built plans for projects that went through 
CCPR.  This issue is examined in more detail below.   
Determining whether or not a CCPR case advanced 
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to construction is a relatively simple exercise, but 
independently determining whether a project was 
built at or below the permitted amount is problematic.  
For the purposes of  this analysis, the numbers reflect 
approved CCPR cases that were followed through to 
construction.

Growth in Parking Due to New Development
The analysis of  parking built since adoption of  the 
CCTMP revealed several noteworthy trends.  First, in 
parking sectors with maximum Residential/Hotel ratios 
(Core Area parking sectors and the South Waterfront), 
developers have built to just over 60% of  the 
maximum, averaging approximately 0.9 stalls per unit.  
This is true regardless of  how high the maximum ratio 
is; i.e., higher maximum ratios generally results in more 
parking.  In areas with no Residential/Hotel maximum, 
the ratio is slightly higher at 1.0 stalls per unit.  

Additionally, Growth Parking has been built 
approximately 15% below the maximum allowed, at 
1.5 stalls per 1,000 square feet of  floor area.  This 
is true regardless of  how high the maximum ratio is 
in a particular sector.  This number increases to 2.5 
stalls per square foot in sectors with no maximum on 
Growth Parking.    Preservation Parking has seen similar 
build-out, at approximately 87% of  the maximum, 
where maximum ratios apply.  

Parking Built under CCPR
An approved Central City Parking Review expires 
after 5 years.  In many instances, approval is sought 
on projects that never advance to construction.  Prior 
to 2005, the code required periodic renewals of  
surface lot permits.  As a result, there are many CCPR 
approvals that do not represent new parking stalls.  
This analysis used the best available data to filter out 
surface lot renewals and approvals that expired and 
were never built.  Additionally, two exceptionally 
large CCPR cases are excluded: the Brewery Blocks 
(1,758 stalls) and OHSU South Waterfront (1,446 
stalls).  Collectively these two cases accounted for 
approximately 1/3 of  all stalls approved through 
CCPR. 

Excluding the two outliers noted above, 37 CCPR 
cases involved the approval and construction or 
striping of  new parking stalls in the Central City, 
resulting in approximately 7,800 stalls, or 41% of  all 
new parking.  The average size of  a CCPR approval 
was 205 stalls, and the median size was 163 stalls.  
Downtown saw the most CCPR cases (21) and a high 
percentage (70%) of  all stalls built in the subdistrict 
went through CCPR.  This is due to the large amount 
of  Preservation and Visitor Parking built downtown: 
approximately 2/3 of  all Preservation Parking ¾ of  
all Visitor Parking is located downtown.   
Less than half  of  the Growth Parking approved 
through CCPR was built.  Multiple approvals for 
above-ground parking structures on three downtown 

Up to 30% of traffic in urban areas 
may be cruising for on-street parking.  
One way to eliminate cruising 
is by charging rates that ensure 
approximately one parking spot open 
on each block.  

A study of on-street parking in • Seattle, WA found the 
average parking duration in one-hour spots was 2.1 
hours.

In • Redwood, CA the parking manager is authorized 
to adjust rates up or down $0.25 to $0.75 per 
hour.  Meter rates are highest in the evening in 
the entertainment district, ensuring availability and 
reducing cruising.

In • Midtown Manhattan, variable rate pricing 
ensures turnover and maximizes meter revenue.   
On-street rates are set at $2 for one hour, $5 for two 
hours, $9 for three hours and $12 for four hours.  
Average parking time has decreased from 4-6 hours 
to 90 minutes, coupled with a decrease in occupancy 
rates from 120 percent to 85 percent.

San Francisco, CA•	  taxes off-street lots at a rate 
of 25%.  While the cost is usually passed on 
to consumers, a tax on parking rates can help 
municipalities influence the cost of off-street parking 
and demand.

Parking pricing strategies
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parcels account for the majority of  the balance.  
Approximately two-thirds of  approved Preservation 
and Visitor Parking advanced to construction.  Eight-
hundred fifty-two Visitor Parking stalls (~45% of  all 
Visitor Parking) were added through re-striping of  
existing Smart Park garages, and the construction of  
the Station Place Smart Park in the Pearl District.   

PArKIng uTIlIzATIon

In 2008 PDOT commissioned a study examing the 
utilization rates of  both on- and off-street parking 
facilities Downtown and in the River District.  Among 
the key conclusions:

Drivers are generally able to find convenient • 
parking with relative ease.  In a user survey, 
more than 75% of  respondents parked within 

two blocks of  their destination and two-
thirds spent less than one minute looking for 
parking. 
Drivers indicated minimal negative impact • 
from current pricing structures, but also 
limited interest in paying more for premium 
locations.

On-street parking utilization peaks from noon • 
to 1:00 PM (77% capacity) and from 7:00 PM 
to 8:00 PM (83% capacity).

The highest on-street utilization was around • 
West Burnside St., especially in the area near 
the Stark St. triangle and the Brewery Blocks.  
Goose Hollow had high utilization in the 
evening hours, due to residential and PGE 
Park demand.

Duration and turnover analyses show that on-• 
street parking operates very efficiently, with 
most short-term spaces serving four to five 
vehicles over the course of  a day.  

Most commercial off-street parking facilities • 
operate at or near capacity during the midday 
peak.  These utilization rates do not indicate 
considerable room for increased peak hour 
demand at most facilities.  

Off-street facilities see the highest utilization • 
rates during the midday peak, comapred to the 
evening peak for on-street parking.  This is 
likely attributed to free on-street parking after 
7:00 PM.  

Parking demand for residential uses reaches its • 
low point at around 2:00 PM, at 68% capacity.  
This is considerably higher than the national 
average of  30%, indicating that residents of  
the Central City are more likely to leave their 
cars at home during the day.

DEfICIEnCIES 

Below is a list of  problems with current regulations, 
ranging from enforcement and monitoring issues, to 
preservation parking policy changes and methodology 
for estimating visitor parking demand.  

Central City Parking Analysis November 2008 
On-Street Parking Conditions 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 20

Chart 3 Area-wide On-Street Parking Weekday Utilization Profile 
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As Chart 3 shows, the overall study area has a mid day peak hour between noon and 1 p.m., with
77 percent utilization; and, an evening peak hour from 7 to 8 p.m., with 83 percent utilization. This
general pattern, with mid day and evening peak periods, is fairly typical of downtowns
particularly where the mix of land uses draws dining, entertainment, and residential activities in
the evenings. The peak utilization levels for mid day and evening peak hours indicate that the
overall system is approaching its effective capacity during the peak hours.

The peak hour utilization levels shown in Chart 3 are somewhat lower than observed in a 2004
analysis of parking conditions (Reference 4). In the 2004 study overall occupancy was found to be
94 percent during the peak hour, which occurred between 7 and 8 p.m. (the 2004 study did not
include daytime conditions). The difference in findings may be due in part to differences in data
collection areas, as well as considerable construction activities in 2008 associated with the light rail
expansion on SW 5th and 6th Avenues.

In addition to the construction activities, the 2008 data collection effort took place while the country
was experiencing rapidly rising prices for gasoline. At the beginning of 2008, gas prices in Oregon
were just over $3.00 per gallon. By June, when this data collection was in full swing, average gas
prices in Oregon exceeded $4.25 per gallon (Reference 5). Not surprisingly, the rise in fuel prices
was accompanied by sharp increases in transit ridership. TriMet reported a nearly five percent
increase in ridership in June 2008 compared to the prior June (Reference 6). Similarly, increases in
bicycle commuting were evidenced on downtown bicycle lanes and bicycle parking facilities.

Figure 7.3.  Parking demand by time of  day
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As-built Plans
In many instances, applicants are required to submit 
as-built plans for all parking that is constructed, within 
30 days of  the date the parking is in operation.  The 
as-built plans were required as an easy method of  
maintaining an accurate account of  new off-street 
parking stalls; however, in many cases they were never 
submitted to the Parking Manager.  This is due to a 
disparity between when the CCPR occurs and  when 
building permits are reviewed by the Bureau of  
Development Services, which ultimately receives as-
built plans.  

A secondary issue is that the final striping of  the 
parking stalls may be different from the as-built plans 
submitted to the City.  This is the main reason that no 
accurate count of  various parking types, even those 
that go through CCPR, is available.

Visitor Parking
There are no specific standards for evaluating Visitor 
Parking demand studies when applicants are requesting 
Visitor Parking. Currently, demand for Visitor Parking 
may be double-counted by applicants (e.g. if  an 
applicant is claiming visitor parking to serve a certain 
retail establishment that a previous applicant has 
already claimed).   

Operation Reports
Applicants are required to submit operation reports at 
various intervals for Growth, Preservation and Visitor 

Parking.  If  operation reports are not submitted to 
the Parking Manager, the possibility of  enforcing 
operations regulations is nullified.   

Preservation Parking Eligibility List
The City does not have a Preservation Parking 
Eligibility List.  Each request for Preservation Parking 
is evaluated on a case by case basis to establish the 
degree to which each proposed project is under-
parked and thus eligible.  As noted above, monthly 
permits for Preservation Parking may only be sold to 
buildings on the Eligibility List; the lack of  such a list 
creates another significant enforcement gap.  

Preservation Parking Pool and Reserve
Many CCPR cases that contain Preservation Parking 
are approved but never constructed.  There is no 
guidance in Title 33 for this common situation, and 
historically, these stalls have not been added back to 
the Pool and Reserve.  Therefore it is very likely that 
the actual count of  stalls in the Pool and Reserve is 
considerably higher than the numbers reported above.  
The inaccurate accounting is compounded by the 
as-built plan issue.   There is often no reckoning of  
the precise number of  stalls constructed, even when 
CCPR-approved projects are known to have been 
completed.        

Preservation Parking Agreements
Preservation Parking requires detailed agreements 
between the City and owners/operators of  

On- and off-street rates in public garages should •	
be closely coordinated, possibly by time of day, to 
assure that visitors are prioritized and access 
maximized.  This can require reducing free on-
street parking in the evenings.  If off-street lots 
charge in the evenings, free on-street spots create 
an increased demand and an imbalanced parking 
system.   

Transit service should be priced competitively •	
with parking rates.  Daily parking rates should 
be priced at least equal to the cost of two one-way 
transit fares, and monthly parking rates should be 
priced the same or greater than a monthly transit 
pass. 

Parking Benefit Districts•	  utilize parking revenues 
to provide transportation improvements to improve 
an area’s viability.   These districts may also 
use strategies such as Transportation Demand 
Management effectively, without sacrificing revenue.  

Coordinating on-street parking rates 
with off-street parking and transit is 
another key element to adequately 
pricing on-street parking, ensuring 
turnover, and reducing congestion.  

Parking pricing strategies
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Preservation Parking, but few have been submitted.  
The lack of  proper enforcement undermines the 
purpose of  Preservation Parking, which is to provide 
parking for older buildings, and reduces the competitive 
disadvantage that under-parked buildings face in a 
thriving Central City real estate market. 

Parking Manager
Central City parking regulations require a significant 
amount of  enforcement.  Many of  the regulations 
are very difficult for the City to monitor and enforce.  
Currently, there is no official Parking Manager.  Neither 
the Portland Office of  Transportation nor the Bureau 
of  Development Services have adequate resources 
dedicated to enforce compliance with the parking 
regulations. 

Enforcement and Fine Structure of  On-Street Parking 
Enforcement of  on-street parking regulations is critical 
for traffic management and parking space turnover.  
City parking enforcement agents issue many tickets for 
over-time parking, parking in illegal zones, and parking 
improperly.  The fine for many of  these tickets is $24, 
which may not be enough of  an incentive to comply 
with the parking regulations.  Increasing the fine 
structure requires City Council approval.  

ASSESSMEnT AnD CHAllEngES

Focus on regulating parking supply instead of  operations
The City currently has two methods of  regulating 

parking: a) controlling supply through parking 
maximums, and b) regulating operations.  Examples 
of  the latter include designating parking as accessory 
or commercial, controlling hours of  operation and 
early bird specials for commuters.  However, to 
achieve and monitor compliance, operations reports 
must be submitted and reviewed regularly.  This has 
not occurred, and the City has had little success in 
achieving compliance with existing parking regulations.

Re-examine Parking Ratios
Developers are building substantially below allowed 
parking maximums.  Since parking demand is 
considerably below that allowed by the code, it may 
be possible to deregulate parking policy without 
compromising congestion management and air quality 
objectives.  If  the total amount of  parking built in 
the Central City is less than the amount allowed, 
particularly commuter parking, then deregulation of  
parking policy would simplify the development review 
process.  

The purpose of  parking sectors should be re-examined, 
and their boundaries open to revision.  With new 
developments and expanded transit service, the Core 
Area in particular may effectively extend beyond its 
current boundary.  If  maximum ratios are continued, 
they should be simplified and expanded to cover retail 
uses in all parking sectors.  

Redefine Preservation Parking policy
The City does not monitor compliance with existing 
policies, nor are there incentives for compliance.  
Therefore, it cannot be determined whether 
Preservation Parking actually serves eligible buildings 
and has achieved its objectives.  In addition, current 
policy does not regulate the price of  new Preservation 
Parking, so Preservation-eligible buildings may 
be “priced out” over time, and lose their parking 
entitlement.  The City must explore more ways to 
provide parking for buildings with little or no parking, 
which do not require complex zoning code language 
and continuous reporting.  At a minimum, the City 
should require the ownership and operation affidavits 
as part of  the approval criteria.  

Figure 7.4.  “Zipcar” carshare locations in the Central City
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Equalize Growth and Preservation maximum parking ratios
Preservation Parking has a maximum ratio of  0.7 
regardless of  use type, such as office, retail, medical 
and schools/colleges.  The one exception is for 
Preservation Buildings “that are individually listed in 
the National Register of  Historic Places or classified 
as contributing in the analysis done in support of  a 
Historic District’s creation,” which can build to the 
maximum ratios for Growth Parking in their respective 
parking sector.  Few buildings involved in Preservation 
Parking requests met the latter requirement.   

Distinguishing buildings based on historic status, rather 
than actual parking need, places buildings that are 
not officially “historic” at a competitive disadvantage 
with newer buildings that are subject to Growth 
Parking ratios.  The 0.7 ratio also reduces parking for 
commercial uses to a single standard, when the base 
maximums reflect a greater need for some uses, as 
high as 2.0 in some parking sectors.  Any continuation 
of  Preservation Parking should provide the same 
maximum ratios applied to new construction. 

Address carshare space allocation
The CCTMP does not currently address the allocation 
of  carshare spaces within the Central City.  One 
potential policy shift would be to allow car sharing 
vehicles to park in any non-restricted parking space for 
a flat monthly fee, rather than in an assigned parking 
space.  However, there are several problems with 
this scenario, most notably that carshare companies 

rely on the predictability of  their fleet location to 
operate their business.  Carshare companies could be 
encouraged to consider storing their fleet in off-street 
garages, and in low-priority neighborhood or metered 
areas.  The City could also consider adding carshare to 
the hierarchy of  on-street parking priority.  

Deregulate underground parking
Current policy requires CCPR for parking built 
beneath existing buildings.  The Central Portland 
Transportation Plan should examine the feasibility 
of  deregulating maximum parking ratios for all 
underground parking, and eliminating CCPR for 
underground parking.  There are important benefits to 
building underground, such as maximizing floor area 
ratios and facilitating active ground floor uses.  Since 
developers have historically built below maximum 
ratios, coupled with escalating construction costs, 
it is unlikely that developers will begin to overbuild 
underground parking.  

Re-examine CCPR and the role of  the Parking Manager
Adequate enforcement and monitoring of  the current 
parking regulations requires, at a minimum, one 
full-time position dedicated solely to this task.  Over 
time, funding cutbacks have reduced the position 
of  Parking Manager to a part-time role in the Travel 
Options Division at PDOT.  Simplified regulations 
could further reduce the percentage of  cases required 
to go through CCPR, and would allow for better 

Several cities, including•  Seattle, WA and Long 
Beach, CA have subsidized indoor, controlled-
access bicycle parking facilities operated by 
Bikestation.   

Stacked/robotic parking•	  may lead to significant 
efficiencies in terms of spaces provided and total 
cost per stall.  Capital costs and rental rates can 
be substantially lower: in Berkeley, CA, some 
automated stalls rent for $150/month.  

Freight deliveries in•	  Seattle, WA must be done 
between 9pm and 6am.  This provides spaces for 
freight delivery purposes and businesses while still 
allowing customers to use the curbside spaces 
during business hours.  Alternatively, loading zones 
in New York City are metered during peak hours 
and require drivers to pay an escalating fee for using 
the space.   

Shared bicycle and motorcycle parking corrals•	  
would increase parking for both modes, minimizing 
the loss of auto parking spaces.

Traditional parking policies have 
focused on managing passenger 
vehicles in the right-of-way, on 
surface lots and in immobile parking 
structures.  

Parking pricing strategies
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compliance monitoring.  Currently, all Preservation and 
Visitor Parking requests must go through CCPR.  An 
alternative approach would be to require CCPR for 
cases above a certain number of  stalls, and not at all for 
underground parking. 

Introduce user fees as part of  off-street parking regulation
A fee for the use of  off  street parking would serve 
two primary purposes.  First, it would provide 
needed revenue to the City, which could be used to 
subsidize parking for historic buildings, or to pay for 
increased transit service or improved pedestrian and 
bicycle facilities.  The second purpose would be to 
regulate parking price, encouraging the use of  other 
transportation modes and making redevelopment of  
surface parking lots more attractive to property owners.  
This tool would require steps that go beyond zoning.

Reduce barriers to shared use parking 
Shared parking is an efficient way to meet short-term 
demand, as well as the demands of  historic buildings, 
without adding to the overall parking stock.  Current 
policy restricts all Residential/Hotel Parking to 
accessory use, except for buildings that are “mixed-
use,” and provide 25,000 sf  or more of  non-residential 
uses.  In this situation, under-utilized spaces can 
be used for short-term use during the day, both on 
weekdays and weekends. This 25,000-sf  provision 
excludes all but the largest projects. An alternative 
concept would be to lower the minimum square 
footage of  non-residential uses to less than 25,000 

sf, or use a fixed percentage of  the total net square 
footage as an accounting measure (e.g. allow shared 
parking if  non residential parking is equal or larger than 
50 percent of  total development).

Clarify visitor parking demand requirements
Visitor Parking demand study requirements need to 
be clarified, to determine need and to defend staff  
recommendations. For example, policy is unclear 
regarding appropriate assumptions for turnover rates 
for various uses, mode split, vacancy and occupancy 
rates for short-term parking lots. It would be helpful 
to have specific threshold amounts (e.g. 85-95% 
occupancy) and indicators for strong or weak demand.  
The City must maintain an up-to-date inventory of  
Visitor Parking, with a list and map of  the locations.

Update carpool/vanpool parking regulations
Carpool/Vanpool is one of  the alternative 
transportation options available to people within the 
Metro region.  However, the City’s current carpool 
policy does not address vanpool.  The possibility 
of  moving all on-street carpool spaces to off-street 
garages should be evaluated.

Develop valet parking regulations
There is no regulation to ensure that valet spots are 
used properly, or a policy dictating how the spots 
should be evaluated and permitted.  Codifying the 
practice will define what a valet space is, what kinds of  
sign boards are allowed and what language a contract 

for parking must contain.  A more formal evaluation 
process should be created, with restaurants having 
to show a need for a space and other specifics.  It is 
important that a system to appeal decisions and fines 
be part of  any new code.  One major issue to address is 
whether or not the general public can still use a parking 
space when a valet sign is placed in a parking space 
within the public right-of-way. 

Revise loading dock regulations
Current policy requires new development to 
incorporate loading docks into building design that 
allows for front entry and exit of  trucks.  This policy 
is rarely enforced.  Major loading destinations, like 
grocery stores, often have trucks parked in front, 
removing valuable curb-side parking.  This requirement 
should be revisited and possibly eliminated.     
 
Re-examine parking pricing structures
On-street rates could be adjusted to better reflect off-
street rates, and reduce “cruising” for on-street parking 
during congested hours.  Alternatively, variable pricing 
structures could be explored.  Any shift in parking rate 
structures should follow a thorough parking study for 
Central City to provide a baseline for determining any 
new policies and goals.
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8.  Transportation Demand Management

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) is a 
term used to describe strategies for increasing the 
efficient use of  transportation resources. TDM strives 
to influence human behavior to reduce or redistribute 
transportation demand.  The principal objective of  
TDM programs is to reduce vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT) by promoting, carpool, transit, bicycle and 
pedestrian programs.  This has the effect of  addressing 
air quality, congestion, mobility, economy, safety, health, 
land use, energy consumption, and transportation 
expenditures in both the private and public sectors at 
the same time.

 TDM can be a critical part of  an economic 
development strategy.  For developers of  new 
properties, it may reduce the number of  parking 
spaces needed for residents or employees, and result 
in a significant cost savings.  These strategies generally 
result in lower transportation expenses for employees.  
Promoting walking and cycling can also have a positive 
impact on the health of  the workforce.  For the City of  
Portland, TDM strategies can reduce capital expenses 
for new roadway infrastructure, manage existing and 
new capacity more efficiently, and reduce the need for 
additional public parking spaces.  

TDM Also known as Mobility Management and 
Commute Trip Reduction, implementing TDM 
strategies in concert with investments in key 
infrastructure projects will allow the Portland region to 
maximize investment in the transportation system.

BACKgrounD

Transportation Management Associations (TMAs), 
which serve as the coordinating entity for area TDM 
programs, have been established as a reaction to 
increased regulations at the local, state and federal 
levels.  TMAs in Southern California were initiated to 
manage community responses to the requirements of  
the Federal Clean Air Act.  In the Puget Sound area, 
TMAs grew in response to the State of  Washington’s 
Commute Trip Reduction Act (CTR).  

In 1996, Oregon adopted the Employee Commute 
Options (ECO) Rule which requires employers with 
more than 50 employees to develop a good faith plan 
aimed at reducing drive-alone trips by 10% over three 
years.  The rule was updated in 2006 to cover only 
those employers with greater than 100 employees 
(reporting on progress is mandatory, achieving 
reduction targets is not).  The Westside Transportation 
Alliance (WTA) and Swan Island TMA formed in 
response to the ECO Rule, and they work closely with 
large employers (i.e., over 100 employees) to comply 
with the ECO Rule.  A random sampling of  businesses 
subject to the provisions of  the ECO Rule showed that 
approximately 70% saw reductions in auto commute 
trips by employees.

The Lloyd District TMA has successfully reduced 
commuting by automobile, eliminating the need for 
additional automobile parking facilities.  Likewise, the 

City of  Portland’s Smart Trips programs and other 
examples around the country point to future uses 
of  TDM strategies that can be incorporated as part 
of  the Central Portland Plan and Central Portland 
Transportation Plan.

PolICy ovErvIEw

The CCTMP outlines the TDM strategies and policies 
adopted in 1995 (Appendix H).  Key among the nine 
action items in the CCTMP was the calling for a TMA 
in the Lloyd District, which has played a significant role 
in shifting the mind set of  Lloyd District businesses 
and visitors and has dramatically shifted the commute 
mode share away from single occupancy vehicles.  
Similarly, the CCTMP called for the formation of  
a Downtown TMA to help promote transportation 
options to the thousands of  businesses and residents in 
the central city.  The Association for Portland Progress 
studied the feasibility of  forming a Downtown TMA in 
2000, and while the findings were supportive, the effort 
lost momentum and never saw fruition.  

Like the ECO Rule, which is applicable outside the 
Central City, Central City employers with more than 
100 employees must provide incentives for employee 
use of  alternative modes like transit or carpooling. 
The incentives must have the potential to reduce 
commute trips by 10%.  Employers that are acting 
in “good faith” by submitting the necessary plans 
and performing the required surveys are generally 
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implemented.  For example, in 2000 the City led 
a multi-agency effort to establish a new carpool 
program and developed an online carpool matching 
service (www.CarpoolMatchNW.org) which has since 
shifted to Metro (Action item 7 of  CCTMP).  

As the Central City continues to grow as the major 
employment destination for the region, it will 
become increasingly important to establish TDM 
programs and policies that maximize the capacity 
of  our transportation system.  This may include 
expanded resident and employer outreach, amended 
development codes that encourage the use of  
transportation options, the formation of  additional 
TMAs, and programs that target key corridors serving 
the Central City.  

Implementation of  TDM programs should generally 
occur in concert with the allocation of  new 
infrastructure, to maximize the return on investment.   
Education and outreach programs will yield only 
modest results unless coupled with improvements in 
transit, walking, bicycling, or carpool infrastructure.  
The same is true for infrastructure projects: when 
infrastructure is added to the network, there should be 
a corresponding demand management element. 

TMAs are • non-profit, member-controlled 
organizations that provide transportation services in 
a particular area, such as a commercial district, mall, 
medical center or industrial park. They are generally 
public-private partnerships, consisting primarily of 
area businesses with local government support. 

TMAs are usually • more cost effective than 
programs managed by individual businesses. TMAs 
allow small employers to provide commute trip 
reduction services comparable to those offered by 
large companies. 

TMAs serve the perceived need of the district:

Regulatory. •	  Stakeholders create a forum for 
responding to regulation.  This type of TMA is 
generally targeted toward large employers.

Economic Development. •	  Businesses and 
stakeholders perceive transportation and access as 
key factors facilitating or constraining near- and long-
term economic growth.

Transportation Management 
Associations (TMAs) provide an 
institutional framework for TDM 
programs and services. 

considered to be in compliance.  

The market for TDM in Portland has grown 
dramatically since 1995, as many of  the policies and 
action items in the CCTMP have been successfully 
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CEnTrAl CITy TDM ProgrAMS

Lloyd Transportation Management Association 
One of  the most successful TMAs in the country is the 
Lloyd Transportation Management Association, which 
stemmed from the Lloyd District Partnership Plan and 
the CCTMP.  In 1994, property owners and businesses 
within the Lloyd District initiated a partnership with 
the City of  Portland and TriMet to significantly 
enhance commute mode choices over a 20-year period.  
The resulting plan was a comprehensive partnership 
agreement intended to manage growth while preserving 
and enhancing livability and access for this growing 
inner-city area.  The recommended package of  inter-
related programs and strategies included:

Im• proved transit service

Im• proved access and amenities for bicycling 
and walking

Ma• ximum parking ratios for new office and 
retail development

Ma• naging and limiting the supply of  parking 
on large surface parking lots

De• velopment of  a plan for installing parking 
controls and parking meters in the district to 
eliminate free on and off-street commuter 
parking spaces

Ag• reements by the private sector to support 
and implement employee transit subsidy 
programs

Est• ablishment of  a private sector funding 
program through formation of  a Business 
Improvement District

Cr• eation of  the Lloyd TMA as a local, non-
profit business organization that would act 
as both a forum and catalyst to implement 
the Lloyd District Partnership Plan and its 
associated employer based transportation 
program
Sh• aring of  parking meter revenues, through 
the Lloyd TMA to support transportation and 
parking services within the Lloyd District.

The Lloyd District Partnership Plan was finalized and 
adopted by the Portland City Council, the TriMet 
Board of  Directors, and the Board of  Directors of  
the Lloyd TMA, and implemented in April 1997.  At 
the time of  initiation of  the plan process in 1994, the 
average commute mode split for transit was 10% and 
bicycling was 1%.  By 1997, the transit mode split had 
risen to 21%.  By the end of  2005, transit had risen to 
41% and bikes to nearly 5%.  

Portland’s SmartTrips
Portland’s SmartTrips model, both residential and 
employer-based, is among the most cost effective 
and successful TDM programs in the nation today, 
typically yielding an 8-12% reduction in drive alone 
trips.  Given this, PDOT is planning to reach every 
resident and employee in the city once every five years 
with the SmartTrips program.  Leveraging investments 

Table 8.1: Local TDM Providers

Program Provider Program Description

City of Portland, Transportation Options

Provides Individualized Marketing (SmartTrips) to all 
downtown employees, works on parking policy work 
(carpool/carshare), provides carbon assessments 
to employers, works closely with TMAs, and  helps 
craft transportation management plans.

Metro Regional Travel Options
Administers the carpool website, CarpoolMatchNW.
org, distributes CMAQ funds to partners, and funds 
TMAs.

TriMet

Administers the ECO survey process with employers 
in their jurisdiction, and provides comprehensive 
TDM programs including transit pass sales and 
assistance with promoting all modes.  

Oregon Department of Environmental 
Quality Administers the ECO rule
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in light rail, streetcar, and the bicycle network with a 
program of  this magnitude will allow the region, and 
more importantly the Central City, to realize a much 
larger return on investment through increased use and 
support for further development of  the system.
 
PlAnnED IMProvEMEnTS

A TDM Plan, which will outline PDOT’s actions over 
the next twenty years, is in production. The TDM Plan 
and the TDM program will focus Central City TDM 
outreach and policy efforts on reducing employee 
commute trips and encouraging efficient use of  the 
system.  Strategies may include: 

Ind• ividualized marketing strategies 

Co• rridor Transportation Demand 
Management

D• evelopment code and policy changes

Es• tablishment of  new Central City TMAs.

Corridor Transportation Demand Management  
Starting in 2008, there are several major construction 
projects planned for roadways leading into downtown 
Portland.  Major construction can reduce roadway 
capacity during construction through lane and shoulder 
diversions and closures, complicating travel into the 
Central City.

PDOT should consider working with ODOT, TriMet 

and Metro Regional Travel Options to develop 
and implement “corridor transportation demand 
management” plans.  Corridor TDM programs 
provide more and better options for travelers during 
major construction projects and in congested 
corridors.  A corridor based TDM approach might 
include elements such as:

Add• itional transit service

Su• bsidized vanpools

C• ongestion pricing or tolling in the corridor

A• ggressive parking  management including 
meter districts and variable pricing

M• arketing of  carpool, telecommuting and 
compressed work week options

M• arketing of  all transportation options at 
households (where trips begin) and at work 
sites along the corridor.  

Developing a corridor TDM program is consistent 
with Metro’s Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 
which calls for implementing strong TDM measures 
in congested corridors such as I-84 and I-5.  In 
fact, PDOT’s SmartTrips program, which is easily 
scalable to fit a corridor scenario, is the only TDM 
program in the financially constrained RTP outside 
the allocation Metro takes off  the top to fund its RTO 
program.  Presently Singapore sets the standard with 
respect to coupling TDM with pricing mechanisms.  
However, London is doing something similar with its 

TMAs offer members and 
participants a wide variety of 
programs and services.  

Compliance assistance•	
Shuttle programs •	
Carpool/Vanpool services (from matching services to •	
actual fleet operation)
Transit programs•	

 Subsidy programs•	
 Trip planning services•	
 Employee training/orientation•	

Parking Management (policy development to operations)•	
Bicycle programs•	
Pedestrian programs•	
Transportation Store (retail outlet for TDM program sales)•	
Advocacy•	
Outreach•	
Marketing/Communications•	
Urban Design Consulting•	
Events (i.e., transportation fairs, informational events)•	
Economic benefits•	
Healthy workforce•	

Management Strategies
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new pricing scheme, which pours new revenue in to 
enhanced transit and outreach programs (see Appendix 
A for more information).  

BEST PrACTICES

Transportation Solutions (Denver, CO- Cherry Creek)
Transportation Solutions of  Denver, CO is regarded 
as a national leader in developing strong relationships 
with developers and businesses.  Perhaps more than 
any other TMA, they work to meet the needs of  
members and have garnered the respect of  the business 
community.  The TMA is no longer dependent on 
CMAQ money for survival, allowing them to be more 
member driven and district focused than most TMAs.  

While Transportation Solutions conducts outreach 
to the general public, their core mission involves 
developing specific and thorough campaigns for 
“clients” such as University of  Denver and the 
Clayton Lane Development.  Transportation Solutions 
also works in the policy realm, acting as the voice 
for the Cherry Creek community for transit service 
or agency planning and investment decisions.  The 
TMA frequently addresses the City Council and the 
Planning Board on land use decisions or development 
agreements in the district.  

Washington State CTR Performance Grant Program 
The Washington State Legislature passed the Commute 
Trip Reduction (CTR) Law in 1991, incorporating 

Table 8.2: Strategies for implementing TDM policy
Strategies Examples

Institutional, policy, regulatory and 
market reforms

Regulatory, market reforms, polluter pays, carbon trading & carbon markets•	
Road taxes, fuel taxes, vehicle tax and registration fees•	

Management Practices
Change management techniques to build support for institutional change •	
Asset management to preserve and maintain infrastructure•	

Operations 

Shared parking, bike parking, bike racks and lockers.  •	
Managing loading zones/ freight deliveries to avoid peak hour congestion. •	
Road space reallocation and prioritizing, HOV and HOT lanes bikeways, •	
sidewalks and walkway improvements and multi-use paths
New information technologies to improve performance and efficiency, •	
intelligent transportation systems, online trip planning tools
Vehicle Restrictions and limiting vehicle traffic at a particular time and place. •	
car-free zones or restricted freight hours.
Road pricing, parking pricing, tolls•	

Planning 

Land use planning that promotes commercial centers, connectivity and •	
clustering, considering land use impacts on transportation choices 
Multi-modal planning  for accessibility, connectivity, equity, economy of •	
scale, efficiency, mobility, integration
Car-free planning, streetscape planning and improvements•	
Smart Growth strategies, urban growth boundaries •	
Contingency Planning for Peak Oil and supply disruptions, Climate Change•	

Design standards

Roadway/streetscape design, practices that favor efficient modes, traffic •	
calming, accessibility, connectivity for transit, pedestrians and bicyclists
Road space reallocation, including bikeways and walkways, streetscape •	
improvements to encourage non motorized transportation
Context sensitive design, flexible design standards•	

Development Standards & Strategies

Location efficient development •	
Transit oriented development•	
New Urbanism, accessible, livable community design•	
Regulations and building code requirements and incentive programs – •	
LEED practices 

Strategies and other incentives

Pay as you drive insurance •	
Trip reduction Programs•	
Special event planning, tourist transport management•	
Rideshare programs, carpool/vanpool programs, car sharing, shuttle •	
services, telework, Flextime, compressed work weeks, staggered shifts
Employer-based incentives, travel reduction programs, parking cash out, •	
travel allowances, transit and rideshare benefits, pedestrian and bicycle 
benefits, bike parking, showers and clothing lockers
Promotions, campaigns and marketing – PSA’s, TravelSmart or SmartTrips •	
Individualized marketing programs. 
Transportation Management Associations (TMA’s)•	
Campus or large building complex demand management plans.  •	
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Program design also motivates awardees to meet or 
exceed their stated trip reduction goal. Applicants 
receive 50% of  funds at the onset. The rest are paid 
based on trip reduction performance. For example, if  
a project meets only 50% of  its trip reduction goal, 
no further funding is given. If  75% of  the proposed 
trips are reduced, than an additional 25% of  the grant 
funds is awarded.

TRPP is innovative and politically popular.  
Organizations and individuals applaud both its 
market-based approach and its ability to reduce 
air pollution and spur new development of  TDM 
programs. It provides a national model for shifting 
from a conventional grant format to competitive 
results-based approach.  In 2003-05 funding cycle, 29 
projects were awarded grants. Nearly half  exceeded 
their trip reduction goal and the overall program goal 
was exceeded by 41%. 

ASSESSMEnT AnD CHAllEngES

Since adoption of  the CCTMP, City TDM efforts 
have focused largely on developing successful 
outreach program models for shifting local trips 
away from single occupancy vehicles.  Commercial 
and residential development in the Central City will 
increase demand for all modes of  travel, including 
driving alone. PDOT is currently evaluating new 
development requirements to determine whether 
additional incentives and requirements would 

it into the Washington Clean Air Act. The goals of  
the CTR program are to reduce traffic congestion, 
air pollution, and petroleum consumption through 
employer-based programs that decrease the number 
of  commute trips made by people driving alone.  
The CTR law applies to employers with 100 or 
more full-time employees at a single work site in the 
state’s 10 largest counties. Similar to Oregon’s ECO 
rule, employers are required to develop a commuter 
program designed to achieve reductions in vehicle trips 
and may offer benefits such as subsidies for transit 
fares, flexible work schedules, telework opportunities, 
and more.  The Washington State Department of  
Transportation (WSDOT) and the CTR Task Force 
provide technical assistance to those local jurisdictions 
mandated to employ CTR.  

In 2003, the Washington Legislature created a 
competitive, performance-based program to encourage 
private companies, non-profits, and public agencies to 
develop initiatives to reduce drive-alone commute and 
school trips.

Trip Reduction Performance Program (TRPP) 
WSDOT also established a TRPP which funds 
projects based on total trip reduction. WSDOT sets 
the maximum funding at $460 per trip, which it has 
calculated as the total cost to build new infrastructure 
per trip. Applicants must pay for at least half  the cost 
of  the project. The most cost-effective projects are 
awarded grants. 

Many of the regional TDM programs are now • 
supported by Congestion Mitigation and Air 
Quality (CMAQ) funds allocated by Metro’s Regional 
Travel Options division.  

PDOT’s Transportation Options•	  is unique among 
public agencies and has grown into an award 
winning group with a focus on residential and 
employer outreach as well as policy development.  

PDOT Transportation Options receives some support • 
from Metro, but is predominately funded by other 
sources.  Sources include general transportation 
revenues (approximately 50% this year), grants from 
the Oregon Department of Transportation and the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Business 
Energy Tax Credits, and private funds from Kaiser 
Permanente, Providence Hospital, and Fred Meyer.

Historically, TDM programs have 
lacked a dedicated funding source, 
relying on a mixture of public and 
private funds to operate.

Management Strategies
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district that warrants evaluation.   South Waterfront 
residents and business leaders are exploring the 
formation of  a TMA today in recognition of  the long 
term need to reduce vehicle trips in and around the 
constrained district.  

 

 

potentially reduce increased drive-alone trips.

While TDM strategies are generally inexpensive, 
and represent an efficient means of  managing 
our transportation capacity, they are not always 
considered when a project or plan for a corridor or 
district is designed.  More education, promotion and 
coordination with other policies is needed to increase 
their profile, and demonstrate how truly effective they 
can be in managing existing and future capacity needs.
 
Development Code and Policy Changes  
The City should regularly review existing policies 
through a demand management lens and make 
suggestions for change with the goal of  trip or carbon 
reduction.  An example of  this might include balancing 
the needs of  recovering meter revenue with promoting 
carpools or car share policies by providing on-street 
parking for vehicles carshare vehicles.  Additionally, the 
City should consider requiring employers to provide 
benefits for employees who use transit or other 
alternative modes to commute.  

Establishing New Central City TMAs
National models and local examples indicate that when 
TMAs are established with the support of  the business 
community they provide the institutional stability 
needed to deliver TDM services to a population over 
a long period.  The City of  Portland, along with its 
partners will explore the formation of  TMAs for 
Downtown Portland, the Pearl District, and any other 
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9.  Air Quality

there were 3. There have been no violations since 1984.  

The DPCP, and later the CCTMP, was incorporated 
in the State Implementation Plan (SIP) for air quality.  
The SIP is a key document to ensure compliance with 
the requirements of  CAA.  The Oregon Department 
of  Environmental Quality (DEQ) is assigned the 
responsibility of  preparing and implementing the 
SIP.  The 1991 amendment to the DPCP incorporated 
an Air Quality Offsets program which allowed up to 
1,370 new parking spaces, if  associated with emissions 
offsets.  In 2006, the CCTMP was removed from the 
SIP, due to improvements in air quality.  It remains on 
the state air quality contingency plan.

Section 175(a) of  CAA requires a state to submit 
maintenance plans to EPA after an area is determined 
to be in attainment of  federal standards.   The 
maintenance plan must demonstrate that the area 
will continue to meet the air quality standards for an 
additional 10-year period.  The current maintenance 
plan addresses the period from Nov. 1, 2007, through 
Feb. 28, 2017.  

Pollutants released from motor vehicles, notably carbon 
monoxide (CO), topped the list of  issues the CCTMP 
intended to address.  CCTMP Policy 9 (Air Quality) 
requires “(Implementation of) an air quality plan that 
will ensure compliance with federal clean air standards,” 
specifically the 1970 Federal Clean Air Act (CAA).  In 
the Portland metropolitan area, transportation-related 
CO emissions are responsible for over half  of  total 
emissions (table 9.1).  It is essential that emissions levels 
do not exceed CAA standards as the region grows. 
Traffic management is one of  the more promising 
methods of  reducing emissions, and should be a key 
element of  the Central Portland Transportation Plan.       

BACKgrounD

In 1970, automobile emissions in the Downtown 
area led to “non-attainment” violations of  federal 
CO standards on 112 days.  This pointed to the need 
for a new strategy for accommodating future growth 
Downtown, one that would be less reliant on the 
automobile for travel within the Central City.  

In response, the 1975 Downtown Parking and 
Circulation Policy (DPCP) froze the number of  parking 
spaces allowed Downtown at approximately 39,000 
stalls.  The City implemented expanded transit service 
and other downtown revitalization efforts.  These 
actions, coupled with advances in emissions technology, 
led to impressive improvements in CO emissions.  By 
1975 there were fewer than 50 violations, and in 1983 

The air quality violations of  the 1970s led the City 
to adopt policies encouraging alternative modes 
of  transport. The Downtown Transit Mall and the 
first MAX line were some of  the primary means of  
mitigation the City and region used to improve air 
quality. While there have been no air quality violations 
in over two decades, reducing emissions is still a 
primary policy goal, with particular emphasis on the 
Central City.  

DEQ currently monitors two “hot spot” locations 
in the Central City (Figure 9.1).  Several monitoring 
locations have been removed due to improvements in 
air quality.  All show a steady decrease in CO emissions 
since the mid 1970s.  A violation occurs when recorded 
levels exceed 9 parts per million over 8 non-consecutive 
hours, twice in a calendar year.  The monitoring station 
located on SW 3rd and Washington has seen a dramatic 
decrease in CO levels, going from a peak of  just under 
9 parts per million in 1988 to 2.3 parts per million in 
2005.  The station on SW 4th and SW Alder has also 
recorded dramatic reductions in CO emissions; parts 
per million have decreased from 12 in 1975 to 2.4 in 
2003. The Burnside receptor site recorded CO levels of  

Table 9.1. Portland CO emisison sources

Source Type Annual (tons/year) Seasonal Day (lbs/
day)

Share of Annual 
Total Emissions

Stationary Point 19,159 106,590 4%
Stationary Area 77,942 809,455 16%
Mobile Non-Road 121,669 372,098 24%
Mobile On-Road 278,333 1,525,114 56%
Total CO in Metro Area 497,103 2,813,257 100%
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and other greenhouse gases has become apparent.  
Transportation-related activities are responsible 
for as much as 40 percent of  all CO2 emissions.   
This estimate is based on DEQ’s and the Oregon 
Department of  Energy’s CO2 emissions inventory 
model.  

Other Pollutants: Air Toxics
An environmental health study underway in the 
Portland area estimates that ten toxic air pollutants 
exceed safe levels.  These pollutants can cause serious 
health problems and come largely from cars, trucks, 
construction equipment, and wood burning.  

DEQ, in conjunction with EPA and Metro, 
completed the Portland Air Toxics Assessment.  This 
comprehensive assessment is DEQ’s first step in 
a community planning process to reduce air toxics 
in the Portland area.  This study uses a computer 
model to estimate the levels of  12 pollutants based 
on their source locations and where they could be 
concentrated: 1,3-butadiene, acetaldehyde, acrolein, 
arsenic, benzene, chloroform, chromium, diesel 
particulate, formaldehyde, nickel, polycyclic organic 
matter (POM), and perchloroethylene (PCE).  

The model uses the most current pollution 
information, local weather information, local 
geography, and up-to-date motor vehicle and road 
information. Results are available for all census tracts 
and corresponding neighborhoods. 

20 parts per million in 1976, which decreased to 7 parts 
per million by 1988 (Figure 9.4).

Trends in Emissions and Travel
The Portland metro region has been more successful 
than others in slowing the growth in per capita vehicles 
miles traveled (VMT).  Figure 9.2 illustrates the 
historical trend for Portland and other cities of  similar 
size. This is important information attesting to the 
region’s response to auto-dependence, and showing 
that its growth management efforts are meeting their 
objectives, despite rapid population growth in the 
suburbs.

Trends in Emission Regulations
Over the past decade, air quality concerns have shifted 
to regional and global problems, focusing on air toxics, 
emissions from diesel engines, and carbon dioxide 
(CO2), a leading chemical responsible for climate 
change.  Air toxics, also called hazardous air pollutants 
and toxic air pollutants, are those pollutants known or 
suspected to cause serious health problems. Air toxics 
can also damage the environment. Mobile sources, 
particularly cars and trucks, are major emitters of  air 
toxics.  Reducing VMT helps to reduce emissions of  
air toxics and thus improve air quality in the Portland 
region.

Global climate change was not of  major concern 
when the CCTMP was adopted.  However, since that 
time, the impact on global climate resulting from CO2  

Figure 9.1.  Carbon monoxide violations occur when auto 
exhaust becomes trapped at congested intersections.  This 
results in hot spots, with the worst localized emissions in 
an area.  It is assumed that the readings in these areas 
represent the worst case scenario for downtown Portland. 

The DEQ Hot Spot Analysis Area is bordered by Oak to the 
north, SW 1st to the east, SW Taylor to the South, and SW 
5th to the west.  Hot spot locations are located on SW 3rd 
between SW Washington and SW Alder, and between SW 
Alder and SW Morrison on SW 4th.  See Figure 9.4 for trends.  
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acceptable cancer risk of  one in one million.  This 
is about twice the national average.  The sources of  
Central City benzene levels include both its local street 
network and its proximity to the regional freeway 
system (I-5, I-84 and I-405).  Further, refineries in 
the northwest rely on crude oil from Alaska that is 
naturally high in benzene.  New EPA rules, which will 
cap benzene levels at each refinery, must be in place by 
2012 and will result in benzene levels comparable to the 
rest of  the nation.

PlAnnED IMProvEMEnTS

Biodiesel and Non Petroleum-based Fuels
Biodiesel and non-petroleum fuels include products 
such as alcohols, natural gas, propane, and electricity. 

DEQ is also beginning work on the Portland Air 
Toxics Solutions project which will develop a 10-year 
plan to reduce the levels of  air toxics in the Portland 
metropolitan region to healthy levels.  The technical 
work will be based off  the original Portland Air 
Toxics Assessment and be updated to 2005 emissions 
information with projections to the 2017 plan end 
year.  DEQ will work a diverse and comprehensive 
stakeholder group to inform them about the air toxics 
problem, to gather and refine information about 
air toxics, and to develop strategies to reduce these 
pollutants.

High levels of  Benzene in the Portland Metro Area
Benzene is a known carcinogen.  Levels of  benzene 
in the Portland area are 20 times higher than DEQ’s 

These fuels are inherently cleaner than conventional 
gasoline and diesel because they do not contain 
toxics such as benzene. In addition, they are made of  
simpler chemical compounds which yield lower levels 
of  complex combustion by-products such as 1,3-
butadiene.

Efforts are underway to make biodiesel a viable fuel 
source in Portland.  The City of  Portland requires  
some of  its fleet to run on a 99% biodiesel, and 
TriMet’s bus fleet uses a 5% biodiesel blend.  These 
efforts are being matched by the private sector to 
supply the biodiesel from renewable agricultural 
sources.

Emission Reductions
In 2005, Oregon Governor Theodore R. Kulongoski 
decided to follow in California’s footsteps and 
mandate, using an executive order, the same standards 
for Oregon vehicles.  The Oregon Environmental 
Quality Commission adopted new standards that will 
take effect in the 2009 model year.  Oregon’s “Low 
Emission Vehicle” program will apply only to new 
cars and light trucks, and will  include ozone precursor 
(VOCs and NOX) and carbon dioxide regulations and 
will also require an increase number of  the total fleet to 
be zero emission vehicles (ZEVs).  It is estimated that 
the program will reduce emissions from the light duty 
passenger vehicle fleet by an estimated 87,700 CO2-
equivalent tons/day statewide in 2020 and by 155,200 
CO2-equivalent tons/day in 2030. This equates to an 

Figure 9.2. VMT per capita in Portland and similarly sized citiesVehicle Miles Per Capita: Portland and Comparably Sized Cities
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18% reduction in climate changes emissions from the 
light-duty fleet in 2020 and a 27% reduction in 2030. 

ASSESSMEnT AnD CHAllEngES

Implications for the Central City Transportation Plan

CO • may not be a pressing compliance issue 
today, but CO2 and other climate change 
gases may evolve into new public health 
concerns and require compliance with 
standards for them.

Ai• r quality concerns are shifting from carbon 
monoxide to air toxics and emissions from 
diesel engines, which are the air pollutants 
known or suspected to cause serious health 
problems. Air toxics can also be damaging 
to the environment. Automobiles and trucks 
are major contributors to emission of  air 
toxics. 

N• ew DEQ requirements, including 
monitoring and possible compliance 
standards for air toxics, may provide new 
directives.    
Air quality•  efforts in the Central City may be 
overwhelmed by increased auto-dependent 
development elsewhere in the region. 
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Figure 9.3.  Single-day readings at CO monitoring sites.  Attainment level 
shown in red.

In September 2004 the California Air Resources • 
Board began regulating CO2 emissions from motor 
vehicles.  The regulations apply to new passenger 
vehicles and light duty trucks beginning with the 
2009 model year. The technical modifications 
needed to meet the standards will increase the cost 
of new vehicles; however, these changes will also 
reduce vehicle operating costs.

The regulations are expected to reduce emissions • 
from the light duty passenger vehicle fleet by an 
estimated 87,700 CO2-equivalent tons/day statewide 
in 2020 and by 155,200 CO2-equivalent tons/day in 
2030. This equates to an 18% reduction in climate 
change emissions from the light-duty fleet in 2020 
and a 27% reduction in 2030. 

 

California Climate Change Emission Control 
Regulations reduce greenhouse gas emissions 
from new motor vehicles

Greenhouse Gases 
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than one percent above 1990 levels – a key benchmark 
of  the international Kyoto Protocol – and emissions 
have declined in each of  the past four years. Though 
not ratified by the U.S. Senate, the Kyoto Protocol set 
a national reduction goal of  7% below 1990 levels by 
2012. 

Per capita emissions in the United States have increased 
over the same period, with total greenhouse gas 
emissions up 13%.  The Local Action Plan on Global 
Warming identifies several strategies responsible for the 
decline in CO2 emissions in Portland and the region.  
Several directly affect the Central City, including:

A successful and growing public transit network.  • 
High quality transportation infrastructure 
such as the Portland Streetcar, which opened 
in 2001, and TriMet’s light rail lines to the 
airport, North Portland, and Clackamas 
Town Center/Transit Mall, opening in 2001 
2004, and 2009, respectively, connect users to 
Central City destinations

Walkable neighborhoods and a long-term vision of  • 
managed growth.  Portland’s Transportation 
Options Program uses incentives, mass 
marketing and grassroots outreach to educate 
Portland businesses and residents about 
alternatives to driving alone (see Chapter 8 for 
more information)

Increased improvements to bicycling and walking • 
infrastructure. Miles of  new bicycle lanes, paths 

In 1993 Portland became the first U.S. city to adopt a 
strategy to reduce CO2 emissions. In 2001 Multnomah 
County joined the effort to create the Local Action 
Plan on Global Warming charting an aggressive goal 
of  reducing carbon dioxide emissions to ten percent 
(10%) below 1990 levels by 2010.  Implementation 
of  the Local Action Plan on Global Warming is led by the 
Portland Office of  Sustainable Development (OSD) 
and Multnomah County Sustainability Initiative. The 
Plan identified six focus areas and 150 specific activities 
to reduce local emissions, some targeted for completion 
by 2003 and others by 2010. More than a decade 
later Portland and the County are showing signs of  
significant progress (Figure 9.5).

On a per capita basis, Portland and Multnomah County 
emissions have fallen 12.5% since 1993, an achievement 
likely unequalled in any other major U.S. city.  Local 
greenhouse gas emissions as of  2005 are now less 

and boulevards connect the Central City to 
the rest of  the city (see Chapters 4 and 5 for 
more information)

Change in the vehicle fleet. • The City of  Portland 
has purchased a number of  highly fuel-
efficient hybrid vehicles since 2001, and 
diesel vehicles now run on a 20% biodiesel 
blend. Multnomah County has set high fuel 
efficiency standards for vehicle purchases and 
converted its diesel fuel to biodiesel, reducing 
net carbon dioxide emissions by over 70%.

Figure 9.4. Multnomah County CO2 emissions levels 

Source: Local Action Plan on Global Warming (2005)
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Appendix A: Automobile District Analysis and Best Practices

2005 SOV Transit Bike Walk HOV TOTAL
District Trips % Trips % Trips % Trips % Trips % Trips

Downtown 1,740 45.8% 1,284 33.8% 89 2.3% 312 8.2% 373 9.8% 3,797

Lower Albina 70 60.0% 29 24.5% 4 3.6% 1 1.2% 13 10.7% 117

Lloyd District 525 57.7% 258 28.4% 21 2.3% 22 2.4% 84 9.2% 911

Central Eastside 2,719 58.1% 1,214 25.9% 142 3.0% 167 3.6% 436 9.3% 4,677

South Waterfront 324 79.3% 35 8.7% 11 2.7% 4 1.1% 34 8.2% 408

Goose Hollow 1,853 38.9% 1,552 32.6% 200 4.2% 827 17.4% 335 7.0% 4,767

River District* 2,684 39.2% 2,210 32.3% 309 4.5% 1,165 17.0% 485 7.1% 6,853

TOTAL 9,916 46.1% 6,582 30.6% 775 3.6% 2,499 11.6% 1,759 8.2% 21,531
Source: City of  Portland Office of  Transportation 2007
*“Productions” refers to trips generated by Central City residents 

Appendix Table A.1. Central City Productions* Home-Based Work Trip Mode Split in 2005 (includes all regional and inter-district trips)

2005 SOV Transit Bike Walk HOV TOTAL
District Trips % Trips % Trips % Trips % Trips % Trips

Downtown 61,894 52.7% 39,057 33.3% 2,818 2.4% 2,198 1.9% 11,464 9.8% 117,431

Lower Albina 3,106 83.3% 284 7.6% 18 0.5% 14 0.4% 307 8.2% 3,729

Lloyd District 21,303 71.4% 5,080 17.0% 319 1.1% 272 0.9% 2,871 9.6% 29,845

Central Eastside 22,193 82.1% 2,144 7.9% 202 0.7% 206 0.8% 2,280 8.4% 27,025

South Waterfront 8,002 85.4% 474 5.1% 47 0.5% 29 0.3% 814 8.7% 9,367

Goose Hollow 7,811 76.9% 1,148 11.3% 107 1.1% 253 2.5% 841 8.3% 10,161

River District 15,595 60.2% 6,309 24.4% 598 2.3% 874 3.4% 2,528 9.8% 25,904

TOTAL 139,903 62.6% 54,497 24.4% 4,110 1.8% 3,845 1.7% 21,106 9.4% 223,461
Source: City of  Portland Office of  Transportation 2007
**“Attractions” refers to trips generated to the Central City

Appendix Table A.2. Central City Attractions* Home-Based Work Trip Mode Split in 2005 (includes all regional and inter-district trips)

Auto trips make up between 54.3% and 72.0% of  all commute trips within and to and from the Central City.  Trips 
generated by Central City residents are “productions,” while trips generated by the land uses in the Central City are 
“attractions.”  The productions have a much lower automobile mode split than do the attractions.



Appendix-5

2030 SOV Transit Bike Walk HOV TOTAL
District Trips % Trips % Trips % Trips % Trips % Trips

Downtown 2,879 33.6% 3,892 45.4% 216 2.5% 740 8.6% 847 9.9% 8,575

Lower Albina 39 43.7% 29 32.9% 6 6.3% 4 4.5% 11 12.7% 89

Lloyd District 1,740 38.9% 1,826 40.9% 161 3.6% 230 5.1% 511 11.4% 4,469

Central Eastside 2,929 42.6% 2,602 37.8% 281 4.1% 329 4.8% 740 10.8% 6,882

South Waterfront 5,285 58.7% 2,109 23.4% 327 3.6% 393 4.4% 895 9.9% 9,008

Goose Hollow 1,679 25.6% 2,857 43.5% 290 4.4% 1,252 19.1% 489 7.4% 6,567

River District* 11,680 35.3% 10,697 32.3% 1,503 4.5% 6,633 20.1% 2,558 7.7% 33,071

TOTAL 26,230 38.2% 24,013 35.0% 2,783 4.1% 9,582 14.0% 6,052 8.8% 68,661
Source: City of  Portland Office of  Transportation 2007
*“Productions” refers to trips generated by Central City residents

Appendix Table A.3. Central City Productions* Home-Based Work Trip Mode Split in 2030 (includes all regional and inter-district trips)

2030 SOV Transit Bike Walk HOV TOTAL
District Trips % Trips % Trips % Trips % Trips % Trips

Downtown 56,406 35.9% 75,126 47.9% 4,957 3.2% 6,058 3.9% 14,399 9.2% 156,945

Lower Albina 3,658 77.8% 538 11.4% 32 0.7% 46 1.0% 426 9.1% 4,699

Lloyd 21,260 55.8% 11,687 30.6% 604 1.6% 504 1.3% 4,079 10.7% 38,135

Central East Side 24,916 68.2% 6,776 18.6% 491 1.3% 466 1.3% 3,871 10.6% 36,521

North Macadam 13,152 61.7% 4,622 21.7% 452 2.1% 201 0.9% 2,879 13.5% 21,306

Goose Hollow 6,207 47.1% 4,244 32.2% 393 3.0% 883 6.7% 1,457 11.1% 13,184

River District 15,233 42.6% 13,207 36.9% 1,244 3.5% 2,596 7.3% 3,515 9.8% 35,794

TOTAL 140,834 45.9% 116,199 37.9% 8,172 2.7% 10,754 3.5% 30,626 10.0% 306,584
Source: City of  Portland Office of  Transportation 2007
**“Attractions” refers to trips generated to the Central City

Appendix Table A.4. Central City Attractions* Home-Based Work Trip Mode Split in 2030 (includes all regional and inter-district trips)
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Appendix Figure A.1. Central City traffic volumes

District

Total PM2 Demands
In & out

Top 5 ramps with highest district 
traffic

Vol
% use 
FWY 

Ramps

Carry % 
of  dist. 
traffic

Occupy 
% of  total 

ramp traffic

# of  ramps 
with V/C 

>=0.9
Downtown 36,200 45.8 19.2 73.9 1

River 
District 13,000 36.6 20.0 29.7 4
Lower 
Albina 1,500 34.1 28.0 4.0 2
Lloyd 

District 18,800 41.6 27.2 50.3 4
Central 

Eastside 11,000 25.6 13.6 17.9 3
South 

Waterfront 4,700 54.4 39.7 16.9 1

Goose 
Hollow 7,800 48.6 28.1 36.8 1

Appendix Table A.1. PM Peak freeway ramp use
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DOWnTOWn

West Burnside carries the highest traffic volume with approximately 34,000 ADT (average 
daily traffic). The bridges distribute thousands of  trips into the downtown’s street grid. 
Among the north/south streets, SW 3rd and SW 4th carry approximately 10,000 ADT. 
Southwest Broadway carries between 10,000 and 13,000 ADT.  Naito Parkway carries 
between 20,000 ADT north of  the Morrison Bridge to over 20,000 ADT south of  the 
Hawthorne Bridge.

Of  the east/west connections, SW Jefferson and SW Columbia carry over 10,000 ADT 
west of  SW Broadway, connecting to SW Portland and I-405. Southwest Market carries 
over 10,000 ADT east of  SW Broadway, connecting to Naito Parkway and I-5. South 
of  downtown, Naito and SW 4th each carry over 20,000 ADT as they converge into SW 
Barbur.

The Morrison Bridge traffic disperses primarily onto the SW Washington/SW Alder 
couplet, each with approximately 11,000-12,000 ADT near the Bridge and fewer traffic 
further west. The Hawthorne Bridge traffic also splits into a couplet system, SW Main 
(westbound) and SW Madison (eastbound). Both streets also carry significantly higher 
traffic closer to the bridge than further west.  Southwest Main carries approximately over 
8,000 ADT near the bridge ramp and SW Madison carries over 6,000 ADT.

In 2005 62,000 trips were single occupancy vehicles (SOV), comprising 53 percent of  all 
trips.  Transit trips to downtown comprised a third of  all trips (the highest percentage 
in the Central City), and walk/bike comprised less than five percent of  trips.  The trips 
exclude intra district trips, focusing instead on travel patterns from and to the Central City.   

Transit in 2030 is projected to comprise 48 percent of  all commute trips, with 75,000 trips.  
This is double the 2005 number.  Transit has the largest percentage of  trips, increasing 
faster than SOV, which actually experiences a net decrease in trips. Bicycle and pedestrian 
commute trips increase significantly, with bike trips almost doubling and walking trips 
tripling. 

Appendix Figure A.2. Downtown traffic volumes
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RiveR DisTRicT

In the River District, W Burnside carries the most traffic, with over 30,000 vehicles a 
day.  Northwest 14th carries over 13,000 ADT, including traffic exiting I-5 on the  Everett 
Ramp.  Naito Parkway north of  W Burnside carries approximately over 10,000 ADT.  Key 
east west portals into the district are NW Glisan (approximately 8,000 off  the Steel Bridge 
and over 10,000 near I-405), SW Everett (8,000 ADT off  of  the Steel Bridge and over 
10,000 ADT near the I-405 intersection), Burnside and NW Lovejoy (with approximately 
over 8,000 ADT, over 10,000 ADT near the Broadway Bridge ramp).  

In 2005, 60% of  commute trips into the district were by SOV. Less than 25% were by 
transit.  By 2030 the model estimates that approximately the same number of  SOV will 
come to the district, but they will decrease to about 42 percent of  all trips.  Transit will 
experience an increase to 37 percent.  Bike and walk mode split will double, with walking 
increasing faster.

LLOyD DisTRicT
In the Lloyd District, traffic from the Steel and Broadway Bridges provide connections 
to the River District and Downtown. Broadway bridge traffic uses the Broadway/
Weidler couplet.  Northeast Weidler carries about 25,000 ADT, and Broadway carries 
approximately 30,000 ADT, between NE Martin Luther King, Jr. Blvd. and the bridge.  
East of  MLK/Grand, traffic on the couplet decreases to about 18,000 ADT for NE 
Weidler at the eastern end of  the district and in the 20,000 ADT range for Broadway.  
Other important east/west connectors include NE Multnomah St, with about 10,000 
ADT near MLK, NE Holladay and NE Lloyd, with roughly 10,000 ADT.

The primary north/south streets in the district are NE MLK and NE Grand.  Both 
avenues carry a significant amount of  traffic, with about 17,000 near NE Weidler/NE 
Broadway to over 20,000 ADT near I-84.  

In 2005, there were 22,000 SOV person trips into the district, 80% of  the total.  Transit 
accounts for 2,100 trips.  Walk/bike trips are fewer than 600, and combined are less than 
2% of  the total.  By 2030, SOV trips will increase by 2,000, but decrease to 68% of  trips.  
Transit trips will increase to 19%, with over 6,500 riders.  Walk and bike trips will increase  
to 1,100, or a combined mode split of  3 percent.

Appendix Figure A.4. Lloyd District traffic volumes
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Appendix Figure A.3. River District traffic volumes
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cenTRAL eAsTsiDe

In the Central Eastside, the streets leading to and from the bridges carry the highest 
volumes. Southeast MLK and SE Grand carry the highest north/south vehicle volumes.  
In the southern end of  the district, SE MLK and SE Grand merge into SE McLoughlin 
(Highway 99E).
 
In the northern end of  the district, E Burnside carries over 40,000 ADT over the bridge, 
and between 25,000 and 30,000 ADT east of  SE Grand. The Morrison Bridge traffic splits 
into SE Morrison and SE Belmont. Westbound SE Morrison carries over 25,000 ADT 
west of  MLK and over 10,000 ADT to the east. Southeast Belmont carries 14,000 ADT 
eastbound west of  SE MLK and over 10,000 ADT east of  SE Grand.  Traffic from the 
Hawthorne Bridge splits into SE Hawthorne (eastbound) and SE Madison (westbound).  
Both streets carry over 10,000 ADT.  

North/south traffic relies primarily on SE MLK and SE Grand.  Over 20,000 daily 
vehicles travel on each of  these streets.  South of  SE Harrison, they begin to merge into 
SE McLoughlin, which extends past the City limits into the City of  Milwaukie.  Southeast 
McLoughlin is one of  the most heavily traveled streets in the City, with over 50,000 ADT.  

Other significant streets in the district include SE Sandy and SE Division, both with over 
10,000 ADT.

The Ross Island Bridge and SE Powell form the district’s southern boundary.  The bridge 
carries approximately over 60,000 ADT. SE Powell carries between 40-60,000 ADT 
through the district. 

In 2005, SOV accounted for over 80% of  trips, with over 2,100 person trips.  Transit was 
about 8% of  all commute trips into the district, with 2,100 trips.  Walk and bike trips made 
about 400 trips into the district, for a combined mode share of  less than 2%.  By 2030, 
SOV trips will account for only 68% of  trips into the district. Transit trips will increase 
mode split share to almost 19%, with 6,800 transit riders. Walk and bike trips will increase 
to close to 1,000, or a combined mode split of  2.6%. 

Appendix Figure A.5. Central Eastside traffic volumes
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Appendix Figure A.6. Goose Hollow traffic volumes
Appendix Figure A.7. South Waterfront traffic volumes
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gOOse hOLLOW

West Burnside, in the northern end of  the district, is the street that carries the most traffic, 
with over 25,000 ADT. Southwest Jefferson and SW Columbia carry traffic east and west, 
connecting to downtown Portland.  Southwest 18th has light rail and carries over 10,000 
ADT near PGE Park.

In 2005, 7,800 trips were by SOV, or 77% of  the total. Transit accounted for 11%, with 
1,150 trips. Walk/bike had fewer than 400 trips, or less than 4%.  In 2030, SOV trips will 
comprise less than half  of  trips, with 47% or 6,200 person trips. Transit trips will see a 
significant increase, to 32%, with over 4,200 trips.  Walk and bike trips will be 1,200 trips, 
or 10% of  the total.

sOuTh WATeRfROnT

Southwest Macadam is the main north/south portal, excluding I-5.  The Ross Island 
Bridge and ramps carry traffic into the district and Lair Hill. In 2005, ADT on SW Moody 
was 2,000. That number is likely to have changed significantly with South Waterfront 
development.

In 2005, 85% of  trips, or 8,000, were by SOV.  Less than 500 or 5% of  trips were by 
transit.  Bike and walk trips were minimal, according to the model. By 2030, the model 
estimates that SOV trips will account for over 60%, or 13,000, of  trips. Transit will see a 
significant increase in ridership, with 4,600 riders and 22% of  all commute trips into the 
area.  Bike and walk trips will increase to 3 percent of  all commute trips into the area.
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Appendix Figure A.8. Lower Albina traffic volumes
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LOWeR ALBinA

North Interstate Avenue is the main connection to the district.  N Interstate carries 
approximately 10,000 ADT under the Broadway Bridge and over 20,000 ADT between N 
Tillamook and N Russell.

In 2005, 3,100 trips, or 83% of  all commute trips into the district, were by SOV.  Transit 
trips accounted for close to 8%, with fewer than 300 trips.   Walk and bike trips made less 
than 1% of  all trips. In 2030, SOV trips will increase by about 500 trips, and will make 
78% of  all commute trips into the district. Transit trips will double, increasing to 11%, 
with over 500 trips.  Bike and walk trips will comprise fewer than 2% of  all trips.
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cOngesTiOn PRicing

Singapore
In 1975 Singapore instituted a pricing program called the Area Licensing Scheme (ALS). 
Motorists entering the central business district during peak hours purchased daily or 
monthly licenses. In 1998 the city switched to an electronic road pricing (ERP) system.  It 
is based upon the pay-as-you-use principle during peak hours. Motorists rent an In-Vehicle 
Transponder (IU) for SGD 5 ($3) per day, or buy one for SGD 151 ($100).  Under the 
ALS program one fee was paid to enter the RZ many times, the ERP charges for each trip.

The IU is mounted in the car and used with a pre-paid CashCard. Each time the motorist 
passes through one of  eight gantries, a short-range radio communication system deducts 
from the card. The deductions range from about 30 cents to $3.30, depending on traffic 
and time of  day. The capital cost of  the ERP system is S$197 M ($127 mil).

Under the ALS system, traffic entering the restricted zone (RZ) dropped by 44 percent. 
The drop in traffic was attributed to changing behavior of  motorists.  Since the central city 
was not their destination, they drove around the RZ. Motorists also chose to drive during 
the off-peak pay periods. Few motorists switched to public transportation. By 1988, with a 
77 percent increase in vehicle ownership and a 30 percent increase in employment, traffic 
entering the RZ increased just 13 percent.

The ERP program is effective in maintaining average speeds of  30-40 mph on 
expressways and 10-20 mph on arterial roads. Traffic volume was reduced by 10-15 
percent.  

London
In 1995, The London Congestion Research Program presented a study declaring that the 
city’s economy would benefit from a congestion charge program. In 1999, the Greater 
London Authority Act enabled any future mayor to implement a congestion charge 
scheme. In 2000, future mayor Ken Livingstone used the scheme as the focus of  his 
election campaign. He emphasized the need to reduce traffic congestion in central London 
by introducing the congestion scheme, while at the same time dramatically increasing 
the number of  busses.  In February 2002, the basic program was agreed upon and 
implemented.
 
Several high-use streets throughout central London are the congestion charged streets. A 
large ‘C’ is painted at the entrance of  these streets.  Motorist pay £8 ($16) between 7:00 
am and 6:30 pm. Payments can be made at selected retail outlets, internet payment booths, 
or cell phone messaging. A network of  video cameras record license plate numbers of  
vehicles and match it with the paid list. Those who do not pay include motorists who 
live within the zone, disabled people, drivers of  alternative fuel vehicles, motorcycles and 
vehicles with 9 or more seats. The cost of  the concession contract is £230 M ($448 mil) 
over five years.

During the first months of  the program, traffic declined 20 percent per day. The average 
speed increased 37 percent from 8 mph to 11 mph. Peak time congestion declined 30 
percent and bus delays declined 50 percent. Transit rider ship increased 14 percent. Each 
year the number of  bus passengers entering the zone during morning peak hours has 
increased by 29,000. Taxi costs were reduced by 20-40 percent due to reduced delays.

The charge contributes 50 million pounds to London’s economy, mainly due to increased 
transportation efficiency. Only 20 percent of  businesses dislike the charge and 12 percent 
said it affected their business performance negatively. 

The major drawback is that the city has not been 
able to keep up with the the increase in transit users. 
The government was slow to increase funding for 
more trnsit service. Also, revenue projections have 
not been realized, due primarily to an inability to 
adequately prosecute violations of  the congestion 
charge program.  
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Stockholm
Road pricing ideas have been around in Stockholm since the 1980’s when the 
environmental party “the Stockholm party” created a coalition with the large Social 
Democratic party. They worked on a new road pricing law, which was presented to the 
government in 1990.  However, political opposition prevented implmentation.  It was not 
until January 2006 that the city began a six month road pricing trial.  In September 2006, 
voters approved the charge 53 to 47 percent. 

This program utilizes small windshield-mounted transponder boxes, laser detectors and 
a network of  cameras to track the path of  every car in the city. Each time a car passes 
through one of  23 tolling points, the system identifies the car either from the transponder, 
or by reading its license plate. This is checked against vehicle-registration information and 
the appropriate fee is calculated depending on the time of  day and the location. The tolls 
range from $1.38 to $2.76 during peak hours. The transponder is similar to the E-ZPass 
system in the U.S., whereby the tolls are deducted automatically from their bank accounts.

Traffic passing through the pricing zone decreased 22 percent, while traffic accidents 
involving injuries fell by 5-10 percent. Exhaust emissions, including carbon dioxide and 
particles, decreased by 14 percent in the inner city, and by 2-3 percent in Stockholm 
County. Use of  all forms of  public transportation increased 6 percent and rider ship on 
inner-city bus routes rose 9 percent, compared with a year earlier. 

Although there was resistance at the start of  the trial, towards the end 60 percent now 
favor the program. Compaired with a 7 percent increase in business throughout Sweden, 
business increased 15 percent within the pricing zone. Also, taxi drivers experienced lower 
costs and increase revenues. 

Lessons for Portland 

The Portland Transportation System Plan mentions congestion pricing:

Policy 6.34 Congestion Pricing: Advocate for a regional, market-based system to price or charge for auto 
trips during peak hours.

Objectives:
Support pricing strategies that are based on the environmental and social costs • 
of  motor vehicles.
In cooperation with Metro and other jurisdictions, choose corridors to • 
implement market-based pricing where high-quality transportation alternatives to 
driving exist.

Support experiments in equitable and efficient pricing of  new motor vehicle • 
transportation facilities.

Lessons from London
There was a broad political consensus that congestion was a problem that had to be 
remedied. Also, a range of  exemptions ensured the program was fair. Existing, thoroughly 
tested technology was used. A single entity with full legal powers initiated 
and implemented the program. In the end, revenues were dedicated to non-SOV modes 
of  transport.

Lessons from Singapore
The public recognized that traffic was going to get worse and something had to be done. 
The city established a well-organized public relations campaign, and the program used 
existing technology. There was broad political support and charging became part of  an 
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overall transportation improvement program. The program remains revenue neutral, 
meaning the government is not generating a net return.

General Suggestions
The Land Transport New Zealand Research Report (2006) found the following to be the 
most important success factors:

A public perception of  the need• 
An appropriately resourced promotional campaign• 
A single empowered agency• 
A strong political position• 
A robust business case• 

The Report also outlined these factors:

The charge/revenue must be needed• 
The public needs to know where it is going• 
There must be broad political agreement• 
The charges must be part of  a strategy• 
Regional benefits must be obvious• 
Distrust of  the motives of  the politicians must be overcome• 
Charges must be sensibly designed• 
The public should be involved during the scheme development process• 
There needs to be one decision making authority• 
A revision of  the charging basis – moving to less fixed and more variable• 
Well-planned public relations campaigns• 
A credible public transport alternative• 
Privacy is protected• 
A scheme is priced appropriately• 
The scheme is co-ordinated with other transport modes• 

A strong political position• 
The presence/ease of  enabling legislation• 
A political champion• 
The public perceive the need• 
Revenues are invested in non-sov modes (hypothecation)• 
A broadly equitable scheme• 
A well-planned investment in development• 
The scheme is coordinated with land use• 
The presence of  a single empowered agency• 
A clear business case• 
Achievable, sensible, predictable, adjustable, responsive and implementable• 

Challenges
Based on polls and research, lack of  political support is the greatest challenge to 
implementing congestion charging. Time-consuming legislation may slow development 
of  the program. For instance, legislation may be required to allow certain governments 
to prosecute for congestion-type traffic violations, to transfer responsibility between 
governments, and legalities due to risk-sharing between public and private sectors.

Failed Programs
A program in Stuttgart, Germany was scrapped after a few years and millions of  Euros 
invested, due to failed technology and privacy concerns. Privacy issues also caused the 
failure of  an electronic road pricing scheme in Hong Kong, which employed an automated 
system tracked the location of  the motorist. In Cambridge, England the program failed 
because the public did not consider congestion a problem, also there was no support at 
high levels of  government.  

LAnD use/TRAnsPORTATiOn cOnnecTiOn

Vancouver, BC
Vancouver, British Columbia has been a North American leader in growth management.  
Central Vancouver is composed of  various highly dense residential neighborhoods 
surrounding the traditional downtown area and former industrial areas.  Stanley Park to 
the west provides ample opportunities for open space and many types of  recreation.

Growth in VMT in the central area has slowed, despite high population and economic 
growth.  The number of  personal auto trips in the region increased from 1994 to 1999.  
The surveys show that the region-wide number of  trips has increased by 14.6 percent in 
five years. During that time the population in the region increased by 10.6 percent.  Within 

Winners Losers

Downtown transit users Motorists with marginal-value trips

Taxi riders and drivers City Center businesses hat depend on low-cost weekday car access

Motorists with high value trips Residents and businesses in border areas who experience spillover impacts

Most city center businesses City center parking revenus recipients

Overall city productivity

Pedestriand and cyclists



Appendix-15

the City of  Vancouver, however, overall trips increased only by 3.8 percent, while the 
population increased by 8.9 percent.  The number of  auto trips fell by 31,000, decreasing 
the auto mode split citywide from 49.9 percent to 45.9 percent.   

As the adjacent graphs show, the number of  person trips has decreased from 27,400 
daily trips by auto to 22,400 daily auto trips by 1999.  The trend toward less auto use 
seems to continue and transportation models suggest that the number may remain steady 
(especially compared to the growth in auto trips registered between 1960 and 1974) and 
that as a percentage of  all trips it will decrease from 48 percent of  all trips in 1996 to 
between 39 and 44 percent in 2021, depending on how aggressive transportation demand 
management strategies are.

In the Downtown area, the figures suggest that trips by auto drivers and passengers 
are already lower than the target figures for 2021; transit users are below target, but 
increasing; and walking and cycling are better than the target, with the trend showing an 
improvement in the five years.

Walking and cycling were much more popular in Vancouver over the five years, with an 
additional 107,000 trips, a 47% increase over 1994. Trips made by walking or bike rose 
from 15.2% of  all trips to 21.5%. In the region, there were 175,000 more walking/bike 
trips, rising from 12.7% to 14.3% of  all trips.

Source: City of  Vancouver Downtown Transportation Plan
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Appendix B: Transit District Analysis

Appendix Table B.1. Central City Route Volumes and Capacities (including inbound and outbound directions)

7-8 am Midday 4:30-5:30pm Weekday
# Route capacity volume capacity/hr volume/hr capacity volume capacity volume
1 GREELEY 408 8 222 4 357 7 4,131 81
1 VERMONT 357 7 228 4 255 5 3,621 71
4 DIVISION 714 14 468 9 714 14 8,313 163
4 FESSENDEN 510 10 456 9 612 12 8,109 159
6 ML KING Jr BLVD 510 10 420 8 510 10 7,854 154
8 JACKSON PARK 765 15 498 10 714 14 7,956 156
8 NE 15TH AVENUE 561 11 432 8 663 13 7,956 156
9 BROADWAY 510 10 420 8 459 9 6,528 128
9 POWELL 714 14 480 9 612 12 7,905 155
10 HAROLD 408 8 258 5 459 9 4,029 79
10 NE 33RD AVENUE 408 8 270 5 408 8 4,488 88
12 BARBUR BLVD 561 11 420 8 510 10 7,446 146
12 SANDY BLVD 612 12 414 8 561 11 7,752 152
14 HAWTHORNE 765 15 534 10 867 17 9,741 191
15 BELMONT 765 15 486 10 765 15 8,721 171
15 NW 23RD AVENUE 714 14 486 10 510 10 8,466 166
16 ST JOHNS 204 4 48 1 204 4 1,224 24
17 HOLGATE 510 10 414 8 510 10 6,630 130
17 NW 21ST AVE 510 10 426 8 510 10 6,528 128
18 HILLSIDE 64 2 23 1 64 2 448 14
19 GLISAN 510 10 414 8 510 10 6,681 131
19 WOODSTOCK 714 14 432 8 408 8 7,140 140
20 BURNSIDE/STARK 459 9 408 8 408 8 6,987 137
31 ESTACADA 306 6 48 1 255 5 1,377 27
32 OATFIELD 306 6 18 0 255 5 816 16
33 FREMONT 459 9 270 5 408 8 4,794 94
33 MC LOUGHLIN 459 9 408 8 357 7 6,324 124
35 MACADAM 357 7 216 4 357 7 3,672 72
36 SOUTH SHORE 51 1 16 0 102 2 338 7
38 BOONES FERRY 204 4 42 1 204 4 1,020 20
40 MOCKS CREST 357 7 240 5 306 6 3,876 76

7-8 am Midday 4:30-5:30pm Weekday
# Route capacity volume capacity/hr volume/hr capacity volume capacity volume
41 TACOMA 128 4 90 3 128 4 1,280 40
43 TAYLORS FERRY 357 7 312 6 357 7 4,947 97
44 CAPITOL HWY 408 8 414 8 459 9 5,865 115
45 GARDEN HOME 306 6 144 3 204 4 2,397 47
51 VISTA 256 8 102 3 128 4 1,696 53
54 BEAVERTON 255 5 216 4 255 5 3,774 74
55 HAMILTON* 134 3 29 1 166 4 830 20
56 SCHOLLS FERRY 306 6 216 4 357 7 3,825 75
58 CANYON ROAD 255 5 216 4 306 6 3,825 75
63 WASHINGTON PK 64 2 60 2 64 2 768 24
66 HOLLYWOOD 153 3 18 0 102 2 561 11
68 COLLINS CIRCLE 153 3 30 1 204 4 1,275 25
70 12TH AVENUE 459 9 432 8 408 8 6,375 125
74 LLOYD DISTRICT 102 2 6 0 102 2 459 9
77 BROADWAY 256 8 233 7 192 6 3,584 112
85 SWAN ISLAND 408 8 312 6 204 4 3,570 70
92 S BEAVERTON 153 3 24 0 153 3 765 15
94 SHERWOOD 408 8 54 1 306 6 1,479 29
95 TIGARD 102 2 6 0 102 2 357 7
96 TUALATIN 612 12 96 2 357 7 2,958 58
99 MCLOUGHLIN 204 4 30 1 255 5 918 18
105 CTRAN 410 10 135 3 369 9 2,337 57
114 CTRAN 41 1 0 0 41 1 82 2
134 CTRAN 492 12 43 1 328 8 1,763 43
157 CTRAN 82 2 14 0 82 2 451 11
164 CTRAN 369 9 43 1 246 6 1,640 40
177 CTRAN 41 1 10 0 123 3 410 10

MAX Blue Line 4,480 14 2824 9 4,480 14 59,200 185
MAX Red Line 2,240 7 2560 8 2,560 8 46,720 146
MAX Yellow Line 3,520 11 2560 8 3,200 10 53,120 166
STREETCAR 960 8 960 8 960 8 16,800 140
Total 32,866 481 22,105 299 31,032 442 404,902 5,255
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DOWnTOWn

Land use

Downtown is the commercial center and main employment district in the Central 
City.  It is the second largest Central City subdistrict in terms of  land area.  Land use 
is characterized by institutional uses, employment, retail, housing and government 
services. High density commercial activity is concentrated between SW Broadway and 
SW 5th Avenue, where floor-to-area ratio (FAR) reaches 12:1 and 15:1. Retail activity is 
concentrated along SW Morrison and SW Yamhill from SW 3rd to SW 11th Avenues.

FAR is highest on SW 5th and SW 6th Avenues, with a range of  12:1 to 15:1.  Along the 
Portland Streetcar alignment (SW 11th and SW 12th) FARs vary between 8:1 to 9:1. 
Elsewhere, FAR is 6:1 except by the Willamette River, where the FAR is 4:1.  A section in 
the southern end of  the district has a FAR of  2:1. 

Transit network 
Downtown continues to be the hub of  the regional transportation system.  Over 96 
percent of  the Central City capacity passes through the Downtown during the PM peak 
and 97 percent of  midday capacity.  Four main corridors serve the subdistrict. 

The first is the Transit Mall on SW 5th and SW 6th, the light rail lines connecting the 
Lloyd District to Goose Hollow via SW1st and SW Morrison and SW Yamhill, and 
Fareless Square, which allows passengers to move about the subdistrict free of  charge.

The Transit Mall has 38 bus lines with a maximum PM peak hour volume of  132 buses 
and a capacity of  over 16,000 passengers.  Since it first opened in 1977, the Mall has 
provided convenient transfers between buses and direct connections to all urban and 
regional destinations served by TriMet.  The Mall runs through Downtown’s high-density 
commercial/retail district, allowing access to the Central City’s employment core.

South of  the Hawthorne Bridge, east/west transit corridors include SW Jefferson/SW 
Columbia, and SW Clay/SW Market. Four bus lines operate in the SW Jefferson/SW 
Columbia couplet, with a PM peak capacity of  about 1,000 passengers. The SW Clay and 
SW Market corridor has eight bus lines, with a PM peak capacity of  over 1,800 passengers. 

North of  the Hawthorne Bridge, SW Salmon and SW Washington act as a corridor, 
though five blocks separate them. Four bus lines travel the corridor, carrying a maximum 
PM peak capacity of  1,900 passengers. 

The Burnside corridor provides service to Northwest, Southeast and Northeast Portland.  
The corridor carries four bus lines, with a maximum PM peak hour capacity of  over 1500 
riders.

The four bridges serve a vital function connecting the Downtown with the eastside.  
Seventeen lines cross the bridges, with a PM peak hour capacity of  7,645 (or 26 percent 
of  the Downtown capacity). Nine buses cross the Hawthorne Bridge, with a combined 
PM peak capacity of  3,800 passengers and it serves as a major portal for Southeast and 
suburban Southeast Portland destinations.  Bus Line 15 Belmont crosses the Morrison 
Bridge, with a PM peak hour capacity of  765 passengers and eight minute headways.  
The Burnside Bridge carries three bus lines with a total PM peak hour capacity of  1,480 
passengers, all to Northeast Portland.  The Ross Island Bridge carries four bus lines, 
serving Southeast Portland. Their combined PM peak hour capacity is 1,600 passengers.  

The weighted average number of  hours of  service on a typical weekday (combining the 
different lines and adjusted by their individual frequency) is 19.05 hours.

Headways (the time between transit vehicles of  the same route) vary depending on the 
time of  the day and between rail and bus service.  Rail service has consistently shorter 
headways, with 6 minutes during the peak periods.  Midday headways are somewhat longer 
for rail service (7.3 minutes) but significantly longer for bus service (12.3 minutes). Midday 
headways are overall 46 percent longer than during the PM peak period with 11.7 minutes. 

Rail Transit

The MAX corridor on SW Morrison and SW Yamhill provides high capacity service east, 
west and north of  the Central City. During the PM peak hour, the MAX runs 36 trains, 
providing a passenger capacity of  over 10,300 passengers (more than double the 4,800 
capacity in 1992), with headways of  under 4 minutes. The MAX lines also operate on 1st 
Avenue, connecting to the Steel Bridge.

The Portland Streetcar runs along SW 10th and SW 11, and turns east to SW Harrison 

2005 7-8 am Midday 4:30-5:30pm
Route headways (min) headways (min) headways (min)
BUS SERVICE AVERAGE 7.6 12.3 8.2
RAIL SERVICE AVERAGE 6.0 7.3 6.0
TOTAL AVERAGE 7.5 11.7 8.0

Appendix Table B.2. Downtown Transit Headways  
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toward RiverPlace.  The PM peak hour volume is eight trains with a combined capacity of  
960 passengers.

Rail service in the district accounts for 38% of  the PM peak hour capacity in the district, 
36% of  capacity in the AM peak hour, 42% in the midday, and 46% for the entire weekday.

South Auditorium area to the Skidmore/Old Town District
Distance between east and west directions on the SW Salmon/SW Washington couplet	
Service to the western end of  Portland State University	
Access in the western edge of  district and connection to SW Portland	

2005 7-8 am Midday 4:30-5:30pm weekday
Route capacity volume capacity/hr volume/hr capacity volume capacity volume

BUS SERVICE 19,849 402 12,446 248 18,436 372 210,205 4,204

RAIL SERVICE 11,200 40 8,904 33 11,200 40 175,840 637
% RAIL 36% 9% 42% 12% 38% 10% 46% 13%
TOTAL 31,049 442 21,349 281 29,636 412 386,045 4,841

Transit Destination

The Downtown district’s total PM peak hour capacity is divided evenly among the 
different regional subareas.  Areas with the greatest percentage of  transit capacity include: 
southeast (16%), western suburbs (16%), north (17%) and northeast (13%).

Transit coverage

Most of  Downtown is within two blocks of  transit service.  The southwest corner of  
the Portland State University campus is an exception.  This area has low employment and 
household density an dan interrupted street grid.  Streetcar service has been extended 
through PSU to RiverPlace, but the area is further constrained by Harbor Drive and the 
lack of  bus service on Naito Parkway.

Transit Activity

Almost sixty percent (117,000 riders) of  the total transit activity in the Central City takes 
place in the Downtown District.  The Transit Mall carries 67,000 riders in the north/
south direction.  East/west transit activity is concentrated along the MAX lines (37,000 
riders) as it crosses the retail district near SW Yamhill and SW Morrison.  Another area of  
important transit activity is West Burnside, the Old Town/Yamhill Historic District, the 
bridges, and the Portland Streetcar line on SW 10th/11th.  

Issues

Access to the South Waterfront area	
North/south service along the eastern edge of  the district (Naito Parkway), from the 	

Appendix Table B.3.  Downtown Transit Capacity and Volume North
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RiveR DisTRicT

Land use

The River District is located just north of  the Downtown District, bounded by the 
Willamette River and I-405, except for an extension along the waterfront to the north of  
the Freemont Bridge.  The 236-acre District includes diverse neighborhoods, including 
the historic Old Town/Chinatown districts and the Pearl District.  Historically, much of  
the area known now as the Pearl District was used for industrial activities, and has since 
been developed primarily as mixed use and residential areas.  The district also includes 
Union Station, the Greyhound bus terminal, and the northern extension of  the Transit 
Mall.  Land use in the district is primarily medium to high density, with FARs lower than 
Downtown. Most of  the district is zoned for FARs between 4:1 to 6:1, with the lowest 
ratios in the north end of  the district along the Willamette River, and the highest ratios 
(9:1) along the Transit Mall.  The district has seen aggressive housing development in its 
western end.

Appendix Figure B.1. Downtown daily transit passenger capacity, by 
direction (includes inbound and outbound)
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Transit network

The presence of  the Transit Mall in the center of  the district and rail transit in the eastern 
and western ends (to be joined with rail transit on the Mall by 2009) and the location of  
the interregional rail hub of  Union Station, distinguishes this district from others. Seventy-
two percent of  bus and rail lines serving the Central City pass through the River District, 
as does 74 percent of  the PM peak hour transit capacity.  The District has the second 
highest transit capacity, serving a variety of  destinations in the city and metropolitan 
region.

The North Transit Mall along NW 5th and NW 6th carries a PM peak capacity of  over 
12,400 passengers, higher than the capacity of  9,314 passengers for the same time period 
in 1992.  Twenty-four bus lines run along the Mall headed to the Northwest, North and 
Northeast.  The Steel Bridge carries 8 buses and three light rail lines plus occasionally 
the vintage trolley.  The combined PM peak hour capacity crossing the bridge is 13,400 
passengers, or 59 percent of  the District’s total.

Travel east and west is done primarily via NW Everett and NW Glisan. Nine bus lines 
run on NW Everett and NW 2nd, and 7 bus lines run on NW Glisan and 2nd, while only 
one, #17 NW21st/St Helens Road runs on the NW Everett/NW Glisan couplet west of  
the Transit Mall. Only one bus lines runs on Naito Parkway (#16), with just four buses 
running on the PM peak hour, carrying a capacity of  204 passengers.

The weighted average number of  hours of  service on a typical weekday (combining 
the different lines and adjusted by their individual frequency) is 19.20 hours, the second 
highest number after the Goose Hollow district.

Headways vary depending on the time of  the day and between rail and bus service.  Rail 
service has consistently shorter headways, with 6 minutes during the peak periods.  Midday 
headways are somewhat longer for rail service (7.3 minutes) but significantly longer for 
bus service (14.6 minutes). Midday headways are overall 60 percent longer than during the 
PM peak period with 13.2 minutes.

Rail Transit

The Yellow, Red and Blue MAX lines run along NW 1st Avenue, with two stations 
located at the eastern edge of  the district, providing frequent high capacity service to 
the Skidmore/Old Town and Chinatown area passengers.  The Portland Streetcar began 
operation in 2001 and serves the western end, running on NW 10th and NW 11th,  before 
turning west on NW Lovejoy and NW Northrup,.  There are 12 streetcar stops in the 

district, with a PM peak hour capacity of  960 passengers in 8 trains.  Rail transit accounts 
for 49% of  the PM peak hour capacity in the district (14% of  the volume), and 56% of  
the midday period capacity (19 percent of  the volume). 

Rail transit accounts for 49% of  the PM peak hour capacity in the district (14% of  the 
volume), and 56% of  the midday period capacity (19 percent of  the volume).

Transit Destination

North Portland, northeast Portland, and the western suburbs are the main direct transit 
destinations in the district, accounting for 57 percent of  the total PM peak hour capacity.   

Transit coverage

Most of  the southern end lies within a two block walking distance of  a transit stop.  
However, north of  NW Northrup transit coverage is scarse, leaving areas planned and 

2005 7-8 am Midday 4:30-5:30pm
Route headways (min) headways (min) headways (min)
BUS SERVICE AVERAGE 8.3 14.6 8.6
RAIL SERVICE AVERAGE 6.0 7.3 6.0
TOTAL AVERAGE 7.9 13.2 8.3

being developed as high density mixed use are not well covered.  There is also a gap in 
service in the western end of  the district, between NW Glisan to the south and NW 
Lovejoy to the north.  Northwest Naito north of  the Steel Bridge has inadequate service. 

Transit Activity
Activity on the Streetcar is not shown due to inconsistent data. Most transit activity takes 
place along the Transit Mall and at the MAX stations.  Secondary activity occurs along 
NW Broadway and W Burnside.

Appendix Table B.4. River District Transit Headways

2005 7-8 am Midday 4:30-5:30pm weekday
Route capacity volume capacity/hr volume/hr capacity volume capacity volume
BUS SERVICE 12,096 247 6,930 140 11,614 236 124,357 2,514
RAIL SERVICE 11,200 40 8,904 33 11,200 40 175,840 637
% RAIL 48% 14% 56% 19% 49% 14% 59% 20%
TOTAL 23,296 287 15,834 173 22,814 276 300,197 3,151

Appendix Table B.5. River District Transit Capacity and Volume
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Issues

Lack of  service in the northern abd western sections of  the district	
Lack of  access to NW Naito Parkway, Centennial Mills, McCormick Pier and 	
Riverscape areas.

gOOse hOLLOW

Land use

Goose Hollow is situated just west of  Downtown, across from the I-405 freeway.  What 
was mainly a residential area is now a mix of  medium density commercial and residential, 
PGE Park (formerly Civic Stadium) and Lincoln High School.  The subdistrict area (with 
82 net acres) has been amended to include both sides of  N Burnside from I-405 to NW 
23rd.  FARs for the district range from 4:1 toward the west hills, and 6:1 along the MAX 
lines and along SW Jefferson and SW Columbia near I-405.

Transit network

Eight bus routes serve the Goose Hollow district, with a PM peak hour capacity of  9,234 
passengers, or 30 percent of  the Central City total.  Two MAX lines (Red and Blue) and 
two bus routes 15 NW 21/St Helens and 51 Vista use the SW Yamhill/SW Morrison 

couplet, providing a PM peak hour capacity in the corridor of  almost 7,300 passengers . 
SW 18th Avenue carries the most transit capacity, with three bus lines and two MAX lines, 
with a combined PM peak hour passenger capacity of  over 7,400.

In addition to the SW Yamhill/SW Morrison couplet, the district is served by other east/
west streets, some of  which act as couplets. Four bus lines run on SW Salmon, carrying 
a PM peak hour capacity of  466, and four bus lines also run on SW Jefferson, with a 
PM peak hour capacity of  472. Three buses run on SW Columbia, with a PM peak hour 
capacity of  612 passengers. Three bus lines run on N Burnside, with a combined PM peak 
hour capacity of  982 passengers.

The weighted average number of  hours of  service on a typical weekday (combining 
the different lines and adjusted by their individual frequency) is 19.70 hours, the highest 
number of  any district.

Headways vary depending on the time of  the day and between rail and bus service.  Rail 
service has consistently shorter headways, with about 5.5 minutes during the peak periods.  
Midday headways are somewhat longer for rail service (7.1 minutes) but significantly 
longer for bus service (13.2 minutes). Midday headways are overall 28 percent longer than 
during the PM peak period, shorter than in most districts with 11.3 minutes.

Rail Transit

The Red and Blue MAX lines provide most of  the transit capacity in the district.  Almost 
80% of  the PM peak hour capacity (41% of  vehicle volumes) is provided by the MAX 
corridor, as well as 77% of  midday period capacity and 73% of  AM peak hour capacity.  

Transit Destination

Forty-four percent of  the PM peak hour transit capacity is destined to the western suburbs 
of  the Portland region, passing through the southwest hills (with one stop below the 
Oregon Zoo).  Slightly more than a quarter of  all PM peak hour capacity in the district is 
headed to southeast Portland, and 14 percent is headed to northeast Portland.  There is no 
direct service to north Portland and the southwest and southeast suburbs.

Transit coverage

The entire area is covered by transit within two blocks of  a transit stop or light rail station.
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Appendix Figure B.2. River District daily transit passenger capacity, 
by direction (includes inbound and outbound)
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Transit Activity

The area has over 14,000 transit riders on an average weekday.  Forty-seven percent take 
one of  the two MAX lines, while 17 percent travel on N Burnside west of  SW 18th and 8 
percent use the SW Jefferson and SW Columbia couplet.  More than two-thirds of  riders 
use the SW Yamhill and SW Morrison couplet, both using MAX as well as bus line #15 
NW 21st or #51 Vista.

Issues

The area is generally well served by both bus and rail transit service.	
Better direct service to some areas in the metro region, such s the Southwest and 	
Southeast suburbs, Southeast Portland and North Portland.

cenTRAL eAsTsiDe

Land use

The subdistrict is the largest in the Central City, with 382 net acres, located directly across 
the Willamette River from Downtown.  The land use is primarily industrial, protected 
by industrial sanctuary land use regulations.  There is medium density commercial 
development along SE MLK/Grand, E Burnside, SE Sandy, and SE Belmont/SE 
Morrison couplet.  The Oregon Museum of  Science and Industry (OMSI) is the major 
attractor in the area, located at the district’s southwestern edge. FARs outside of  the 
industrial sanctuary area vary between 6:1 and 9:1 depending on location.  The higher 
FARs correspond with intersections of  major east/west streets.

Transit network

Over 1,800 buses run through the district weekdays, with a combined PM peak hour 
capacity of  over 92,000 passengers. During the PM peak hour period, over 152 buses with 
a combined PM peak hour capacity of  7,600 pass through the district. This represents 34 
percent of  the total transit volume and 25 percent of  transit capacity for the entire Central 
City.  The Hawthorne Bridge carries nine bus lines and has the most capacity, with 3,800 
passengers.  This is followed by transit on the Ross Island, with four bus routes carrying 
a PM peak hour capacity of  over 2,200 passengers.  Three bus lines run on E Burnside 
(with a capacity of  over 1,400) and one bus route (#15) on the Morrison Bridge and on 
the Martin Luther King Jr/Grand corridor (#6), and one (#70) on SE12th. The weighted 
average number of  hours of  service on a typical weekday (combining the different lines 
and adjusted by their individual frequency) is 19.48 hours, the second highest after the 
Goose Hollow district.

Headways vary depending on the time of  the day.  The peak periods have shorter 
headways, with 6.5 minutes in the morning and 6.7 minutes in the evening. Midday 
headways are 35 percent longer, with 9.1 minutes.

2005 7-8 am Midday 4:30-5:30pm
Route headways (min) headways (min) headways (min)
BUS SERVICE AVERAGE 9.1 13.2 10.4
RAIL SERVICE AVERAGE 5.7 7.1 5.5
TOTAL AVERAGE 8.1 11.3 8.8

Appendix Table B.6. Goose Hollow Transit Headways

2005 7-8 am Midday 4:30-5:30pm Weekday
Route capacity volume capacity/hr volume/hr capacity volume capacity volume
BUS SERVICE 2,475 53 1,744 36 2,194 46 30,605 634
RAIL SERVICE 6,720 26 5,474 19 7,308 28 107,963 380
% RAIL 73% 35% 77% 36% 79% 41% 79% 39%
TOTAL 9,195 74 7,128 53 9,234 68 136,525 965

Appendix Table B.7. Goose Hollow Transit Capacity and Volume
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Rail Transit

No rail transit currently serves the Central Eastside.  The proposed eastside Streetcar 
would serve MLK/Grand, passing by OMSI before crossing the Willamette River to the 
South Waterfront.  The proposed Milwaukie MAX extension will connect Downtown to 
OMSI and southeast Portland. The eastside Streetcar and the MAX extension will require 
a new bridge over the Willamette River.  

Transit Destination
Over two-thirds of  the PM peak hour capacity is headed to southeast Portland and the 
southeast suburbs, while 21 percent is headed to the northeast.  No direct transit service 
is provided to north Portland, northwest Portland, southwest Portland and suburban 
southwest metro areas.

Transit coverage

The OMSI site along the district’s southern waterfront has poor access to transit.  The 
areas best served are at the bridgeheads and MLK/Grand.  A large area just east of  the 
freeway is not within 2 blocks of  transit service.  

Transit Activity
Most of  the transit stops in the district are located at the bridgeheads, and where bridge 
approaches intersect with MLK/Grand.  Over 3,200 riders use the E Burnside corridor 
from the bridge to SE 12th, while 2,800 use the Hawthorne/Morrison corridor to SE 12th, 
and 2,000 use SE Powell to SE 12th.  Over 3,000 passengers use the MLK/Grand corridor.

Issues

North/south service on the SE Martin Luther King Jr Blvd/SE Grand Avenue 	
corridor along the entire length of  the District.
More direct service to OMSI.	
Only district with no rail transit service though plans are underway to bring streetcar 	
and light rail service.
Lack of  transit and pedestrian amenities on the SE Martin Luther King Jr Blvd/SE 	
Grand Avenue corridor, E Burnside St and at the bridgeheads.
Lack of  access to the waterfront area.	

2005 7-8 am Midday 4:30-5:30pm
Route headways (min) headways (min) headways (min)
BUS SERVICE AVERAGE 6.5 9.1 6.7

2005 7-8 am Midday 4:30-5:30pm Weekday
Route capacity volume capacity/hr volume/hr capacity volume capacity volume
BUS SERVICE 7,982 158 9,991 112 7,676 152 92,264 1,824
RAIL SERVICE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
% RAIL 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
TOTAL 7,982 158 9,991 112 7,676 152 92,264 1,824

LLOyD DisTRicT

Land use

The Lloyd District is immediately north of  the Central Eastside. Land use is a mixture of  
medium and high density commercial, retail and institutional.  Much of  the 230 net acre 
area is dedicated to off-street surface parking.  Four regional attractors are located in the 
district: the Rose Quarter, the Memorial Coliseum, the Oregon Convention Center and the 
Lloyd Center shopping Mall.  The FARs for the district are similar to Downtown’s, ranging 

Appendix Table B.8. Central Eastside Transit Headways.

Appendix Table B.9. Central Eastside Transit Capacity and Volume
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from 4:1 to 6:1 along the Willamette River and in the northern edge of  the district (along 
the NE Broadway/NW Weidler corridor).  FAR of  12:1 is found along the MAX tracks 
and stations, with 9:1 in the southeast sector of  the district and north of  the MAX lines. 

Transit network

Sixteen bus lines (including C-Tran) and three MAX lines serve the Lloyd District. The 
district’s PM peak hour capacity is 15,400 passengers, on 138 vehicles.  This is equivalent 
to 50 percent of  the total Central City capacity for the same time period.  Over 1,800 
vehicles travel through the district on an average weekday, with a combined capacity of  
223,600 passengers.

Transit features in the district include the Rose Quarter Transit Center and the MAX lines.  
The Rose Quarter Transit Center provides for transfers among transit lines, access to the 
sports/entertainment arenas, and to the Oregon Convention Center. Five lines run on NE 
Multnomah.  Their combined PM peak hour capacity is over 1,900 passengers. Two bus 
lines (#6 and #74) run along NE Martin Luther King Jr Boulevard/NE Grand Avenue 
corridor. Their combined PM peak hour capacity is about 850 passengers.  Two bus 
lines also run on the NE Broadway/NE Weidler couplet (#9 and #77), with a combined 
maximum PM peak hour capacity of  650. Two lines (#4 and #40 run along the N/
Williams/N Vancouver couplet, with a PM peak hour capacity of  1,000 passengers.

In 2001 Fareless Square was extended to the Lloyd District. The weighted average number 
of  hours of  service on weekdays (combining the different lines and adjusting by their 
individual frequency) is 18.79 hours.

Headways vary depending on the time of  the day and between rail and bus service.  Rail 
service has consistently shorter headways, with 5.6 minutes during the peak periods.  
Midday headways are somewhat longer for rail service (7.3 minutes) but significantly 
longer for bus service (12.4 minutes). Midday headways are overall 35 percent longer than 
during the PM peak period, shorter than in most districts with 11.2 minutes.

Rail Transit

With three MAX lines running in the district, over two-thirds of  the transit capacity is 
provided by rail.  Sixty-eight percent of  PM peak hour capacity and 70 percent of  midday 
capacity is provided by the MAX.  

The Red and Blue lines, running east and west along NE Holladay, serve Northeast 
Portland, connecting the Central City with the Portland International Airport and 
Gresham.  The Yellow line, running from the Steel Bridge and headed north on N 
Interstate, connects the Central City with North Portland. Plans call for an extension 
of  the Yellow line to Clark County, Washington.  The Red and Blue MAX lines have a 
capacity of  over 7,000 passengers during the PM peak hour.  The Yellow line has a PM 
peak hour capacity of  approximately 4,000 passengers.

Transit Destination

Thirty-five percent of  transit capacity is directly headed to North Portland, while 26 
percent heads to the western suburbs and 14 percent to northeast Portland. Just one 
percent of  transit capacity is headed to the Southeast and Southwest sections of  the city 
and region. The Downtown, River District, Lower Albina, Central Eastside all have access 
to the district. North Macadam/South Waterfront is the only district without direct access.

Transit coverage

Most of  the district area is within a two-block radius of  a light rail or bus stop (500 feet).  
A few areas of  low density development, near I-84 and I-5, are not covered.

Transit Activity

The Lloyd District has the second highest amount of  total daily transit activity of  all 
Central City districts.  Total ridership on an average day amounts to over 40,400 riders, 
or 20 percent of  the Central City’s total.  Boarding activity is highest along the MAX line, 
with 70 percent of  the district’s total.  Other areas with high transit activity are the NE 
Broadway/NE Weidler corridor and along NE Multnomah St, each with approximately 
2,500 boardings and deboardings.  The Rose Quarter Transit Center handles approximately 

2005 7-8 am Midday 4:30-5:30pm
Route headways (min) headways (min) headways (min)
BUS SERVICE AVERAGE 8.4 12.4 9.1
RAIL SERVICE AVERAGE 5.6 7.3 5.6
TOTAL AVERAGE 7.8 11.2 8.3

Appendix Table B.10. Lloyd District Transit Headways.
2005 7-8 am Midday 4:30-5:30pm weekday
Route capacity volume capacity/hr volume/hr capacity volume capacity volume
BUS SERVICE 5,542 114 3,787 77 5,182 106 64,582 1,320
RAIL SERVICE 10,240 40 8,256 31 10,444 36 162,610 567
% RAIL 65% 27% 70% 30% 68% 26% 73% 31%
TOTAL 15,782 146 11,730 102 15,422 138 223,622 1,817

Appendix Table B.11. Lloyd District Transit Capacity and Volume
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Transit network

The district has the lowest transit capacity in the Central City.  Bus lines #35 and South 
Shore #36 run along SW Macadam, carrying a combined passenger capacity of  153 and 
306 in the southern end of  the district.   The weighted average number of  hours of  
service on a typical weekday (combining the different lines and adjusted by their individual 
frequency) is 17 hours.

Headways vary depending on the time of  the day and between rail and bus service.  The 
streetcar service has consistently shorter headways, with 7.5 minutes.  Midday headways 
are the same for the streetcar but significantly longer for bus service (47.4 minutes or 2.5 
times longer). Midday headways are overall 61 percent longer than during the PM peak 
period, the longest of  any in subdistrict with 23 minutes.

Rail Transit

The Portland Streetcar recently extended to the district.  Streetcar passenger capacity is 
960, or 80 percent of  the total capacity in the district.  The line will be extended to SW 
Lowell later this year and eventually the Streetcar will loop around SW Moody and SW 
Bond, turning on SW Bancroft in the southern end of  the district.

14,000 riders, or about a quarter of  all riders.  Some of  the corridors listed above overlap 
with the Rose Quarter Transit Center.

Issues

Lack of  transit and pedestrian improvements along NE Martin Luther King Jr Blvd 	
and NE Grand Avenue.
Better service to the Western suburbs, Southwest Portland, Southeast suburbs and 	
Northwest Portland.

sOuTh WATeRfROnT

Land use

The district formerly known as North Macadam is undergoing rapid change. Originally 
the site of  industrial, maritime uses, the area (with 119 net acres) it is now developing into 
vibrant high-density mixed use neighborhood, following the framework established in the 
South Waterfront Plan.  FARs vary from 6:1 in the western side to 4:1 in the areas closer to 
the Willamette River. 

2005 7-8 am Midday 4:30-5:30pm
Route headways (min) headways (min) headways (min)
BUS SERVICE AVERAGE 18.5 47.4 18.5
RAIL SERVICE AVERAGE 7.5 7.5 7.5
TOTAL AVERAGE 14.3 23.0 14.3

Appendix Table B.12. South Waterfront Transit Headways.

North
88,600
38% Northeast

38,600
17%Northwest

1,800
1%

Western suburbs
53,100
23%

Southeast
37,050
16%

Southwest
7,850
3%

Southwest suburbs
153
<1%

Southeast suburbs
1,750
1%

Clark County
2,500
1%

\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\

\\\

\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\

\\\\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\

\

\\
\
\
\\\\\

\
\
\
\
\
\

\

\
\\

\
\
\
\
\
\\

\\\
\
\

\\

North
0

Northeast
255
1%

Northwest
8,400
39%

Southwest
8,700
40%

Southeast
0

Western suburbs
0

Southeast suburbs
3,650
17%

Southwest suburbs
700
3%

Clark County
0
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In July 2008 the Metro Council adopted a Locally Preferred Alternative for the Milwaukie 
to Portland light rail project.  The line will transect the northern end of  the South 
Waterfront, crossing the Wilammette River on a new bridge.  Metro, the cities of  Lake 
Oswego and Portland and TriMet are in the process of  analyzing different alignments that 
could provide high quality transit service to Lake Oswego.  Options are being considered 
for bus rapid transit on SW Macadam just south of  the district and streetcar either on SW 
Macadam or on the Willamette Shore Line.

Transit Destination
Thirty-percent of  transit capacity in the district is directly headed to Northwest Portland 
(and Downtown via the Portland Streetcar).  Over forty-percent of  transit capacity is 
headed to the Southwest suburbs of  Southwest Portland. There is no direct connection to 
Southeast Portland, North Portland or Clark County, Washington.

Transit coverage

Only selected areas of  the district are within a two block walking distance. Except for 
the stops on SW Macadam south of  the Ross Island Bridge, and the new service by the 
Portland Streetcar, the area lacks transit service. It is expected that the development of  the 
SW Moody/SW Bond couplet with streetcar service will improve transit coverage in the 
district. It is still a question of  how the northern end of  the district will be served.

Transit Activity

Ridership on the bus lines serving SW Macadam lines is 124. There are no data for the 
streetcar stop on SW Gibbs.

Issues

Lack of  adequate transit coverage in the district.	
Lowest ridership in the entire Central City.	
Longest midday bus headways of  any subdistrict.	
Expectation of  a vibrant, high-density mixed-use district relies upon high quality 	
transit service.

LOWeR ALBinA

Land use

The Lower Albina district, with an area of  approximately 96 net acres, is located to 
the north of  the Lloyd District and is predominantly industrial with smaller areas of  
commercial and residential uses. Only the mixed use corridor along N Russell Street has 
FAR ration of  3:1. The rest of  the district is primarily industrial zoning. 

Transit network

Bus lines #1, #33 and #85 bus lines run through the district on N Interstate Avenue, 
serving N Portland and Swan Island. The combined PM peak hour capacity on N 
Interstate is over 4,000 passengers, most of  it served by the MAX Yellow line. The #1 
serves SW Portland.  And Northeast Portland is served by the #33 Freemont line with a 
PM peak capacity of  408 passengers. 

The weighted average number of  hours of  service on a typical weekday (combining the 
different lines and adjusted by their individual frequency) is 18.87 hours.
Headways vary depending on the time of  the day and between rail and bus service.  Rail 
service has consistently shorter headways, with about 5.5 minutes during the peak periods.  
Midday headways are somewhat longer for rail service (7.5 minutes) but significantly 
longer for bus service (10 minutes). Midday headways are overall 19 percent longer than 
during the PM peak period, shorter than in other districts with 9.4 minutes.

Rail Transit

Yellow Line Max expo serves the area, with stop at N Interstate and N Page St. the station 
serves the Russell Street Main Street retail area and Elliot neighborhood as well as the 
industrial district adjacent to the River.  The Yellow line carries 70 percent of  the PM peak 
hour capacity in the district, and 68 percent of  the midday capacity in the district. The 
Russell Street Plan evolved in 2002-3 to improve connections to the then-planned MAX 
station and improve the corridor and neighborhood for pedestrians, residents, workers 
and shoppers.

Transit Destination
Eighty-percent of  direct transit capacity is directly headed to North Portland, with close 
to 20 percent headed to Northeast Portland. Within the Central City, transit service in the 
district connects directly with the Lloyd District and Downtown.

2005 7-8 am Midday 4:30-5:30pm Weekday
Route capacity volume capacity/hr volume/hr capacity volume capacity volume
BUS SERVICE 663 13 256 5 663 13 4,928 97
RAIL SERVICE 960 8 960 8 960 8 16,800 140
% RAIL 59% 38% 79% 61% 59% 38% 77% 59%
TOTAL 1,623 21 1,216 13 1,623 21 21,728 237

Appendix Table B.11. South Waterfront Transit Capacity and Volume
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Transit coverage

Most of  the area isn’t covered within two block walking distance of  a transit station or bus 
stop. However the areas of  highest density, along N Interstate at N Russell, and near N 
Broadway, are covered.

Transit Activity

Ridership in the district was 769 riders as of  2005.  The Albina Mississippi Max station 
(serving the area by N Russell Street) carries 75 percent of  ons and offs in the district.

Issues

As the area further develops, particularly on N Russell, more transit activity may be 	
needed.
The area lacks direct service to much of  the City and metro region.  It also lacks 	
direct service to other Central City districts.

2005 7-8 am Midday 4:30-5:30pm
Route headways (min) headways (min) headways (min)
BUS SERVICE AVERAGE 6.9 10.0 8.6
RAIL SERVICE AVERAGE 5.5 7.5 6.0
TOTAL AVERAGE 6.5 9.4 7.9

Appendix Table B.14. Lower Albina Transit Headways

2005 7-8 am Midday 4:30-5:30pm Weekday
Route capacity volume capacity/hr volume/hr capacity volume capacity volume
BUS SERVICE 1,785 35 1,224 24 1,428 28 19,023 373
RAIL SERVICE 3,520 11 2,560 8 3,200 10 53,120 166
% RAIL 66% 24% 68% 25% 69% 26% 74% 31%
TOTAL 5,305 46 3,784 32 4,628 38 72,143 539

Appendix Table B.15. Lower Albina Transit Capacity and Volume

Appendix Figure B.6. Lower Albina PM Peak Transit Destinations

Northwest
0

Northeast
11,300
16%

Western suburbs
0

Southwest suburbs
0

Southwest
0

Southeast suburbs
0

North
60,800
84%

Southeast
0

Clark County
0



This page intentionally left blank.



Appendix-28

Appendix c: Transportation system Plan classifications
Appendix Figure C.1. Bicycle TSP classifications Appendix Figure C.2. Pedestrian TSP classifications
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Appendix Figure C.3. Transit TSP classifications Appendix Figure C.4. Freight TSP classifications
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Appendix Figure C.5. Traffic TSP classifications
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Appendix D: Bicycle Recommended Actions and Policy items

Area Recommended Policies Action Items

Central-City 
Wide

The Central City should offer a bicycling environment that is •	
supremely bicycle-friendly to users of all skill levels
Design the Central City Transportation System so that bicycling •	
becomes the first choice of transportation for trips of three miles or 
less by: developing an integrated, connected, and complete bikeway 
network throughout the Central City that relies on world-best facility 
design; restricting motor vehicle use on either a full- or part-time 
basis; focusing traffic enforcement on motor vehicle violations.
Streetcar facilities are to be developed on City Bikeways in a manner •	
that does not pose challenges to people riding bicycles.
Develop Central City Off-Street Paths so as to minimize conflicts •	
between pedestrians and cyclists using design and operational tools.
Any Central City River Taxi must provide accommodation for •	
bicycles.
Any structure across the Willamette River designed primarily for •	
transit must also provide access for bicyclists and pedestrians.
Accept unlimited LOS F at any Central City intersection when •	
conditions result from test of facilities and/or operations designed to 
promote and encourage increased bicycling.

Develop standards for bicycle facilities that create family-friendly •	
designs and that incorporate the concepts of separation from traffic and 
side-by-side riding.
Create programs for car-free street environments modeled after the •	
“Sunday Parkways” and “Car-Free Day” programs in European and 
Latin American cities.
Develop measurable performance standards to assess progress in •	
bicycling.
Establish regular surveying and polling of residents and visitors to the •	
Central City to assess changes in travel behavior and satisfaction with 
the city’s efforts regarding bicycle transportation.
Eliminate city ordinance regarding sidewalk riding. Revert to what is •	
currently codified in the Oregon Revised Statutes.
Work with State of Oregon to create lower speed limits on designated •	
City Bikeways.
Explore progressive automobile parking fees in and near the Central •	
City.
Work with Portland “signature events” (i.e., Rose Festival) to better •	
incorporate bicycle visibility and recognition of Portland as a bicycling 
city.
Develop a policy and plan for a “flexible bicycle” service that makes a •	
fleet of bicycles available in the public right-of-way to whoever would 
like to use them.

Access between 
the Central 
City and North 
and Northeast 
Portland

Classify all Willamette River Bridge crossings as “off-street paths.”•	
Classify Alder Street as “City Bikeway” between 2•	 nd & 14th Avenues
Classify Morrison Street between Naito Parkway & 14•	 th Avenue

Improve connection to and from the Burnside Bridge at east and west •	
ends.
Especially strengthen the connection to the Burnside Bridge from •	
Ankeny Street at the east end.
Signalize Ankeny at Martin Luther King, Jr. Boulevard.•	
Work with ODOT to identify funding for creating a shared-use path on •	
the Ross Island Bridge
Improve connections at both the east and west ends of the Ross Island •	
Bridge.
Complete bicycle lane gap on Naito Parkway under the Steel Bridge•	
Provide a signalized crossing of Naito Parkway in the vicinity of Glisan •	
Street. 

Access between 
the Central City 
and Northwest 
Portland

Classify NW Flanders Street as City Bikeway between 16•	 th and Naito 
Parkway
Classify Parks Blocks as City Bikeways•	

Seek funding for developing Flanders Street bikeway, including bridge •	
over I-405 and signalized crossing of Naito at Glisan
Complete bicycle lanes on NW Front between 9•	 th & 15th.

Access between 
the Central City 
and Southwest 
Portland

Classify SW 4•	 th, 5th, and 6th Avenues as City Bikeways from the 
southern edge of Downtown (extending to SW Sheridan for 5th 
Avenue) to their northern termini at either Irving or Hoyt Streets.
Extend City Bikeway classification on SW Broadway from SW 6•	 th 
Avenue to SW 4th Avenue.
Classify SW Columbia as City Bikeway between 18•	 th & Naito.

Improve connection along SW 6•	 th Avenue from Sheridan Street to Sam 
Jackson Parkway. Look at shifting inbound bicycle lane into adjacent 
Duniway Park and develop wider, raised bicycle lane in outbound 
direction. Develop bicycle signal at SW 6th/Terwilliger/Sam Jackson to 
facilitate outbound left turn for cyclists.
Work with ODOT to modify freeway ramp entrances to Downtown on •	
SW 6th and 4th Avenues to create better conditions for bicycling.

Create crossing treatment to facilitate movement of cyclists between 
intersection of SW 5th & Broadway to SW 6th & Broadway.

Appendix Table D.1. Recommended actions and policy items
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Appendix Figure D.1. Recommended bicycle facility improvements.

River 
District

Classify NW 10•	 th and 11th as City Bikeways from Overton to Harrison.
Extend City Bikeway classifications for NW Raleigh, Flanders and •	
Couch Streets as far to the east as possible, and for NW 4th, 5th, and 
6th Avenues as far north as possible.
Remove City Bikeway classification on Everett & Glisan where they •	
are not currently striped with bicycle lanes.
Classify Park Blocks as City Bikeways from Hoyt Street to Portland •	
State University Campus.

Complete bicycle connection on Naito Parkway •	
between Davis Street and existing bicycle lanes north 
of the Steel Bridge.
Complete bicycle connection on NW Front Avenue •	
between NW 9th and 15th Avenues.

Central 
Eastside

Extend City Bikeway classification on SE Clay Street to include •	
segment between Eastbank Esplanade and SE Martin Luther King 
Jr., Boulevard.
Create Off-Street Path classification on SE Taggart between SE 10•	 th 
and SE 9th.
Extend City Bikeway classification on SE Clinton between SE 12•	 th 
and Woodward.
Create Off-Street classification along railroad right-of-way between •	
SE Clinton and Division Place.
Classify SE3rd Avenue as City Bikeway between Couch Street and •	
Clay Street
Extend City Bikeway on SE Salmon between 6•	 th & the Esplanade.

Improve connection at east end of Burnside Bridge and •	
Ankeny Street Bikeway.
Improve connection between Clinton-Woodward •	
Bikeway and Springwater Corridor.
Improve connection between Brooklyn Neighborhood •	
and Springwater Corridor.
Repave SE Water Avenue.•	

Downtown

Extend City Bikeway classification on 4•	 th, 5th, and 6th Avenues from 
existing termini at the south end of Downtown north to Hoyt Avenue.
Extend City Bikeway classification south from current terminus at •	
Broadway/6th to continue along SW 5th to Sheridan.
Extend bikeway classification on NW Flanders from current terminus •	
at NW 16th to NW 1st.
Classify NW/SW 10•	 th and NW/SW 11th as City Bikeways over their 
entire length.
Classify 8•	 th, 9th, and Park Avenues as City Bikeways over their entire 
length.
Alternatively, create a new classification called a “Bicycle District,” •	
in which all roadways would be expected to be bicycle-friendly and 
would be eligible for project funding. Designate the Downtown as a 
“Bicycle District.”

Explore the creation of car-free streets in the •	
Downtown.
Develop planned locations for Bike Oases in the •	
Downtown. Manage the Bicycle Parking Fund to begin 
implementing this plan.
Work with Trimet, Transportation Management •	
Associations, and large employers to develop and 
distribute bicycling “Welcome Wagon” materials for 
downtown employees, residents and students.
Create more Downtown bicycle events that can include •	
either full weekend street closures or partial street 
closures that use weekend excess roadway capacity.
Work closely with Portland State University on a Smart •	
Trips program.
Develop a Bicycle Ambassadors program to educate •	
the public about bicycle operations.
Develop a short-term bicycle parking plan that •	
maximizes bicycle parking in areas with high retail and 
commercial concentration.

Lloyd 
District

Extend City Bikeway Classification on Wheeler Street between •	
Weidler and Winning Way.
Extend City Bikeway Classification on NE Wheeler between •	
Multnomah & Interstate
Add City Bikeway Classification to NE 9•	 th Avenue between Lloyd and 
Tillamook.
Classify NE 6•	 th Avenue as City Bikeway between  Tillamook & Irving
Classify as City Bikeways NE Oregon, 1•	 st and Holladay between the 
Esplanade and NE 13th.

Allow eastbound left turns from Holladay to 7•	 th Avenue
Extend 7•	 th Avenue bicycle lanes north to Tillamook 
Bicycle Boulevard
Improve connection across the Banfield on NE 12•	 th 
Avenue overcrossing
Create bicycle access through the Rose Quarter•	

Area Recommended Policies Action Items
Appendix Table D.1. Continued
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Established under ISTEA legislation, the NHS is a 161,000 mile national network 
of  interconnected roadways that link primary intermodal facilities including airports, 
international border crossings, maritime ports, rail-truck terminals, intermodal passenger 
facilities, and major travel destinations. These roadways are the most critical connections 
in our national transportation network. In Oregon, the NHS is comprised of  three classes 
of  designation: Interstate Highway - NHS, State Highway – NHS, and NHS Intermodal 
Connectors, which are primarily attached to county and city owned roadways.

national network
The Surface Transportation Assistance Act of  1982 requires states to allow larger vehicles 
on a national network of  roadways comprised of  the Interstate Highway System and non-
Interstate Federal Aid Primary System. The act also specifies the legal limits for height, 
length, width, and weight of  trucks using the National Network roadways. Jurisdictions are 
required to provide reasonable access for STAA legal-sized vehicles on their networks. 

Oregon statewide Planning goal 12
Statewide Planning Goal 12, Transportation is Oregon’s policy umbrella for transportation 
planning at the State, regional, and local levels. Goal 12 directs jurisdictions to “provide for 
and encourage a safe, convenient and economic transportation system.” The goal states 
implementing directives including consideration of  all transportation modes in planning; 
identify system needs; avoid reliance on a single mode of  transportation; minimize adverse 
impacts; conserve energy; meet needs of  the transportation disadvantaged; and strengthen 
the economy by facilitating the flow of  goods and services.

Transportation Planning Rule (TPR)
The TPR is the implementing rule for Goal 12, Transportation. It establishes mandates 
for linking land uses and transportation planning activities including the identification of  
needs for movement of  goods and services to support planned industrial and commercial 
development.

Oregon Transportation Plan (OTP)
The OTP is the transportation system plan, providing guidance for policy and long-range 
planning for the multimodal transportation system. It directs that the state transportation 
system be modally balanced, efficient, accessible, environmentally-responsible, connect 
places and modes, safe, and financially sustainable. Specific to freight movement, Goal 
3: Economic Development supports a balanced and efficient freight system, effective 

The Comprehensive Plan goals relevant to freight movement include Goal 5, Economic 
Development, Goal 6, Transportation, and Goal 11B, Public Rights-of-Way. Following is a 
brief  description of  these goals.

Goal 5, Economic Development, promotes a multimodal transportation system that 
encourages economic development.  

Goal 6, Transportation, provides overall guidance on how Portland’s transportation system 
should function over the life of  the Comprehensive Plan, 20 years.  The goal reflects the 
multiple functions of  a balanced transportation system, which distributes transportation 
benefits and effects fairly across the many populations of  users. 

goal 11B, Public Rights-of-Way meets State requirements on jurisdictions to maintain 
public facility plans. Goal 11B policies and the Transportation System Plan project list 
comprise the public facility plan for transportation. The goal intends to improve the 
quality of  Portland’s transportation system by carrying out projects to implement the 2040 
Growth Concept, preserving public rights-of-way, implementing street plans, continuing 
high-quality maintenance and improvement programs, and allocating limited resources to 
identified needs of  neighborhoods and businesses.     

POLicy fRAMeWORK

Portland’s Comprehensive Plan establishes policies for freight in the context of  a larger 
regulatory framework of  federal, state, regional goals and policies. Portland’s policies are 
required to be compatible with and complement the framework established at higher levels 
of  governance.

intermodal surface Transportation Act of  1991 (isTeA)
Landmark federal transportation legislation that initiated national policy direction toward 
the development of  a national intermodal transportation system that is economically 
efficient, environmentally sound, and energy efficient in the movement of  people and 
goods. 

national highway system (nhs)

Appendix e: freight Policy Objectives and classifications
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ReLATiOnshiP TO OTheR ciTy DOcuMenTs

community and neighborhood Plans
The City has numerous neighborhood and community plans with policies, strategies, and 
action items for improving local areas. Many of  these plans specifically address freight. 
All existing neighborhood and community plans were reviewed for freight-related issues. 
Better management of  truck activity in neighborhoods was the primary directive from 
these plans. Policy objectives and action items are addressed in the Freight Master Plan.

Title 33: Planning and Zoning
33.266.310, Loading Standards specifies the minimum number of  loading spaces required 
to ensure adequate loading areas for larger uses and developments.  The regulations ensure 
that access to and from loading facilities will not have a negative effect on the traffic safety 
or other transportation functions of  the abutting right-of-way.  The section regulates the 
number of  loading spaces based on land use and specifies where the regulations apply.  It 
also regulates loading space size, their placement, setback and landscaping.  Regulations 
state that the design of  a facility allows vehicles enter and exit the site in a forward motion, 
except in the Central City plan district.

33.130.255, Trucks and Equipment regulates parking and storage of  trucks and equipment 
to ensure that it will be consistent with the desired character of  the commercial zones and 
to limit adverse effects on adjacent residential lands.  The section sets truck and equipment 
parking standards for business vehicles (light, medium and heavy trucks) that parked 
regularly at a site.    

Section 33.140.250, Trucks and Equipment regulates truck and equipment parking for 
business vehicles that parked regularly at a site.  The regulations do not apply to pick-up 
and delivery activities, the use of  vehicles during construction or other intermittent, short-
term activities.  The regulations differentiate between light and medium trucks and heavy 
trucks.  

Title 16: vehicles and Traffic
16.20.220, Truck Loading Zone regulates truck loading zones.  Truck loading zones are 
established to prevent double parking and other illegal parking by designating a supply 
of  parking spaces dedicated to the delivery of  merchandise by trucks to commercial 
properties.  The regulations specify the types of  vehicles that may park in a truck loading 
zone, the duration (30 minutes), frequency and where the truck loading zone should be 
located in relation to an intersection for traffic safety reasons.  

transportation links to markets, cooperation on expanding system capacity, and promotion 
of  intermodal hubs.

Oregon highway Plan (OhP)
The OHP is a subset of  the encompassing Oregon Transportation Plan. It focuses 
specifically on Oregon’s state highway system and includes policies and objectives that 
direct on the system should function for freight. The plan also identifies a freight system 
network, which incorporates the National Highway System designations.

2040 growth concept and Regional framework Plan
The 2040 Growth Concept defines how the region should grow and develop over a 
50-year planning horizon. The concept directs growth into higher density mixed-use 
centers and corridors supported by a multi-modal transportation system. Industrial areas 
are a primary component of  the concept and are maintain as sanctuaries for long-term 
industrial activities. The Regional Framework Plan provides specific policies and guidelines 
for concept implementation. 

Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)
The RTP is the Portland metropolitan area’s policy and investment guide for the 
multimodal transportation system. The plan recognizes the importance of  a sound 
multimodal freight system to support the region’s economic and livability goals. The RTP 
identifies and defines a regional freight system.

ReLATiOnshiP TO PORTLAnD TRAnsPORTATiOn 
sysTeM PLAn

Portland’s Transportation System Plan (TSP) is the 20-year guide for planning and 
investment in our multimodal transportation system. The TSP includes the Transportation 
Element of  the Comprehensive Plan, consisting of  Goal 6, Transportation and Goal 11B, 
Public Rights-of-Way policies and objectives. 
The Freight Master Plan is a focused guide for managing freight activities. It details the 
specific policies, infrastructure needs, street design, and management actions that lead to 
an integrated and well-functioning freight transportation system. Through incorporation 
of  freight policies and objectives, freight network map, infrastructure improvements, the 
more detailed plan folds into the TSP. Future updates to modal plans for trucks and air-
rail-water-pipeline are informed by the Freight Master Plan. 
In the TSP, implementation of  the Freight Master Plan is combined and balanced with the 
needs of  all transportation modes. 
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Objective H
Pursue transportation and parking improvements that reinforce commercial, industrial and 
residential districts and promote development of  new districts.    

GOAL 6 TRANSPORTATION
Policy 6.3 Transportation education
Implement educational programs that support a range of  transportation choices and 
emphasize safety for all modes travel.

Objective B
Implement educational programs that recognize the need for developing and maintaining a 
multimodal transportation system that supports the movement of  freight as well as people. 

Policy 6.9 freight classification Descriptions
Designate a system of  truck streets, railroad lines, and intermodal freight facilities that 
support local, national, and international distribution of  goods and services. 

Objective A: Freight Districts
Freight Districts are intended to provide safe and convenient truck mobility and access in 
industrial and employment areas serving high levels of  truck traffic:

Land Use•	 . Support locating industrial and employment land uses that rely on 
multimodal freight movement Freight Districts 
Function•	 . Freight District streets provide local truck access and circulation to 
industrial and employment land uses
Connections•	 . In Freight Districts, streets not classified as Regional Truckways or 
Priority Truck Streets are classified as Freight District streets. Freight District 
streets connect individual properties to Priority Truck Streets
Design•	 . Freight District stree ts should be designed to accommodate all truck types 
and over-dimensional loads, as practicable.

Objective B: Regional Truckways 
Regional Truckways are intended to facilitate interregional and interstate movement of  
freight:

Land Use•	 . Support locating industrial and employment land uses with high levels 
of  truck activity near Regional Truckway interchanges
Function•	 . Provide for safe and efficient continuous-flow operatio n for trucks
Connection•	 . Provide Regional Truckway interchanges that directly serve Freight 

16.20.530,Temporary Truck Loading Area Permit regulates the issuance of  a temporary 
truck loading permit to any person proving a need for the permit.  The temporary truck 
loading area must be designated by portable signs or parking meter hoods or as otherwise 
designated by the administrative instructions of  the permit. 

16.70.600, Over Dimensional Vehicles generally prohibits the driving or movement of  
vehicles of  excessive weight; those dragging a log, pole, or other thing; and a vehicle that 
is constructed or loaded so as to allow its contents to drop, sift, leak or escape, among 
other general prohibitions.  The section defines exemptions to the general prohibitions, 
which include the operation of  government vehicles and vehicles permitted by the Traffic 
Engineer.  

16.70.630, Permits stipulates permitted use of  over dimensional vehicles. 

16.70.640 defines limits of  authority to issue variance permits. 

cOMPRehensive PLAn POLicies fOR fReighT

Goals, policies and objectives are the common link between the Freight Master Plan to 
the Comprehensive Plan. Development of  the Freight Master Plan identified revisions to 
policies to better address freight movement needs and impacts. Following are the specific 
policies and objectives that guide freight activity in Portland.

GOAL 5 ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
Policy 5.4, Transportation system
Promote a multimodal regional transportation system that stimulates and supports long 
term economic development and business investment.

Objective A 
Support multimodal freight transportation improvements to provide competitive regional 
access to global markets and facilitate the efficient movement of  goods and services in and 
out of  Portland’s major industrial and commercial districts. Ensure access to intermodal 
terminals and related distribution facilities to facilitate the local, national, and international 
distribution of  goods and services.

Objective B
Use transportation system improvements as a catalyst for attracting industrial and 
employment development. 
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Truck Access Streets.
Connections•	 . Truck Access Streets should distribute truck trips from Major Truck 
Streets to neighborhood-serving destinations.
Design•	 . Design Truck Access Streets to accommodate truck needs in balance with 
other modal needs of  the street.

 
Local Service Truck Streets are intended to serve local truck circulation and access:

Land Use•	 . Local Service Truck Streets provide for goods and service delivery to 
individual commercial, employment, and residential locations outside of  Freight 
Districts
Function•	 . Local Service Truck Streets should provide local truck access and 
circulation only
Connections•	 . All streets, outside of  Freight Districts, not classified as Regional 
Truckways, Priority Truck Streets, Major Truck Streets, or Truck Access Streets are 
classified as Local Service Truck Streets. Local Service Truck Streets with a higher 
Traffic classification are the preferred route for local access and circulation
Design•	 . Local Service Truck Streets should give preference to accessing individual 
properties and the specific needs of  property owners and residents along the 
street. Use of  restrictive signage and operational accommodation are appropriate 
for Local Truck Streets. 

Objective G: Railroad Main Lines
Railroad Main Lines transport freight cargo and passengers over long distance as part of  a 
railway network.

Objective H: Railroad Branch Lines
Railroad Branch Lines transport freight cargo over short distances on local rail lines that 
are not part of  a rail network and distribute cargo to and from main line railroads. 

Objective I: Freight Facilities
Freight Facilities include the major marine, air, rail, and pipeline terminals that facilitate the 
local, national and international movement of  freight. 

Policy 6.13 Traffic calming
Manage traffic on Neighborhood Collectors and Local Traffic Streets, along main streets, 
and in centers consistent with their street classifications, classification descriptions, and 

Districts and connect to Priority Truck Streets and other streets with high levels 
of  truck activity
Design•	 . Design Regional Truckways to be limited access facilities and to standards 
that accommodate all truck types.

Objective C: Priority Truck Streets
Priority Truck Streets are intended to serve as the primary route for access and circulation 
in Freight Districts, and between Freight Districts and Regional Truckways:

Land Use•	 . Support locating industrial and employment uses that generate high 
truck activity on corridors served by Priority Truck Streets
Function•	 . Priority Truck Streets accommodate high truck volumes and provide 
high-quality mobility and access
Connections•	 . Priority Truck Streets connect Freight Districts to Regional Truckways
Design•	 . Priority Truck Streets should be designed to accommodate all truck classes 
and over-dimensional loads, as practicable. Buffer adjacent residential uses from 
noise impacts, where warranted.

Objective D: Major Truck Streets
Major Truck Streets are intended to serve as principal routes for trucks in a Transportation 
District:

Land Use•	 . Commercial and employment land uses that generate high levels of  
truck activity should locate along Major Truck Streets
Function•	 . Major Truck Streets provide truck mobility within a Transportation 
District and access to commercial development along the corridor
Connections•	 . Major Truck Streets connect Transportation District-level truck trips 
to Regional Truckways. Trucks with no trip ends within a Transportation District 
should be discouraged from using Major Truck Streets
Design•	 . Major Truck Streets should accommodate all truck types, as practicable.

Objective E: Truck Access Streets
Truck Access Streets are intended to serve as a main route for delivery of  goods and 
services to neighborhood-serving commercial and employment locations:

Land Use•	 . Support locating commercial land uses that generate lower volumes of  
truck trips on Truck Access Streets. 
Function•	 . Truck Access Streets should provide access and circulation to land uses 
within a Transportation District. Non-local truck trips are discouraged from using 
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environment and residential and mixed-use neighborhoods.

Policy 6.30 Truck Mobility
Develop, manage, and maintain a safe, efficient, and reliable freight street network to serve 
Freight Districts, commercial areas, and neighborhoods.

Explanation: This policy recognizes the City’s role in managing truck movement on its street system. 

Objective A
Prioritize transportation investments in the freight street network that improve 
connections between Freight Districts and Regional Truckways. 

Objective B
Accommodate truck travel on designated truck streets through improvements to facility 
design and operations that address the dimensional needs of  trucks. 

Objective C
Encourage through-truck traffic to use Regional Truckways, Priority Truck Streets, and 
Major Truck Streets for mobility and Truck Access Streets and Local Service Truck Streets 
to access local destinations.

Objective D
Develop and implement street connectivity plans for Freight Districts to improve truck 
circulation and access to industrial land uses.

Objective E
Develop and implement a signage plan for designated truck routes and major freight 
destinations.

Objective F
Designate and maintain preferred routes to accommodate over-dimensional freight 
movement.

Objective G
Employ intelligent transportation system measures to reduce delays and improve travel 
time on Regional Truckways, Priority Truck Streets and Major Truck Streets.

Policy 6.31 Truck Accessibility
Improve truck access to and from intermodal freight facilities, industrial and commercial 

desired land uses. 

Objective C
Encourage non-local traffic, including trucks, to use streets of  higher traffic and truck 
classification through design, operations, permitting, and signing. 

Policy 6.15 Transportation system Management
Give preference to transportation improvements that use existing roadway capacity 
efficiently and improve the safety of  the system. 

Objective B
Employ transportation system management measures, including coordinating and 
synchronizing signals and intersection design, to improve mobility and safety for all modes.

Policy 6.29 Multi-modal freight system
Develop and maintain a multimodal freight transportation system for the safe, reliable, and 
efficient movement of  freight within and through the City.
Explanation: The relationship between the movement of  freight, goods and services is 
also addressed by objectives under Policy 5.4, Transportation System, of  the Economic 
Development goal of  the Comprehensive Plan.

Objective A
Support a well-integrated freight system that includes truck, rail, marine, air, and pipeline 
modes as vital to a healthy economy.

Objective B
Coordinate with private and public stakeholders to identify improvement and funding 
strategies for multimodal freight mobility needs. 

Objective C
Participate with inter-jurisdictional partners in the development of  corridor plans, master 
plans, and regional facility plans that impact freight mobility.

Objective D
Address freight access and mobility needs when conducting multimodal transportation 
studies or designing transportation facilities.

Objective E
Work with community stakeholders to minimize adverse impacts of  freight activity on the 
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susTAinABiLiTy in The fReighT sysTeM

The following describes those actions and activities recommended in the Freight Master 
plan that support existing CCTMP policies:

Mobility - which focuses on improving the reliability and efficiency of  the freight network 
to meet increased demands and where to invest in system improvements:
 

Designate freight classifications for Central city sub-districts including Downtown, •	
Lloyd Pearl District, South Waterfront, and Central Eastside streets as part of  the 
Central City Transportation Plan update
Implement Intelligent Transportation System projects to manage congestion on •	
key truck routes in order to provide better information about traffic delays and 
improved signal operation to control flow of  traffic for certain situations
Deploy ITS communication system technology at high-delay, at-grade rail •	
crossings to provide real-time information about traffic delays due to train activity
Institute transportation demand management strategies in Freight Districts to •	
provide travel options that help reduce single-occupancy vehicle use and increase 
capacity for trucks
Livability - which develops strategies for reducing community impacts from freight •	
movement and balances truck movement needs with those of  other transportation 
modes
Work with local businesses and the Oregon Trucking Association to establish •	
“good neighbor agreements” to address truck delivery issues including circulation 
plans and delivery schedules
Coordinate with Portland Police Bureau through programs like Strategic and •	
Focused Enforcement (SAFE) to identify opportunities for improving truck 
safety, education, and enforcement
Develop and implement a signage program to direct trucks to appropriate routes•	
Evaluate and update on-street and off-street truck loading regulations and •	
operations
Use the Transportation Safety and Livability Hotline as a tool to monitor •	
neighborhood conflicts with freight movement. Work with the stakeholders to 
resolve neighborhood conflicts as they arise
Implement Share the Road, a public education program to distribute information •	
about the characteristics and operational needs of  the various transportation 
modes to improve safety on City streets 
Partner with railroad operators and ODOT to institute “Quiet Zones” to reduce •	
train whistle noise and improve track safety

districts, and the regional freight system. 

Objective A
Evaluate and improve locations where inadequate roadway design creates barriers for truck 
access in Freight Districts and on designated truck streets.

Objective B
Upgrade bridges to remove load limits and vertical clearance restrictions on designated 
truck streets.

Objective C
Use public-private collaboration to identify and implement measures to minimize delays 
and improve safety at at-grade rail freight crossings.

Objective D
Provide adequate off-street loading areas for larger employment, commercial and multi-
family developments.

Objective E
Manage supply, operations, and demand of  on-street truck loading spaces to ensure 
efficient, reliable and safe loading and unloading activities.

Objective F
Implement design guidelines for truck streets that meet the dimensional needs of  trucks, 
particularly for Freight Districts, while balancing the needs of  other transportation modes 
in the right-of-way.

GOAL 11B PUBLIC RIGHTS-OF WAY

Policy 11.10 street Design and Right-of-way improvements
Design improvements to existing and new transportation facilities to implement 
transportation and land use goals and objectives.

Objective E
Use a variety of  transportation resources in developing and designing projects for all 
City streets, such as the City of  Portland’s Pedestrian Design Guide, Bicycle Master 
Plan-Appendix A, Design Guide for Truck Streets, and Design Guide for Public Street 
Improvements.
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Support efforts to foster environmentally-friendly goods movement •	
practices such as the use of  cleaner fuels and the reduction of  truck and 
train idling.

healthy economy - which promotes a multi-modal transportation system that 
supports long-term economic development by recognizing the role of  goods 
delivery in supporting healthy and vibrant mixed-use centers and main streets:

Identify and improve site specific obstacles to access and circulation in •	
Freight Districts
Collaborate with agency partners on public investment strategies to •	
stimulate economic development associated with freight movement and 
the industries that rely on the efficient movement of  freight
Partner with Portland Development Commission to identify and •	
implement transportation improvements that enhance marketability of  
industrial opportunity sites
Work with businesses in centers and along main streets to address truck •	
access and loading issues
Identify and prioritize pavement maintenance needs in industrial areas. •	

Primary Activity Secondary Activity Limited  Activity  

 

Primary Activity 
 

Freight 
Classification 

Heavy 
Freight 

Goods 
Delivery Services 

 

Land Use Connection 

Regional Truckway  
  

Routes for interregional and interstate movement of freight. 
Serves both industrial and commercial land uses via access 
ramps. 

Priority Truck Street 

   

Principal route for truck mobility in Freight Districts, and 
between Freight Districts and Regional Truckways. Provides 
truck access and circulation to industrial and employment 
land uses. 

Major Truck Street  
  

Principal route for truck mobility between commercial 
centers and corridors. Provides truck access and circulation 
to regional main streets.  

Truck Access Street   
 

Route for distribution of truck trips in neighborhoods. 
Provides truck access and circulation for delivery goods and 
services to commercial and residential uses.  

Local Truck Street    Route for local truck access and circulation to residents and 
businesses outside of the freight districts.  

Freight District  

  

Freight districts are determined by the presence of industrial 
sanctuary zoning (IG1, IG2 & IH). Streets within a Freight 
District provide local truck circulation and access. Applies to 
all streets unless classified with a higher designation. 

Railroad Main Lines    Transports freight cargo and passengers over long distances 
as part of a national rail network.  

Railroad Branch 
Lines    Transports freight cargo over short distances or distributes it 

to and from railroad main lines. 
Freight Facilities    The major marine terminals, airport, rail yards, and 

intermodal facilities located in Freight Districts. 
 

Appendix Table E.1. Freight Network Classifications by Activity Type and Land Use Connection
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Appendix Table E.2. Comparison of  CCTMP and FMP Truck Street Classifications

Street Name CCTMP Portland Freight Master Plan
I-5 Freeway Regional Truck Route Regional Truck Way
I-405 Freeway Regional Truck Route Regional Truck Way
SW Macadam Major Truck Street Major Truck Street
SE Powell/Ross Island Bridge Major Truck Street Major Truck Street
SE Grand Regional Truck Route Regional Truck Way
Morrison Bridge Minor Truck Street Major Truck Street
SW 13th Ave Minor Truck Street Truck Access Street
SW Jefferson Minor Truck Street Truck Access Street
NW 16th Ave Minor Truck Street Local Service Truck Street
NW 14th Ave Minor Truck Street Truck Access Street
NW Lovejoy Minor Truck Street Local Service Truck Street
Broadway Bridge Minor Truck Street Major Truck Street

N. Interstate Ave Minor Truck Street
a) Priority Truck Street in Lower Albina Industrial District. 
b) Major Truck Street north of Broadway Bridge.
c) Truck Access Street south of Broadway Bridge.

N. Larrabee Ave Minor Truck Street Major Truck Street
NE Glisan Minor Truck Street Truck Access Street
NE MLK Major Truck Street Major Truck Street
NE Grand Major Truck Street Major Truck Street
NE Lloyd Blvd Minor Truck Street Truck Access Street
NE 15th and 16th Ave Minor Truck Street Truck Access Street
NE Weidler/Broadway Minor Truck Street a) Truck Access Street east of MLK/Grand.

b) Major Truck Street west of MLK/Grand.
SE 11th and 12th Ave N/A Major Truck Street
North Russell St N/A Truck Access Street
North Tillamook Street (South 
Albina Over crossing) N/A Priority Truck Street

Note:	Bold	indicates	different	street	classification	from	the	CCTMP
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Appendix Table E.3. Infrastructure and System Management Improvements Planned for Central City

Location Description Est Cost Tier
Highway

I-5 Rose Quarter Modernize freeway/ramps bet I-84 I/C and Fremont Br. $92M 1

I-5 McLoughlin Construct new ramps from McLoughlin-I-5 NB $20M 3

I-5 No. Macadam Construct new off-ramp $60.0 Funded

McLoughlin @ Ross Is Br Access mgmt, reversible lanes, widening, ped/bike facilities $96.5M 3

Ross Island Br I/C with US 26 Interchange improvement at east approach to bridge $4.4M 2

Street

SE 1st, Clay-Stark @ RR Construct limited roadway access improvements $750K 3

SE 4th, Caruthers-Ivon Improve geometry, construct street imps,  ped/bike facilities $250K 1

SE 7th/8th Construct new connection from 7th to 8th at Division St $500K 1

SE 11th/12th RR Crossing Reconstruct intersection, est. bike/ped routes $400K 2

NW 14th and 16th Connections Improve connectiosn at Burnside, Yeon and Vaughn $200K 3

Belmont Ramp to Morrison Br Reconstruct ramp on eastside to Central Eastside $1.5M 2

Going/Greeley I/C Redesign Going/Greeley I/C including climbing lane $2M 1

Grand Ave Bridgehead Reconstruct west edge of Grand to provide sidewalks/turn lanes $4.1M 1

SE Stark, 2nd-Grand Restripe and create one-way couplet $50K 2

Water Ave, Caruthers-Division New roadway connection with sidewalks, bike lanes, access $250K 1

Water Ave, Stark-Clay Reconstruct street to meet industrial needs, and ped imps. $900K 2

System Management

13th/14th/16th,Glisan-Clay CCTV and changeable message signs $175K 3

Going, Interstate-Philadelphia CCTV, changeable message signs @ Greeley/Interstate $255K 1

Macadam, Bancroft-Sellwood Br CCTV, and variable and changeable message signs $290K 2

Yeon/St. Helens CCTV and changeable message signs $193K 1

Bridge

Grand/MLK Viaduct Reconstruction bet Stephens and McLoughlin Blvd $22M Underway

Interstate at Larrabee Rehabilitate Interstate overcrossing of Larrabee $1.2M 3

Wilamette River Bridges Rehabilitation of Broadway, Burnside, Morrison Bridges $113M Funded

For a complete listing of Freight Master Plan projects see Portland Freight Master Plan. http://www.portlandonline.com/shared/cfm/image.
cfm?id=112552 



Appendix-43

Appendix Figure E.1. National Highway System facilities in the Central City
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Appendix f: Parking Analysis
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Appendix Figure F.1 and Table F.1 Parking Sectors and maximum ratios  

    Growth 
Parking    Residential/Hotel 

Parking*  

Parking 
Sector Office Retail Sales/ 

Service
Medical 
Center

Schools/ 
Colleges Industrial Religious/ 

Theater
Hotel 

(existing) Residential Hotel 
(New)

CE 1 3.4 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
CE 2 2.5 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
CE 3 2.5 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
CE 4 3.4 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
CE 5 3.4 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
CE 6 3.4 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
DT 1 1.0 1.0 1.5 1.0 0.7 0.3 0.7 1.35 1.0
DT 2 0.7 1.0 1.5 1.0 0.7 0.3 0.7 1.35 1.0
DT 3 0.7 1.0 1.5 1.0 0.7 0.3 0.7 1.35 1.0
DT 4 0.8 1.0 1.5 1.0 0.7 1.4 0.7 1.35 1.0
DT 5 1.0 1.0 1.5 1.0 0.7 0.3 0.7 1.35 1.0
DT 6 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 0.7 0.3 0.7 1.7 1.0
GH 1 2.0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
LA 1 2.5 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
LD 1 2.0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
LD 2 2.0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
LD 3 2.0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
LD 4 2.0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
RD 1 3.4 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
RD 2 2.5 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
RD 3 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 0.7 0.3 0.7 1.7 1.0
RD 4 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 0.7 0.3 0.7 1.7 1.0
RD 5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 0.7 0.3 0.7 1.5 1.0
SW 1 2.4 N/A 2.4 2.4 N/A N/A 0.7 1.7 1.0
SW 2 2.4 N/A 2.4 2.4 N/A N/A 0.7 1.7 1.0
UD 1 1.0 1.0 1.5 1.0 0.7 0.3 0.7 1.35 1.0

Core Area sectors in bold. 
*Measured per dwelling unit or per hotel room.  All others per 1,000 square feet of floor area

Core Area highlighted in gray
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Appendix Table F.2 and F.3. All parking built under the CCTMP

Appendix Table F.4 and F.5. Parking built in the Central City  through Central City Parking Review

Subdistrict   Parking Type    
 Growth Preservation Visitor Residential/ 

Hotel Undedicated Total % of total

Lower Albina 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%
Central Eastside 0 120 0 0 0 120 1%

Lloyd District 1,720 10 0 660 0 2,390 11%
River District 2,240 510 980 5,600 0 9,330 42%

Downtown 1,250 1,240 2,200 2,180 165 7,035 31%
Goose Hollow 0 60 90 520 0 670 3%

South Waterfront 1,290 60 160 1,470 0 2,980 13%
TOTAL 6,500 2,000 3,430 10,430 165 22,525 100%

Allowed Built % of maximum  Ratio
Residential/Hotel 

with maximum 7,270 4,500 62% 0.9 per unit

Growth with 
maximum 6,250 5,350 86% 1.5 per 

1,000 sf

Subdistrict   Parking Type   

 
Growth Preservation Visitor Residential/ 

Hotel Total
% of all parking 

built in the 
subdistrict

Lower Albina (0) 0 0 0 0 0 0%
Central Eastside (1) 0 120 0 0 120 100%

Lloyd District (3) 20 10 0 60 90 4%
River District (9) 600 430 570 540 2,140 23%

Downtown (21) 780 1,240 2,200 690 4,910 70%
Goose Hollow (2) 0 60 90 340 490 73%

South Waterfront (1) 0 60 0 0 63 2%
TOTAL 1,400 1,920 2,860 1,620 7,800 41%

(Number of CCPR cases in parentheses).  Totals exclude surface lot renewals and CCPR cases
 that were never built.  Based on best available information.

Built Units or SF Ratio
Residential/Hotel 

without maximum 5,970 2,730 Units 1.0 per unit

Growth without 
maximum 1,150 455,000 sf

2.5 per 
1,000 sf
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bird” discounts, as is the case for Visitor Parking, but the operations restrictions apply 
seven days a week.  

Undedicated General Parking retention amendment
When surface lots containing Undedicated General parking (UG) are redeveloped, those 
stalls are added to the Parking Reserve.  A two-part amendment, adopted in 2002 as part 
of  the West End study, allows redeveloped UG spaces to be retained as UG under certain 
circumstances.  Section 33.510.263.G.4.e provides the following provisions:

Spaces removed must be on a surface lot in the West End Subarea (bounded by W •	
Burnside St., SW Market St., SW 9th Ave. and Interstate 405), and relocated in a 
structure within the same district.  Spaces that are not relocated within five years 
of  their removal will be added to the Parking Reserve and will not be available for 
Undedicated General Parking. 

Any remaining stalls on the surface lots may not be used for parking after •	
completion of  the new structure.

The total number of  spaces relocated under this amendment may not exceed 750 •	
spaces. 

No more than 250 Undedicated General parking spaces may be relocated to any •	
single structure, and all structures must meet the Ground Floor Active Use area 
standard.  

To date this provision has not been used.  A companion to this amendment 
(33.510.263.G.4.f) allows UG Parking to be retained upon redevelopment in all Core Area 
parking sectors, when all of  the following conditions are met:

The development will take place on a surface lot that contains Undedicated General •	
parking, and will replace all of  those stalls in a below-grade structure;

The development meets the minimum density requirements of  the RX zone;•	

No more than 400 spaces have been constructed using this provision.•	

If  the above provisions are met, spaces may be retained as Undedicated General, and can 
be supplemented at a 1.5:1 ratio.  This provision has been used once, vin the ZGF tower 
under construction (as of  March 1, 2008) on a former surface lot at SW 12th Ave. and SW 

MAjOR AMenDMenTs TO The PARKing cODe since 1997

Superblock amendment
In 1997, a proposal was advanced to redevelop several parking lots in Old Town/
Chinatown, on the current location of  the Port of  Portland headquarters and the Classical 
Chinese Garden.  Northwest Natural Gas owned a superblock in the area, created for a 
defunct development project several years earlier by vacating portions of  NW 2nd Ave. 
and NW Flanders St.  The proposed redevelopment project included the rededication 
of  2nd and Flanders, and the loss of  435 surface parking stalls.  Although classified as 
UG, these stalls were used as accessory parking by Northwest Natural for employee and 
fleet vehicles.  Under existing regulations, redevelopment would have placed these stalls 
in the Parking Reserve.  Northwest Natural wanted to retain the ability to reconstruct 
these stalls for employee parking in future years.  To prevent the loss of  these stalls, a 
code amendment (33.510.263.G.4.d and 33.510.26.J.1.b) reclassified certain surface lots as 
Growth Parking, and allowed for their replacement, under the following conditions:

The surface lot exists on a superblock in the Core Area;•	

The stalls will be replaced in a structure within the same parking sector, and the •	
owner agrees to rededicate at least 20,000 square feet of  vacated street area as 
public right-of-way.  There is no time limit on replacement.  

Citywide parking ratios amendment
In 2000, the City completed a 2-year study of  parking ratios.  The study recommended 
significant changes to both minimum and maximum parking ratios Citywide, to comply 
with the Regional Parking Policy and the state Transportation Planning Rule, which 
mandates a regionwide reduction in non-residential parking spaces per capita.  In the 
Central City, residential parking minimums were eliminated, and maximum ratios for office 
uses in all parking sectors were established.  Prior to this amendment, parking sectors 
in the Lloyd District, Central Eastside, Lower Albina, Goose Hollow, and River District 
sectors 1 and 2 did not have maximum ratios. 

Shared Parking amendment
Adopted in 2000 as part of  the Citywide parking ratios project, this amendment 
(33.510.263.E.7) allows Residential/Hotel parking stalls created in the Core Area to be 
operated as either accessory or commercial parking, if  the residential uses are part of  a 
mixed-use project that includes at least 25,000 square feet of  nonresidential uses.  These 
stalls may be rented, monthly, to residents of  the Central City Plan District, or used for 
short-term parking between 7:00 AM and 6:00 PM.  There are no restrictions on “early 
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Washington St. that contained 76 UG parking stalls.  Although this is within the West End 
Subarea, the applicant was approved to use “the below grade parking bonus” (LU 06-
147481 DZM), which is unique to subparagraph f.  Therefore, 138 stalls in the structure 
may be used as UG, and count against the 400 limit in subparagraph f.  750 stalls still 
remain available for UG retention in the West End Subarea.  

South Waterfront Amendment
In 2003, code amendments were adopted to support development in the North Macadam 
Urban Renewal Area.  The South Waterfront parking regulations (33.510.267) provide 
generous maximum parking ratios, with up to 2.4 stalls per 1,000 feet of  floor area for 
office, medical and university uses.  The two South Waterfront parking sectors are unique 
in that they allow for supplemental Growth Parking, under certain conditions.  Up to 1 
additional stall per 1,000 square feet of  floor area for office, medical and university uses 
can be approved through CCPR, if  the site is located more than 0.25 miles from a bus or 
streetcar stop, or 0.5 miles from a light rail station.  

The only surface lot constructed pursuant to this provision (OHSU’s “Schnitzer lot” north 
of  the Ross Island Bridge) exceeds the size threshold established in the CCPR approval 
criteria (33.808.N.3).  Therefore, this parking lot was approved as an interim use only.  
Approval conditions included:

Building 1 cannot exceed the 2.4 space per 1,000 square feet Growth Parking ratio •	
beyond January 1, 2013, the interim period.  In addition, because the proposed 
Supplemental Growth parking must be interim only, future phases and future 
buildings are not eligible for utilizing those 310 Supplemental Growth parking 
spaces requested in the application.  

The surface lot on the Schnitzer parcel shall close, and the parking operations shall •	
be removed, by January 1, 2013.   

If  OHSU chooses to accommodate Building One’s Growth Parking in a parking •	
structure before 2013, an equal number of  Building One’s Growth surface lot 
parking spaces should be removed from the Schnitzer lot, prior to final occupancy 
of  the new structure.

Elimination of  Surface Lot Renewal Requirement
Historically, the Downtown Parking and Circulation Policy required all new parking 
requests to be reviewed through a Conditional Use process.  Surface parking lots were 
additionally limited for a 2-year period and were required to apply for a conditional use 

permit for renewal for another 2 years.  The policy objectives were to prevent surface 
lots from becoming a permanent part of  the downtown urban landscape. Due to the 
difficulties in enforcing this policy objective, the CCTMP in 1995 simplified the surface 
parking renewal process.  The CCTMP required all surface lots approved by the DPCP 
to undergo a CCPR for a five-year permit.  In 2003 the 5-year renewal requirement was 
eliminated for simplification of  the zoning code.
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Appendix g: Air Quality Analysis
PORTLAnD MeTRO AReA inDexes

The Oregon Department of  Environmental Quality monitors air quality conditions 
throughout the state. The information was extracted from the 2005 Data Summaries by 
the Oregon DEQ.

Figure G.1 shows the air quality index combining measurements for ozone, carbon 
monoxide and PM 2.5.  All readings for 2005 range between good and moderate in terms 
of  air quality.  The warmer months show the best results and the least variation.  

Appendix Figure G.1. 2007 Portland Air Quality Index (based on PM2.5 and CO)

Figure G.2 shows a comparison between Portland and smaller cities in Oregon.  All areas of  
the State now meet the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). Data is for the 
average 24 hour period for PM10. Note that despite good readings the Portland region has 
violated emissions standards for a number of  air quality measures.
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Figure 29a.  PM10 trend for NW Oregon cities using the second highest 24 hour average. 
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Figure 29b.  PM10 trend for SW Oregon cities using the second highest 24 hour average. 

 

Appendix Figure G.2 PM10 trend for NW Oregon cities using the second highest 24 hour average.
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Figure 23.  2007 Portland Air Quality Summary 
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Figure 24.  2007 Roseburg Air Quality Summary  
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Figure 30a.  CO trend for Bend, Klamath Falls, Medford, and Grants Pass using second highest 
eight hour average.   
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Figure 30b.  CO trend for Portland, Eugene, and Salem using second highest eight hour average.   

Appendix Figure G.3. CO trend for Portland, Eugene, and Salem using second highest eight hour average.
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Appendix Figure G.3. Ozone data for select Oregon cities
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Figure 31b. Portland/Vancouver ozone trend using the three year average of fourth highest eight 
hour ozone value with Vehicle Miles Traveled and Population trends.  In 2008 the eight hour 
standard was lowered to 0.075 ppm. 
Population figures are from Portland State University Population Research Center.   Vehicle 
miles traveled are taken from Metro for the Portland/Vancouver area.

Appendix Figure G.4. Ozone and VMT in Oregon, 1990 - 2007

Appendix Figure G.5. Particulate matter trends, 1990 - 2007

CO Emissions (lbs.) 2005 2010 2017 % Change 
2005-2017

Industrial Emissions 67,401 71,085 76,241 13%
   (Growth Allowance) 14,880 14,880 14,880 0%

Area Sources 872,852 925,684 999,648 15%
On-Road MVEB 1,238,575 1,033,578 1,181,341 -5%

Non-Road Emissions 530,435 619,753 690,469 30%
Total Portland Metro Region: 2,724,143 2,664,980 2,962,579 9%

1999 Portland CO in Metro Area CO Emissions

Source Type Annual (tons/
year)

Seasonal Day 
(lbs/day)

Share of  Annual 
Total Emissions

Stationary Point 19,159 106,590 4%

Stationary Area 77,942 809,455 16%

Mobile Non-Road 121,669 372,098 24%

Mobile On-Road 278,333 1,525,114 56%

Total CO in Metro Area 497,103 2,813,257 100%

Appendix Table G.1. Projected growth in CO emissions

Appendix Table G.2. CO sources 
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PM2.5 Trends 
Figures 32a through h provide the PM2.5 98th percentile and annual average.  
Note:  The 98th Percentile is a NAAQS standard and is the 98th percent highest sample day.  For example, it is the 4th 
highest sample day if a site has 200 sample days (200*0.98)=196; 200-196= 4. 
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Figure 32a.  Portland and The Dalles PM2.5 98th Percentile (top) and Annual Average (bottom). 
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Figure 32b.  Salem and Albany PM2.5 98th Percentile (top) and Annual Average (bottom). 
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gLOssARy Of Key POLLuTAnTs

According to DEQ’s 2007 Air Quality Annual Report, the air pollutants of  
greatest concern in Oregon are:

Ground-level ozone, commonly known as smog• 
Fine particulate matter (or PM, mostly from wood smoke, other combustion • 
sources, cars and dust) known as:
PM10 (10 micrometers and smaller diameter) and• 
PM2.5 (2.5 micrometers and smaller diameter)• 
Hazardous air pollutants (also called Air Toxics)• 
Carbon monoxide CO (mostly from motor vehicles)• 

DEQ also is concerned about greenhouse gases and along with the Oregon 
Department of  Energy (DOE) is working on strategies to mitigate their release. 
Greenhouse gases cause global warming and according to a DOE report, “…
The impacts of  such changes on Oregon citizens, businesses and environmental values are likely 
to be extensive and destructive. Coastal and river flooding, snowpack declines, lower summer 
river flows, impacts to farm and forest productivity, energy cost increases, public health effects, 
and increased pressures on many fish and wildlife species are some of  the effects anticipated by 
scientists at Oregon and Washington universities.”

DOE has produced a report discussing global climate change in Oregon titled 
“Oregon Strategy for Greenhouse Gas Reductions.”
Federal Requirements

federal laws reducing toxic air pollutants
The Clean Air Act Amendments of  1990 require the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) to regulate emissions of  188 hazardous air pollutants.  The Vehicle 
Inspection Program in Portland and Medford reduces vehicle emissions that contain 
toxic air pollutants by making sure air pollution control systems in vehicles are working 
properly.  

In the Portland Metropolitan Area, transportation related CO emissions are 
responsible for over half  of  total emissions, as shown in the table below.
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Appendix h: Policy framework
finAncing 

The financing of  the transportation system includes a variety of  federal, state and local 
programs, and in the case of  railroad, marine, aviation and pipeline systems, the private 
sector as well.

Federal Funding 
Improvements, maintenance and management of  highway facilities, which represent the 
largest funding component of  the transportation system, is financed through user fees, 
registration fees and other taxing instruments, which are distributed to state and local 
authorities. Federal highway programs, which are largely financed through federal taxes on 
fuels, are collected and programmed every six years through the Highway Trust Fund. The 
current funding programs fall under the SAFETEA-LU of  September 2003, and includes 
the following programs:

National Highway System (NHS) funds improvements to rural and urban • 
roads that are part of  the NHS, including the Interstate System and designated 
connections to major intermodal terminals. In some instances NHS funds may 
be used for transit improvements in NHS corridors.

Surface Transportation Program (STP) provides flexible funding that may be • 
used by states and localities for projects on any Federal-aid highway (FAH), 
including the National Highway System (NHS), bridge projects on any public 
road, transit capital projects and intracity and intercity bus terminals and 
facilities.

Congestion Management Air Quality (CMAQ) provides funding for projects • 
and programs in air quality non-attainment and maintenance areas for ozone, 
carbon monoxide and small particulate matter that reduce transportation related 
emissions.

Transportation Enhancement (TE) provides transportation-related activities that • 
are designed to strengthen the cultural, aesthetic and environmental aspects of  
the nation’s intermodal transportation system.

High Priority (Demonstration) Projects provides funding for projects identified • 

by Congress with a specific amount of  funding over the six years of  TEA-21. 
The designated funding can be used only for the specified project. 

Highway Bridge Replacement and Rehabilitation Program provides funds to • 
assist the states in their programs to replace or rehabilitate deficient highway 
bridges and to seismically retrofit bridges on any public road.

Intelligent Transportation Systems Program  provides for research, development • 
and operational testing of  Intelligent Transportation Systems aimed at solving 
congestion and safety problems, improving operating efficiencies in transit and 
commercial vehicles, and reducing the environmental impact of  growing travel 
demand.

Within each of  the program categories are specific sub-categories that may be relevant to 
the City and region.

State Funding 
Many federal USDOT funds are passed through the State via ODOT to the local 
jurisdictions. Local requests must be submitted and approved in the four-year STIP. In 
2005, state transportation funds generated $21 million for the City of  Portland.

The State of  Oregon finances highway projects on the State Highway System and to local 
jurisdiction highways through collection and distribution of  revenues collected from 
state fuels taxes, the weight-mile tax, registration fees, and other vehicle-related taxes. 
In 2003, the State Legislature directed ODOT to bond revenues to create the Oregon 
Transportation Improvement Act (OTIA), which provided over $2 billion statewide, and 
was responsible for funding the East End Connector and the Sandy Blvd Streetscape 
project.  In 2006 and 2007, the state ConnectOregon program provided $200 million for 
the completion of  “project-ready” non-highway freight and transit projects; including 
extension of  the streetscape in the South Waterfront area, purchase of  post-panamax 
cranes at the Port of  Portland, and rail improvements at the Port’s Barnes Yard.

In addition to highway improvement projects, ODOT funds special highway safety and 
demand management programs, as well as the Railroad Crossing Safety Improvement 
program.

Regional Funding 
Metro distributes federal transportation dollars designated for specific purposes for the 
Portland region and the City of  Portland, and is responsible for distributing “flexible” 



Appendix-53

transportation funds, which may be spent on a wide variety of  transportation projects or 
programs. 

Allocation of  flexible funds occurs every two years under the Metropolitan Transportation 
Improvement Program (MTIP):  Project applications are submitted to Metro on behalf  
of  eligible public sponsors. These applications address specific questions regarding project 
cost, and ability to meet the objectives adopted by the Joint Policy Advisory Committee 
on Transportation (JPACT) and the Metro Council to guide the allocation of  funds.

City of  Portland Funding 
PDOT coordinates the City’s regional, state and federal solicitation of  transportation 
funds for all city agencies and bureaus, as well as supports candidate projects for the Port 
of  Portland and Multnomah County in the MTIP process. 

ccTMP POLicies

gROWTh WiTh LivABiLiTy POLicies AnD AcTiOns

The Central City Plan, the foundation of  the CCTMP, established as a bold vision the 
desire of  we the– 

“citizens of  Portland for not just a good city, but a great city; that we are 
craving, not just a growing economy, but a dynamic economic climate that offers 
investment and employment opportunity to all of  its citizens.  The citizens of  
Portland demand an environment that is not just good, but also a setting that 
inspires us with its vitality and beauty.”

Assuring growth with livability is the central theme of  the Central City Transportation 
Management Plan (CCTMP).  Unless addressed in an organized way, growth may bring a 
sprawling pattern of  regional development, which is auto-oriented and difficult to serve by 
public transit.  Concentrating growth in the Central City by attracting a greater percentage 
of  new businesses and residents than has occurred historically will reduce vehicles miles 
traveled per capita on a regional basis, improve air quality and enhance the quality of  life 
for residents.  The CCTMP examined a concentrated growth scenario that predicted only 
a four percent increase in peak hour auto use over historical patterns.  One of  the main 
reasons for this small increase is the amount of  housing that was assumed to develop 
under this scenario.  An increase in housing development will reduce the need to drive to 
jobs, and the implementation of  parking management strategies will control the amount 
and use of  parking.  Improved transit, bicycle, and pedestrian access is also essential to 

support Central City growth and assure livability.  

POLicy 1: gROWTh WiTh LivABiLiTy

Support the vitality of  existing residences and businesses and the development of  new  
housing in, and attract new jobs to, the Central City, while also improving its livability, by 
maintaining and improving the transportation system for all modes.

Explanation:  This is a key premise of  the Central City Plan and of  the Central 
City Transportation Management Plan.  The CCTMP policies are intended to 
support economic development in the Central City.  The transportation policies support 
high-density development with a transportation system that will accommodate growth.

Policy 1.1: concentrated central city growth
Support the addition of  75,000 jobs and 15,000 new housing units to the Central City by 
2010.  

Explanation:  The City of  Portland has set a goal of  attracting one-fifth of  the 
region’s expected population growth.  In order to achieve this goal without impacting 
livability in neighborhoods, new jobs and housing must occur in the Central City.

Policy 1.2: employment Opportunities
Expand employment opportunities in the Central City through the retention of  existing 
businesses and the creation of  new jobs, taking into consideration the existing and 
planned densities, land uses, levels of  congestion, and transit service in each district.

Explanation:  Opportunities for growth in employment are directly linked to the 
vitality of  existing businesses and the availability of  transit and more efficient use 
of  streets and parking.  If  new jobs locate in the Central City without new policies 
and programs in place, the result will be increased traffic congestion and growing 
parking demand.  Existing or new jobs may locate elsewhere if  such problems are not 
anticipated and addressed.

Policy 1.3: housing Opportunities
Support the development of  housing as a way to maximize the efficiency of  the existing 
and planned transportation system and to also create a more livable community.

Explanation:  Increased Central City housing will have a positive effect on 



Appendix-54

transportation patterns.  People living near their work places are more likely to walk, 
ride bicycles, or use public transit to get to work.  

Policy 1.4: Residential Livability
Enhance the livability of  the Central City for residents, workers, and visitors by managing 
the effects of  growth and ensuring a high level of  comfort, safety, and vitality.

GROWTH AND LIVABILITY ACTION ITEMS

Amend the Central City Plan to adopt 75,000 jobs and 15,000 housing units as the 
economic and housing goals for the year 2010.

Note:  Action items are proposed to be adopted through City Council Resolution.  These items are 
suggestions on how the Central City can be improved.  The Action Items listed are a starting place.  
Additional studies and evaluations are to be undertaken.  Some will need to be modified, or in some cases, 
replaced with other proposals found to be better or more feasible for implementation after an appropriate 
review process

ciRcuLATiOn AnD Access POLicies AnD AcTiOns

“Ideal streets are hardly prevalent in our cities today, and the principal 
reason is suppression of  their life by passing traffic.  The reduction or 
slowing down of  traffic can allow the life that people want on their street 
to flower; it can allow conditions that make it possible to live amenably in 
the dense urban fabric of  the inner city; it can be the first step in creating 
conditions for street communities to reappear.”
 
Donald Appleyard
Livable Streets (1981)

The CCTMP is a multi-modal transportation policy which recognizes that a balanced 
system is needed to meet the circulation and access needs of  the Central City.  

Within the transportation system, the balance is shifting from the automobile-oriented 
model of  the 1960’s and 1970’s to one a pedestrian-oriented system that supports transit.  
Transit investments will assume an increased role in providing the capacity needed for 
access.  This investment is compatible with higher densities that will also make walking 
and bicycling more attractive modes of  choice.  

The Circulation and Access Policy and its sub-policies address the need to better manage 
the circulation system for all modes and identify priorities.  The intent of  the policies and 
the accompanying street classification maps is to clarify how the major transportation 
system should function, and identify streets which are most appropriate for the movement 
of  people and goods by public transit, pedestrian walkways, bicycles, autos, and trucks.  
The policies establish the basis for reducing conflicts among these movement systems.

POLicy 2: ciRcuLATiOn AnD Access 

Maintain and enhance the economic vitality and livability of  Portland’s Central City 
for residents, goods and service providers, businesses and their employees, and visitors 
through balanced transportation management programs which enhance mobility and 
access.  

Policy 2.1: system investments
Focus investments in the transportation  system on facilities that provide access to 
emerging districts, maintain existing capacity, and on measures that enhance the efficiency 
and safety of  existing facilities, including 

• Transportation demand management;
• Transportation system management; 
• Transit preferential treatments at congested locations; and 
• Capital improvements improving pedestrian and bicycle access and safety.

Explanation: This policy recognizes that the roadway system for automobiles in the 
Central City is essentially complete.  Adding new traffic corridors to or within the 
Central City would have adverse impacts by displacing businesses and homes and 
would not support State and City goals to reduce per capita vehicle miles traveled.  The 
exceptions are in emerging districts–North Macadam and the River District–which 
will need new streets to serve development and in the lower Central Eastside to connect 
development to existing transportation infrastructure.  

The Central City must use the existing transportation system more efficiently for 
all travel modes-the automobile, trucks, transit, bicycles, and pedestrians.  The 
street classification system identifies the expected modal functions for each street.  To 
successfully achieve the growth and character envisioned  in the Central City Plan, 
the transportation system must be balanced to accommodate the needs of  all modes.  
The transportation management measures listed in this policy can provide the needed 
access to support future growth of  the Central City in a manner consistent with the 
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Comprehensive Plan.  

Policy 2.2: Modal choice
Support transportation programs and provide facilities that encourage individuals to 
choose the most appropriate travel mode for each type of  trip to, from, and within the 
Central City to achieve the goals of  the CCTMP and maintain reasonable levels of  access 
and circulation.

Explanation:  In order to obtain maximum utility from the transportation system, 
individuals will need to choose the most efficient mode of  travel for their trip purposes.  
The most efficient mode for any particular trip depends on its nature taking into 
account distance and the availability of  infrastructure to support alternative modes of  
transportation.  It is critical that mode choices be made available in quantity, location, 
and cost that result in overall efficiency of  the transportation system.

 Policy 2.3: Priority for Transit
Support transit as the preferred mode of  moving people to increase transportation access 
to the Central City, with light rail and express bus routes providing the link to urban and 
suburban centers and urban transit routes connecting close-in City neighborhoods.

Explanation:  The Comprehensive Plan designates transit as the preferred form of  
person trips to and from the downtown and all regional activity centers (Transportation 
Element Policy 6.7, Transit First).  Transit is not to be viewed simply as a method for 
reducing peak-hour, work-trip congestion on the automobile network, but must serve 
all trip purposes.  A reduction in transit travel times on the regional system, and in 
the Central City area, to levels approaching automobile travel times, is also required to 
make transit more appealing.  

There is a need to operate the street system in a manner that benefits transit.  Transit 
preference in lane utilization, traffic signal operations, etc. may be appropriate at 
key access points, in congested corridors, and in districts or areas that have adopted a 
“transit/pedestrian first” strategy that provides transit incentives, service commitments, 
and development that supports transit and pedestrian travel.

Policy 2.4: congestion Management
During the off-peak travel periods, manage the roadway system within the Central City 
to maintain stable traffic flow on freeways and major arterial routes and acceptable delays 
at intersections.  During peak travel periods, greater levels of  traffic congestion are 
acceptable, except where such congestion would result in significant additional delays to 
transit vehicles or contribute substantially to carbon monoxide problems.  In congested 

areas, give priority to street improvements for modes other than single-occupant vehicles, 
where possible, to accommodate excess travel demand.

Explanation:  This policy establishes a service-level standard of  “stable traffic flow” 
and “acceptable delay” for the Central City area.  The policy recognizes that it is 
impractical, and may even be undesirable, to provide a roadway system capable of  
providing a constant level of  service throughout the day.  During peak travel periods, 
including the morning and evening rush hours, the roadway system will be more 
congested.  The policy recognizes that desirable service levels may not be maintained 
during peak hours, that increased congestion during peak hours is acceptable, and that 
construction programs to relieve peak-hour congestion would only encourage higher 
traffic volumes.

                         
Policy 2.5: Accommodate Density
The solution to congestion problems on the local roadway system within the Central City 
must accommodate the existing and planned high-density land use pattern.  Consider the 
following measures as of  higher priority than the reduction of  vehicular congestion:

• Supporting pedestrian access and enhancing the pedestrian environment;
• Maintaining on-street parking to support existing and planned land uses in the 

area (unless maintaining air quality standards is threatened);
• Accommodating transit access; and
• Accommodating bicycle access.

Explanation:  The movement of  vehicles, particularly “through” vehicles, is of  
secondary importance on local streets.  The primary function of  the local street system 
is to provide access and otherwise serve the needs of  adjacent land uses.  

Policy 2.6: Access Management to increase safety and efficiency
To enhance the street system’s overall efficiency and safety for motor vehicles, transit, 
bicycles, and pedestrians, access to newly developed parking shall be restricted by limiting 
the number and locations of  curb cuts.    

Explanation:  To enhance development opportunities in the Central City, the street 
system must be managed to ensure efficient operations and safety for all modes.  
Driveways, in particular, if  in the wrong location or too many in number, can 
adversely impact this system by decreasing street capacity or increasing safety conflicts 
between other vehicles and pedestrians and bicycles, and reduce operating speeds for 
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buses.  Streets with restricted access are shown on the Parking Access Restricted Streets 
map in the Zoning Code.  Exceptions to these Parking Access Restricted Streets are 
based on a demonstration that there are no significant adverse traffic, transit, pedestrian 
and bicycle impacts, on balance, including adjacent streets.  

Policy 2.7: Maintain Access to industrial Activities
Maintain and/or enhance commercial and vehicle access and circulation to and within the 
Central City to serve industrial activities.

Explanation:  Mobility for commercial vehicles should be maintained in the Central 
City by minimizing congestion caused by single-occupant automobiles, particularly 
during peak hour periods, through increased use of  transit and other alternative modes, 
i.e. carpooling, walking, and bicycling.

Policy 2.8: industrial sanctuaries
Protect industrial sanctuaries in the Central City from commercial development, especially 
from being used as a parking resource by commercial development in adjacent districts.  
Support the development of  commercial parking in industrial districts only if  it serves 
uses within the industrial district.

Explanation:  As controls on parking are implemented for commercial development, 
the industrial areas will become more attractive and desirable as locations for parking 
for nearby commercial uses.  Controls need to be developed to ensure that industrial 
land is preserved for industrial uses.

Policy 2.9: central city edges
Protect residential neighborhoods adjacent to the Central City from adverse transportation 
or parking impacts caused by economic or other activities in the Central City and mitigate  
their impacts.

Explanation:  The livability of  neighborhoods adjacent to the Central City can be 
impacted by Central City activities.  The City of  Portland currently operates several 
programs to reduce the impacts of  traffic and parking in neighborhoods.  These 
include the Neighborhood Traffic Management Program, the Arterial Traffic Calming 
Program, and the Area Parking Permit Program.  Examples in the Central City 
include the Goose Hollow Area Parking Permit Program, traffic circles in Eliot, traffic 
circles, diverters and speed bumps in Irvington, and diverters in Sullivan’s Gulch.  The 
City also has implemented transportation projects to protect neighborhoods, including 
the Western Edge Project (SE 12th), and the NW 14th/16th Project.  The Portland 

Office of  Transportation will continue to implement measures to maintain the livability 
of  Portland’s neighborhoods.

Policy 2.10: Broadway-Weidler corridor
Enhance the multi-modal transportation role of  the Broadway-Weidler Corridor with   
transportation improvements that reduce the overall vehicle miles traveled per capita by 
increasing opportunities for transit, pedestrians, and bicycles, and by reducing vehicle 
speeds.  Policies 2.14 to 2.16 were previously adopted in the Transportation Element are 
are included in theis CCTMP for reference.  

Explanation:  The Broadway-Weidler Corridor serves a multi-modal transportation 
role and is a major gateway to the Central City.  The Special Guidelines for the 
Design Zone of  the Lloyd District (adopted by City Council on September 11, 
1991) recognize the role of  Broadway/Weidler as a pedestrian-oriented sub-district 
and a buffer between the high-density commercial district to the south and low-
density residential area to the north.  These same guidelines recommend developing 
a Broadway/Weidler master plan involving transportation improvements, urban 
design, land use, and economic development.  The Lloyd District Task Force, a citizen 
advisory committee established during the development of  the CCTMP identified the 
need for developing “mini-plans” for each Lloyd District sector, including Broadway/
Weidler.  They also recommended examining improvements to enhance the pedestrian 
environment in this corridor along its entire length from the river to the eastern 
boundary of  the Central City plan district.

Policy 2.11: grand/Martin Luther King, jr. corridor
Enhance the multi-modal transportation role of  the Grand/Martin Luther King, Jr. 
Corridor with transportation improvements that reduce congestion by increasing 
opportunities for transit (bus and streetcar), pedestrians, bicycles, freight movement and 
traffic management.

Objective
2.11.1: When the East Bank Alternative Access Task Force study, the South 

Willamette River Crossing Study, and the Regional Transportation 
Plan Update determine alternative routes for regional and local traffic 
through the Central Eastside, then the City would implement policy 
and street projects that will enhance the role of  SE Grand and MLK 
as the principle commercial spine in the Central Eastside District.

Explanation:  The Grand/MLK, Jr. Corridor is identified in the Comprehensive 
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Plan as the primary north-south artery through the inner-eastside.  The majority of  
the corridor is in or adjacent to a National Historic District.  The corridor provides 
an important location for commercial, housing, and light industrial uses within the 
surrounding industrial sanctuary.  The corridor is expected to accommodate bus routes, 
pedestrian connections, on-street parking, the Central City Streetcar, and automobile 
and truck traffic.

Policy 2.12: West Burnside 
(Northwest Policy No. 6 of  the Transportation Element)
Encourage transit preferential improvements appropriate to a Major City Transit Street 
on West Burnside.  With the exception of  improvements at NW 23rd and West Burnside, 
do not expand automobile capacity; projects designed for the sole purpose of  expanding 
automobile capacity are inappropriate.  Transportation projects on West Burnside 
should seek to reduce vehicle miles traveled, should be transit preferential, and should 
recognize the importance of  providing pedestrian access via sidewalks and/or crossings at 
appropriate locations.

Policy 2.13: union station Transportation center 
(Policy 6.19 of  the Transportation Element)
Coordinate the planning, development, and interconnection of  all modes of  passenger 
transportation.  Union Station is the hub of  the multi-modal Transportation Center 
located in the North Downtown area and should serve as the primary passenger rail and 
inter-city bus terminal in the Portland metropolitan area, providing direct connections 
between passenger rail, light rail, vintage trolley, intra-city buses, taxis, and airport bus 
shuttles.

2.13.1: Preserve a setback at Union Station for future intercity passenger 
service.

Policy 2.14: northwest corridor Passenger Rail service
(Policy 6.20 of  the Transportation Element)
Expand Northwest Corridor passenger rail service between Eugene, Portland, Seattle, and 
Vancouver, B.C.  Cooperate with the States of  Oregon and Washington and the Province 
of  British Columbia to explore the feasibility of  high speed train service.

 CIRCULATION AND ACCESS ACTIONS ITEMS

1. Programs
a. Develop a system for resolving the conflicting demands of  different 

transportation modes.
b. Develop and implement a congestion management program for the Central 

City, including a traffic monitoring system, the development of  performance 
measures, the development and implementation of  a TSM program, and 
implementation of  a regional TDM program.

2. Projects
a. Support completion of  the I-405 Reconnaissance Study.
b. Support completion of  the Willamette River Crossings Study.
c. Identify a long-term solution to the deficiencies in the highway system 

connecting US 26 West with US 26 East.
d. Support completion of  I-5, Greeley to I-84, including appropriate pedestrian and 

bicycle facilities along the Broadway-Weidler overpass and across the on- and 
off-ramps.

e. Support the Transportation Element Northeast Policy 10 to study the decoupling 
of  Broadway/Weidler between 16th and 24th.

f. Based upon the CCTMP policies and  involving the affected district business 
associations and neighborhood associations, examine the character and 
transportation functions for parking, traffic, transit, pedestrian, and bicycles 
on Broadway/Weidler, from the Broadway Bridge to NE 24th, including the 
relationship of  land uses, economic development, residential uses, and urban 
design.  This study should include, as the initial phase, the development of  a 
vision for Broadway/Weidler.  (The Lloyd District Task Force, the Lloyd District 
TMA, and the  Broadway-Weidler-Lloyd Coalition  requested that this study 
begin as soon as possible.  A tentative work program is outlined in the appendix.)

g. Study the access and circulation needs of  the West Lloyd District area.
h. Recognize the need for the City to protect the residential character and livability 

of  the Central City (as housing and employment increases) by including “traffic 
calming” strategies in the development of  district transportation management 
programs.

i. Incorporate the recommendations of  the Eastbank Master Plan into the 
CCTMP.

j. Incorporate  City Council’s approved strategy to provide access from the Central 
Eastside to I-5  system based on the  East Bank Alternative Access Task Force  
recommendations.

Note:  Action items are proposed to be adopted through City Council Resolution.  These items are 
suggestions on how the Central City can be improved.  The Action Items listed are a starting place.  
Additional studies and evaluations are to be undertaken.  Some will need to be modified, or in some cases, 
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replaced with other proposals found to be better or more feasible for implementation after an appropriate 
review process

MODe sPLiT POLicies AnD AcTiOns

The establishment of  goals for mode split reflects the Framework Themes and Planning 
Guidelines of  the CCTMP which seeks to minimize  commuter travel by single-occupant 
vehicles in each Central City District to ensure growth and expand the use of  transit 
and alternative modes of  transportation.  The mode split goals reflect the Downtown 
Plan’s goal for transit trips to be 75 percent of  all trips to and through Downtown.  The 
mode split goals carry out the CCTMP intention of  improving the use of  alternative 
modes of  transportation during peak-hour commuting.  Focusing the mode split goals 
on commuting trips is consistent with the larger CCTMP goal of  minimizing congestion 
while allowing the most reliable data to be used.

POLicy 3: MODe sPLiT

Reduce the mode split of  single-occupant vehicles by commuters in order to reduce 
vehicle miles traveled per capita and lessen congestion during the peak hour.

Explanation:  Mode split is the percentage of  trips taken by each of  the possible 
modes of  travel.  Within the total number of  trips, the percentage of  trips by a 
particular mode may be reduced but, if  there is growth in the total number of  trips, the 
number of  trips by that mode may actually increase.  The CCTMP emphasizes the 
need to manage peak-hour commuting trips in order to ensure opportunities for growth 
in the Central City.

Policy 3.1: Transit
Support achieving the following transit share goals for commuter trips in 2010:

Downtown 60%
North of  Burnside 40%
Lloyd-Coliseum 40%
Northwest Triangle 20%
North Macadam 20%
Goose Hollow 20%
Central Eastside 15%
Lower Albina 10%

Explanation:  Commuter trips are those trips classified as “home-based work trip 
attractions” in Metro’s transportation forecasting model.  The transit goals for 2010 
are based upon an analysis of  expanded transit service and potential for development 
in the districts.  The Downtown goal is based upon high growth projections; the North 
of  Burnside and Lloyd-Coliseum goals are equal to transit mode split in Downtown in 
1990.  The mixed-use districts of  Northwest Triangle, North Macadam, and Goose 
Hollow have 20 percent goals to reflect lesser levels of  transit service.  The Central 
Eastside and Lower Albina goals are lower to reflect industrial employment and lower 
density development patterns.

Policy 3.2: Walk/Bike
Promote a combined mode split goal of  10 percent for walking and bicycling for home-
based work trip attractions to each district by the year 2010.

Explanation:  Currently, data for bikes and walking are combined.  The combined 
mode share is approximately 4 percent for all commute trips.  Better data is needed 
for these modes because they are expected to grow in importance over the life of  the 
CCTMP.  

Policy 3.3: Rideshare
Establish a rideshare goal for average auto occupancy of  1.3 persons per vehicle for 
home-based work trip attractions to all Central City districts by the year 2010. 

Explanation:  This is an overall Central City goal, but each district should attempt to 
meet or exceed this goal.  Currently, auto occupancy is approximately 1.2 persons per 
vehicle.  

MODE SHARE ACTION ITEM

Establish a better data collection method for bicycle and pedestrian movement.

Note:  Action items are proposed to be adopted through City Council Resolution.  These items are 
suggestions on how the Central City can be improved.  The Action Items listed are a starting place.  
Additional studies and evaluations are to be undertaken.  Some will need to be modified, or in some cases, 
replaced with other proposals found to be better or more feasible for implementation after an appropriate 
review process

PARKing POLicies AnD AcTiOns
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The CCTMP’s Parking Policies are intended to manage parking and stimulate economic 
development in Portland’s Central City area.  To maximize development potential, parking 
must be managed to allow the transition from lower-density activities to pedestrian-
oriented, high-density activities.

The Central City is a complex and diverse economic and land use system that is 
undergoing constant change.  This complexity and diversity is evident in the varying stages 
of  urban development now occurring in each district.  

The Downtown Core represents a mature urban form, with the highest existing and 
planned land use densities.  Parking structures are the dominant facility for increased new 
parking.  The Lloyd District, on the other hand, is transitioning from an automobile-
oriented district to a high-density, pedestrian-oriented district.  Over time, surface 
parking lots will give way to mixed-use development and parking structures, similar to the 
Downtown pattern.  

The established industrial areas in Lower Albina and the Central Eastside will continue to 
use surface parking as the primary from of  parking.  Goose Hollow is an established high-
density, mixed-use district, with the completion of  Westside light rail expected to stimulate 
additional mixed-use development.  The North Macadam and Northwest Triangle 
Districts will transition from large, vacant and under-utilized areas to emerging mixed-use 
development patterns, with the Central City Trolley and/or light rail providing the catalyst 
for pedestrian-oriented development and the use of  transit.

The CCTMP’s parking policy concepts are intended to:

1. “Pinch” the parking supply to encourage the use of  alternative modes of  
travel, i.e., transit, bicycling, walking, and carpooling.

2. Allow new surface parking to meet the particular needs of  individual 
districts while acknowledging that:

• All newly-developed surface parking will be landscaped;
• Buildings should be oriented to pedestrians and transit;
• New, free-standing commercial commuter surface lots are 

prohibited; and
• New, large surface lots must be part of  phased developments to 

ensure that future phases will replace them with higher-density 
development.

3. Establish a system of  parking ratios for office uses throughout the Central 
City.

4. Support parking structures, in the Downtown, as the preferred form of  
parking, and allow new surface lots (greater than 20 spaces) only as part of  a 
phased development or for large-scale residential development.

5. Manage on-street parking to support land use activities within each district 
and mitigate spillover impacts on  adjacent neighborhoods.

6. In districts with maximum ratios and paid parking, new  parking will be 
allocated through the ratios and managed to maximize utilization.

7. New parking for visitors, customers, and clients will be approved based on a 
parking demand analysis.

Maximum parking ratios are determined on a sector-by-sector basis.  The Downtown 
Parking and Circulation area is replaced by the term “Core” in the CCTMP.  Boundaries 
for the Core and Sectors are shown on Map 2.

POLicy 4: PARKing

Manage the supply of  off- and on-street parking to improve mobility, support economic 
development, promote the use of  alternative modes, and minimize impacts on adjacent 
neighborhoods.

Explanation:  The Central City Plan established the overall framework to create a 
high-density, pedestrian-friendly, walkable Central City area.  Managing parking 
is one method to encourage the use of  alternatives to the single-occupant vehicle.  
The intent of  the Parking Policy is to minimize congestion, support existing uses 
and activities, encourage economic development, and enhance livability.  Parking 
management is a major policy theme of  the CCTMP.  Stricter requirements apply 
where there are high levels of  pedestrian and transit activity or where such activity is 
planned for in the future.

Policy 4.1: On-street Parking
Support on-street parking as a valuable resource in Central City districts where it can 
support the land uses of  the area. 

Explanation:  On-street parking is principally intended to be used to support the land 
uses in that area.  On-street parking supports economic development and enhances the 
viability, safety, and activity of  a commercial district.  Parking is a key contributor to 
the economic health and vitality of  a commercial district.
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Objectives:
4.1.1. In managing the supply of  on-street parking, the priority is first for 

short-term, followed by carpool, and finally by long-term parking.

4.1.2. Encourage on-street parking in locations where it provides a buffer 
for pedestrians.

4.1.3. Implement on-street parking controls,  such as posted limitations, 
parking permits, or parking meters, as appropriate for the area  where 
managing commuter parking spaces is necessary to encourage the use 
of  alternative modes and to support economic uses in the district.  
Parking meters are recognized  in most cases as the most efficient 
and effective technique to manage on-street parking use.

Explanation:  The implementation of  parking controls for any area will involve 
extensive public review, block-by-block, property-by-property.  The process will 
determine the best techniques and assess the benefits and negative impacts of  each 
technique.  It can not be pre-determined what alternative is less restrictive versus which 
option will yield the best parking management for an area. 

4.1.4. Give priority consideration to the designation of  loading zone areas 
on-street in order to support nearby business activity.

Explanation:  Designation of  loading zone areas on the street should be based on the 
need to support nearby businesses.  

Policy 4.2: Off-street Parking
Manage the supply of  off-street parking to improve mobility, promote the use of  
alternative transportation, support existing and new economic development, and enhance 
the urban form of  the Central City. 

Explanation:  A combination of  maximum ratios, policies on surface parking lots, 
and parking structure strategies will be used to manage the future supply of  parking 
in the Central City.  Off-street parking is regulated by the Zoning Code through 
maximum parking ratios and through the Central City Parking Review (formerly 
Conditional Use) and Design Review processes. 

Objectives: 
4.2.1. Encourage carpooling as the second priority after short-term parking 

for off-street.  For off-street parking facilities, 15 percent is the goal 
for the number of  spaces available for carpooling use.

Explanation:  This goal for carpooling was part of  the DPCP.

Objectives: 
4.2.2. Encourage multiple-use parking (i.e., a mixture of  older/historic 

building parking, short-term parking, and/or carpool parking) as a 
way to fully utilize parking structures.

Policy 4.3:  Parking Ratios for new Development
Allocate parking for new development through the use of  maximum parking ratios.  
Support the development of  parking in conjunction with new development up to the 
allowed ratios.  Parking approved under maximum parking ratios is allowed to be managed 
in a manner to maximize the effective utilization of  spaces so long as it is paid parking. 

Explanation:  The Zoning Code establishes distinctions between parking accessory to 
a designated use and commercial parking which is available to the general public.  The 
Central City is a unique area where considerable commercial parking exists.  The 
Policies of  the CCTMP substantially limit the creation of  new parking through ratios 
or needs analysis.  This policy allows “accessory” parking to be operated in a more 
flexible manner than the Zoning Code typically allows.  

In areas of  the Central City where parking is not regulated by maximum parking 
ratios and parking is not typically charged for, the Zoning Code differentiation between 
accessory and commercial parking will continue to be in effect.

In the Central City, no minimum parking will be required, except for residential uses 
in the Downtown Sectors 1 to 5 and University District Sector 1-see Policy Objective 
4.8.1.  The maximum number of  parking spaces will be limited by parking ratios or 
the size of  surface parking.  

Objectives:
4.3.1. Establish maximum parking ratios for office developments in all 

districts of  the Central City to limit long-term commuter parking 
while encouraging and supporting the economic viability of  new 
development.  Establish parking ratios for other uses in the Core area 
to support the use of  alternative modes and to ensure that federal air 
quality standards are met. 
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Explanation:  Ratios were developed based upon existing levels and capacity of  transit 
service for each district and sector.  Future updates to the assigned ratios (outside the 
DT sectors 1-5 and UD 1) will recognize improvements in transit service both in 
increased capacity and in coverage within a district or sector and take into account the 
results of  the DEQ process for establishing regional ratios. 

Outside the Core and in Central City Districts/sectors with maximum office ratios, 
non-office uses requesting more than 60 parking spaces will be subjected to city land use 
review.  In districts/sectors with no maximum office ratios, proposed parking greater 
than 40,000 square feet of  surface parking will require city land use review.  

For mixed-use projects in the Core, each use has its own maximum parking ratio.  
Outside the Core, mixed-use projects that include office uses use the office ratio only for 
the office portion of  the project.  The parking will be reviewed and conditions imposed 
to ensure that parking for uses other than offices will not be used by office employees.  

4.3.2. Establish maximum parking ratios based on transit service, as 
measured in passenger capacity in the evening peak hour, and on the 
density of  existing and planned land uses. 

4.3.3. Upon completion of  the DEQ rule making effort to establish 
regional parking ratios, reexamine the Central City ratios for all uses 
outside Downtown Sectors 1-6.

4.3.4. Review and update the maximum parking ratios for new 
development outside the Downtown Sectors 1-6 during the next five-
year periodic review process.  At that time, adopt new ratios based on 
transit service capacity and coverage improvements within the district 
and apply previously established ratios.

4.3.5. Retain existing maximum parking ratios in Downtown Sectors 1-5 
and UD 1 for uses other than office in order to provide parking that 
meets the needs of  the development while minimizing impacts on 
congestion and air quality and encouraging the use of  alternative 
transportation modes.

Explanation:  Ratios were previously established as part of  the DPCP.  The 
maximum parking ratios are intended to provide employee parking and/or some 

parking for visitors or patrons.  Lower ratios are established for some uses, such as 
theaters, because the peak hours of  use are weekends or evenings when more on-street 
and structured parking is available.

4.3.6.   Establish parking ratios for uses other than offices in the 
Downtown and River District sectors based upon the maximum 
office ratio for the sector or on the demand for customer 
parking.  Parking ratios for some uses with low parking demand 
is based on providing parking that meets the needs of  the 
development and minimizing impacts on congestion and air 
quality and encouraging the use of  alternative transportation 
modes.  (Delay until ePA approval.)

Explanation:  Ratios are established based on either the ratios of  the Downtown 
Sectors 1-5 and UD 1 (theaters, religious institutions, community service, hotels, 
industrial uses, etc.) or on the office ratio of  the district (other retail, medical centers, 
educational institutions).

4.3.7    Adjustments are allowed for certain uses in the Core which have higher 
than normal parking needs and which are a desirable addition to the 
Core or which have a parking ratio based solely on employee parking.  
For supermarkets the maximum ratio shall not exceed 2.0 spaces per 
1,000 square feet of  floor area, and for anchor retail uses the maximum 
ratio shall not exceed 1.5 spaces per 1,000 square feet of  floor area.  
Adjustments can be granted only when adequate short-term parking is 
not available in the area to serve the proposed use.  (Delay until ePA 
approval.) 

Explanation: Adjustments may be requested from parking ratios in order to provide visitor 
parking where greater than typical numbers of  visitors will come to a development at times when 
adequate parking is not available in the area and the use is desirable because of  its contribution 
to a lively, diverse community.  These exceptions will be limited to theaters, religious institutions, 
community services, supermarkets, anchor retail sales uses, or uses that have a .25 maximum 
ratio.  Supermarkets are defined as being at least 20,000 square feet in area and anchor retail 
sales are defined as being at least 50,000 square feet in area and in one structure.

The .25 ratio for Community Service, Religious Institutions and Theater uses is based on 
employee parking.  Parking for daytime use by patrons is adjustable and shall be determined on a 
case by case basis and be based on an analysis of  demand and availability of  parking in the area.  
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Parking for evening use by patrons will only be approved if  existing daytime parking in the area 
is unavailable or insufficient for the need.  Daytime parking spaces approved for evening patrons 
use will be reviewed and considered during the land use review process.  (This provision will be 
included in the immediate Code and EPA code.) 

Supermarkets and anchor retail uses are key contributors to commercial vitality and to attract 
residential uses in the core.  Supermarkets are defined as being at least 20,000 square feet in 
area and anchor retail sales are defined as being at least 50,000 square feet in area and in one 
structure.  Their peak hour use frequently conflicts with other peak hour retail uses and generate 
a high level of  users per square foot of  development.  Supermarkets may be located in areas with 
little or no public parking.  Adjustments for anchor retail can only be granted if  adequate short 
term parking is not available in the area to serve the proposed use.  Adjustments up to 2.0 per 
1,000 square feet for supermarkets can be granted based upon demand analysis and providing 
access and facilities for pedestrians and bicycles.

Objective
4.3.8. Encourage the joint use of  parking for the purpose of  reducing the 

total number of  parking spaces.  

Explanation:  Where hours of  use do not overlap, two uses may share parking.  
Each use is subject to the maximum ratios.  New parking accessory to uses not under 
parking maximums will not be allowed to rent parking to office uses.  The intent is not 
to allow uses to exceed the maximum parking ratios of  the Zoning Code through joint 
use situations. 

Policy 4.4:  Management of  Parking Associated with existing Buildings
Allow structured parking approved for buildings developed prior to the CCTMP 

and under maximum parking ratios to be managed to maximize the 
effective utilization of  spaces so long as it is paid parking.

Explanation:  This policy allows existing structured parking associated with 
development to be operated in a more flexible manner than the Zoning Code typically 
allows if  it was built under the maximum ratio system and if  it is paid parking.  

Policy 4.5:  Parking for Buildings with Less than the Allowed Ratios

Objectives:
4.5.1. Support the development of  parking facilities to provide parking 

for existing buildings that have less parking than is allowed by the 

maximum ratios.

Explanation:  Older and historic buildings generally lack dedicated parking and 
usually rely on commercial surface parking lots.  Future development projects are likely 
to result in surface lots being replaced by new buildings thereby reducing the supply 
of  parking for older and historic buildings.  Parking that meets this policy may be 
in a single-purpose facility or in a facility  with multiple parking functions.  Parking 
provided under this policy on surface parking lots must also meet the Policy and 
Objectives under 4.7.

Proposed parking which is not created within or under an existing building, and 
that is not created through internal conversion of  a building, by excavating under 
the building, or by adding gross building area to the building will be subjected to this 
policy.  Parking created within or under the building will be subject to the parking 
policies defined in Policy 4.3.

4.5.2. In the Core, based upon a principle of  equalizing parking 
opportunities, apply a maximum parking ratio of  0.7 spaces per 1,000 
square feet of  floor area for existing buildings. 

Explanation:  The High Growth Scenario anticipated a loss of  5,200 surface 
parking spaces due to projected development.  This loss of  parking would impact 
existing buildings because of  the gradual loss of  surface parking spaces.  Due to 
the competitive office market in Downtown, replacing surface parking for buildings 
dependent on this dwindling supply requires a new approach and policies to address this 
need.  The proposed program is based on City Council direction to address the needs of  
existing office buildings in Downtown. 

Existing buildings may participate in the development of  accessory parking to the 
extent that the maximum ratio of  0.7 spaces is not exceeded.  A “parking reserve” is 
established at an initial level of  750 spaces for the creation of  parking for existing 
buildings.  As surface parking spaces are removed from the Core, the number of  
these spaces is added to the reserve.  As structured parking for existing buildings is 
developed, the number of  these spaces is subtracted from the reserve.

Parking that meets this policy in the Core shall be parking garages and may be in a 
single-purpose garage or in a garage with multiple parking functions.

In the period between adoption of  the Plan by City Council and approval by the 
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EPA, the Maximum Parking Inventory will remain in place.  In order to address 
the special need of  existing buildings which lack parking in the old DPCP area, 682 
spaces of  the parking reserve will be available.  These spaces will be used exclusively to 
serve the needs of  existing buildings.  

4.5.3. In the Lloyd District, based upon a principle of  equalizing parking 
opportunities, apply a maximum parking ratio of  2.0 spaces per 1,000 
square feet of  floor area for existing office buildings.  For other uses 
in the Lloyd District, treat the development of  parking for existing 
buildings the same as for new development.

Explanation:  In the Lloyd District, a parking reserve is established at an initial 
300 spaces.  It is anticipated that installation of  meters in the district will result in 
the reduction of  approximately 250 additional parking spaces, and an undetermined 
amount (100-200) of  unregulated spaces converted to short-term parking.  This 
reduction in long-term on-street parking and the 250 spaces will constitute the parking 
reserve.  Additional spaces will be added as surface parking spaces are replaced with 
parking developed in conjunction with office development.  New parking spaces meeting 
this policy can be provided in either garages or surface parking lots.  Surface parking 
lots  must also meet the requirements under  the Policies and Objectives  for 4.7: 
Surface Parking.

4.5.4. For the rest of  the Central City, not including the Core and Lloyd 
District, the parking needs of  existing buildings will be treated the 
same as for new development, including the application of  maximum 
ratios for office for those Districts/Sectors with such ratios.

Explanation:   New parking spaces meeting this policy  can be provided in either 
garages or surface parking lots.  Surface parking lots  must also meet the requirements 
under  the Policies and Objectives  for 4.7: Surface Parking.

Policy 4.6:  Parking not in conjunction with specific Development
Support the development of  parking structures which address short-term parking needs, 
such as for retail shoppers, tourists, clients, and visitors, and the need for parking for 
special attractors. 

Explanation:  The need for short-term parking varies depending on the amount, type, 
and proximity of  retail and other attractors.  It is important that there is sufficient 
short-term parking to ensure the economic vitality and development of  the Central 

City.  In the past, most short-term parking has been provided by the City in a 
number of  garages.  In the future, the need for short-term parking will be determined 
by a demand analysis.  The analysis will consider the parking demand in the area, 
availability of  on-street parking; and  proximity to the generator of  short-term 
demand.  A transportation analysis is also required, and should indicate there are no 
significant adverse traffic, transit, bicycles, and pedestrian impacts. 

Parking not meeting the requirements of  Policy 4.3 for new development and Policy 
4.5 for existing buildings below the parking ratios and not meeting short term 
parking needs of  Policy 4.6 shall be prohibited.  Parking for the general commuter, or 
commercial long term parking, will increase traffic congestion and decrease the use of   
alternative  transportation modes and will not meet the goals of  the CCTMP and the 
Central City Plan.  

Policy 4.7:  surface Parking
Discourage the development of  new surface parking in the Central City.  

Explanation:  Surface parking is generally inconsistent with the goal of  creating a 
high-density, pedestrian-friendly environment because it interrupts retail and office 
continuity, thereby reducing the human scale and character of  the Central City.  
Surface parking also tends to cause a dispersion of  activities which reduces the vitality 
of  the pedestrian and shopping environment.  To promote urban density, parking 
structures are preferred over surface parking lots. 

“New” lots are those which did not exist prior to the adoption of  the CCTMP.  There 
are two types of  “existing” parking lots.  First, parking lots that existed prior to the 
requirement for conditional use approval are considered “grandfathered” and, as such, 
are not subject to the renewal process.  Second, there are those “existing” lots which 
were approved prior to adoption of  the CCTMP and which have received conditional 
use approval from the City.  For regulation of  “existing” lots see Objective 4.7.7. 
below.

Objectives (new surface Lots):
4.7.1. Use the Central City Plan Fundamental Design Guidelines, district 

design guidelines, and Zoning Code requirements when reviewing 
new surface parking lots to ensure that the pedestrian environment is 
enhanced by the location and design of  surface parking. 
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4.7.2. Ensure that buildings will not be demolished in order to provide 
surface parking in commercial and residential areas.  New surface 
parking lots should be allowed only in conjunction with new 
development.

Explanation:  In the  Central City, the commercial and residential areas are zoned as 
R, C, and E.

4.7.3. Allow surface lots where structured parking may be prohibitive or 
impossible due to scale or phasing of  development. 

Explanation:  Structured parking may not be economical for small developments, 
such as small convenience stores.  Small surface lots of  less than 21 spaces are allowed 
outright to serve  uses that have only a small parking need.  When multi-block 
projects (multi-block projects are those in excess of  40,000 square feet of  site area) 
occur,  some surface lots may be provided as an interim use until later phases of  the 
development occur.  Surface parking for residential developments is  addressed in 
Objective 4.8.4. below.

4.7.4. When surface parking is developed as part of  a phased development 
plan, a primary use must be constructed at the same time as the 
parking.  

Explanation:  It is not the intent of  this objective to allow surface parking by itself  to 
be the first phase of  a development project.

4.7.5. In the Core, allow a maximum of  20 spaces of  accessory surface 
parking per 40,000 square feet of  site area.  Where more than 20 
surface parking spaces are developed, parking should be physically 
separated to break-up large areas of  surface parking.   Twenty surface 
parking spaces are allowed on any site of  less than 40,000 square feet 
in size.  

Explanation:  Each development site is entitled to a maximum of  20 surface spaces 
(using maximum parking ratios).  For example, two or more developments on a 
40,000 square foot block would each be entitled to a maximum of  20 surface spaces 
(depending on allowed ratios).  Each lot should be treated as a separate lot rather than 
aggregated into one.  Design guidelines will be developed to ensure that areas of  surface 
parking are visually separated.

4.7.6. Prohibit surface lots of  greater than 40,000 square feet in area in 
the Core, but consider allowing them elsewhere in the Central City 
generally as part of  a phased development plan or in areas that are 
predominantly industrial in character.

Explanation:  Outside the Core, the areas subject to Office ratios are generally characterized 
by a street grid pattern.  In these areas, limit the amount of  surface parking area to 40,000 
sq. ft. except as an interim use as part of  a phased development plan.  In contrast, the areas 
that are not subject to ratios are characterized by larger, irregularly-shaped parcels or are 
industrially-zoned.  In these areas, limit the amount of  surface parking area to 40,000 
sq. ft. or to not more than 30% of  the area of  the site, whichever is greater.  Allow larger 
amounts of  surface parking in the following situations.  
1. As an interim use as part of  a phased development plan if  the surface parking is 

visually separated into parking areas no larger than 40,000 sq. ft. at the end of  
the phasing; or

2. In industrial zones; or
3. For regional attractors.

Objectives (existing conditional use surface Lots):
4.7.7. Standardize the conditions that apply to existing surface lots subject 

to periodic review, focusing on promoting carpool use, short term 
parking, and improved landscaping.  Require perimeter landscape 
treatment of  these lots to ensure that pedestrians have an adequate 
separation from vehicles and to contribute to an attractive pedestrian 
environment. Encourage existing surface lots to add landscaping.

Explanation:  In the area formerly covered by the DPCP, certain existing conditional 
use surface parkng lots had a three-year reapplication requirement.  They were 
considered as “new” each time they reapplied.  These lots will now be subject to a five-
year renewal requirement and will not be scrutinized as if  they were new lots.

Over the years, the lots that went through periodic reapplications have been subject to a 
variety of  conditions of  approval.  Many of  these conditions are no longer applicable 
or are not in compliance with CCTMP policies.  The conditions that apply to these lots 
should be clarified and standardized.  The new conditions should focus on encouraging 
carpool use, short-term parking, and improved landscaping.  A Type III land use 
reveiw process will be used to streamline and clarify the conditions that apply to these 
lots and to “switch over” to the new CCTMP regulations.  
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Existing surface lots which were never subject to the 3-year reapplication requirement 
will not be subject to the 5-year renewal requirement and are intended to remain 
without review unless changes are proposed that would be subject to review under the 
CCTMP regulations.  

4.7.8 Allow existing and new surface parking lots, where appropriate, to be 
managed to maximize the utilization of  spaces so long as it is paid 
parking.

Explanation:  This policy allows existing and new surface parking lots for paid 
parking to be operated in a more flexible manner, than the Zoning Code typically 
allows where appropriate.  

Policy 4.8: Residential Parking
Support the provision of  adequate parking that meets the needs of  the development while 
minimizing impacts on congestion and air quality and encouraging the use of  alternative 
transportation modes for residential uses throughout the Central City.

Objectives:
4.8.1. Establish minimum parking ratios for residential uses in the 

Downtown District, Sectors 1-6 to ensure that an adequate 
amount of  off-street parking is being provided for new residential 
development.

Explanation:  A minimal amount of  parking should be provided for most Downtown 
residential uses to ensure that a reasonable level of  parking is provided for new 
construction of  low- and moderate-priced housing downtown.  The minimum parking 
ratio of  one space per 8 units is consistent with a study conducted by the Portland 
Development Commission on the utilization of  low/moderately-priced apartments.  
Excluding small units from this requirement, such as single-room occupancy housing, 
recognizes that people who live in these units have a low probability ofowning cars.  
Market level housing will usually provide parking to meet the needs of  residents.  
Adjustments from this requirement may be granted if  it can be demonstrated that 
the residents of  a building will have a low likelihood of  owning cars and that other 
demand management efforts, including the availability of  transportation alternatives, 
are being made to mitigate potential negative impacts of  providing less parking than is 
required.

4.8.2 In the RX Zone in the Core, parking shall reinforce the residential 
uses and non-residential uses in the neighborhood and shall not 
support commercial activities from the adjacent non-residential 
zones.  

Explanation:  The RX Zone was established to create a downtown residential neighborhood.  
To insure its viability and livability, parking should support activites in this mixed use, high 
density neighborhood.  

4.8.3.  Establish maximum residential parking ratios to support a diverse range 
of  downtown housing.  (Delay until EPA approval.)

4.8.4. Residential buildings are encouraged to share parking with other 
residential buildings which are under the maximum ratio.

Explanation:  The intent  is to maximize the use of  parking for residential uses, 
especially older buildings without dedicated parking and to support the stability of  
downtown housing.  Residential parking shall not be used for commuter parking.  The 
shared parking should not exceed the ratios established in Policy Objectives 4.3.5, and 
4.3.6.  The City will explore other options to meet the parking needs of  Downtown 
residents.

4.8.5. Support higher-density residential projects within the Core by 
allowing surface parking lots where structured parking may be 
prohibitive or impossible due to scale, high cost, design concerns, or 
environmental constraints.  Where possible,  surface lots should be 
visually separated to reduce impacts of  the large surface lot. 

Explanation:  The Zoning Code will incorporate provisions to address parking for 
residential projects within the Core generally as follows:
a.  Allow up to 40 spaces of  surface parking per 40,000 square feet of  site area if  

the project creates more than 50 dwelling units per acre.
b. Adopt design guidelines to ensure that areas of  surface parking are visually 

separated.
c. For mixed-use projects, where one of  the uses is residential, allow 40 spaces of  

surface parking per 40,000 square feet of  site area.

4.8.6. Recognize the parking needs of  residents living in the Central City.
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Explanation:  Many residential buildings in the Central City were constructed prior 
to the automobile era and lack sufficient parking to meet the needs of  their residents.  
Demand management strategies will be evaluated to address these needs.

Policy 4.9:  Area Permit Parking Programs
Implement area permit parking programs in neighborhood and industrial sanctuary areas 
impacted by spillover parking impacts due to high intensity Central City activities  if  
approved by the area.

Explanation:   Area parking permit programs can ensure that on-street parking 
in residential areas and industrial sanctuaries will not be used by non-neighborhood 
parkers.  Area parking permits may be instituted in accordance with Title 16 of  the 
City Codes in neighborhoods and industrial areas (with Industrial Sanctuary zoning) 
experiencing parking problems from adjacent sectors.  Implementation will be based on 
an investigation of  need, review of  alternatives and their effectiveness, and support by 
the neighborhood .  

Policy 4.10:  compatibility of  Parking structures with central city character
Ensure that the location, size and ground floor activities of  parking structures contribute 
to a lively and attractive pedestrian environment.

Objectives:
4.10.1. Limit the size of  new parking structures in historic districts to ensure 

compatibility in scale with nearby historic buildings.  The building 
coverage for new parking structures within a historic district may not 
be larger than 20,000 square feet.

4.10.2. Ensure that parking structures contribute to a lively pedestrian 
environment by including retail or other uses on the ground floor of  
the structure.  

Explanation:  Areas have been added to  the Required Building Line map in the 
Zoning Code along streets with a strong pedestrian and transit orientation.  In the 
Central Eastside district, when full block development occurs between Grand and 
MLK, Jr., Grand should be given the higher preference in meeting this policy as it 
is intended to be the more important pedestrian environment because of  its historic 
character.  Design considerations and development review should also recognize the 

challenge of  meeting required building lines on blocks which have more than one 
required building line and are within or adjacent to the Industrial Sanctuary.

4.10.3. Locate free-standing parking structures near the uses they serve.    

4.10.4. Restrict the location of  parking structures along the Transit Mall 
between NW Glisan and SW Mill to support high-density 
development as established by adopted floor area ratios.

Explanation:  Free-standing parking garages are not allowed within 100 feet of  the 
Fifth and Sixth Avenue Mall between NW Glisan and SW Mill.  Freestanding 
parking structures are prohibited between Fifth and Sixth Avenue between NW 
Glisan and SW Mill.  The intent is to attract the highest density development along 
this spine consistent with established floor area ratios.  Garages proposed to be within 
100 feet must apply for an exception.  Exceptions to the restriction on location must 
show a public benefit through the inclusion of  multiple levels of  transit-supportive  
development in the parking structure.  “Multiple floors” is defined as requiring a 
minimum of  0.8 FAR active uses, that must include retail, office, hotel, and/or 
residential  development in the structure.  A  transportation analysis is completed 
indicating there are no significant adverse traffic, transit, bicycles, and pedestrian 
impacts.  Access is prohibited on the Fifth and Sixth Avenue Transit Mall between 
NW Glisan and SW Mill. 

Objective 
4.10.5: Restrict parking access on light rail transit streets.

Explanation:  Free-standing parking garages are allowed along light rail transit 
rights-of-way.  Freestanding parking structures are prohibited between SW Morrison 
and SW Yamhill Streets from SW First Avenue to SW 18th Avenue.  The Zoning 
Code contains provisions that restrict access to new parking facilities within 75 
feet of  a light rail alignment (either has LRT in it or is designated as the Locally 
Preferred Alternative light rail alignment, see Policy 5.1).  Where access is restricted, 
adjustments may be allowed if  consistent with this policy and the evaluation criteria 
in the Zoning Code.  The intent is to allow exceptions from side streets only when a 
transportation analysis is completed indicating there are no significant adverse traffic, 
transit, bicycles, and pedestrian impacts.  The intent for access on light rail streets is 
to achieve a public benefit by allowing a parking structure only when multiple floors 
of  transit supportive development uses are included as part of  the development and 
minimize impacts on LRT by not crossing rail tracks for garage access.  Multiple floors 
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is defined as requiring a minimum of  0.8 FAR non-parking active uses, that must 
include one or more of  the following, retail, office, hotel, and/or residential development 
in the structure.  A transportation analysis indicates no significant adverse traffic, 
transit, bicycle, and pedestrian impacts.   

PARKING ACTION ITEMS

1. Explore opportunities for new surface parking lots to include active and 
interesting objects/development such as kiosks or coffee carts.

2. Request that the Bureau of  Planning initiate a  public process to amend  the 
Fundamental Design Guidelines and/or the Zoning Code to evaluate  the 
use of  architectural features for screening of  all new surface parking lots.

3. Develop and implement a Five-Year Strategic Plan for City garages to 
support short-term parking as the highest priority use to promote economic 
growth.

4. Explore opportunities for meeting the parking needs of  Downtown 
residents and religious institutions. 

5. Undertake a study to analyze the effects on older and historic buildings 
of  proposed and existing code requirements related to demolition and to 
seismic and ADA requirements.  The City does not want to inadvertently 
encourage the demolition of  older and historic buildings by providing an 
economic incentive (allowing surface parking lots) to demolition.  The study 
may result in modifications to the demolition policy in the CCTMP and 
proposed Zoning Code regulations prior to final adoption of  the CCTMP.  
This study would evaluate the need to allow surface parking lots under 
special circumstances where a building has been badly damaged by forces 
outside the control of  the property owner.  In no case will the study result 
in a net increase in parking as defined in the CCTMP.  A proposed work 
program is included in the Appendices.

6. Investigate ways to provide incentives for “grandfathered” surface parking 
lots to add landscaping or other perimeter treatments as a way of  improving 
their appearance.

7. Evaluate the use of  parking meters and other parking control techniques 
to control  the intensity of  Central City activities to maintain livability of  
adjacent neighborhoods and the vitality of  businesses in the Central City.

Note:  Action Items are proposed to be adopted through City Council Resolution.  These 
items are suggestions on how the Central City can be improved.  The Action Items listed are a 
starting place.  Additional studies and evaluations are to be undertaken.  Some will need to be 

modified, or in some cases, replaced with other proposals found to be better or more feasible for 
implementation after the appropriate review process.  

TRANSIT POLICIES AND ACTIONS

Achievement of  the High-Growth Scenario depends on significant increases in transit 
service, including new light rail lines and FastLink service.  The increased concentration 
of  jobs and housing anticipated by the CCTMP may require transit service improvements 
beyond those previously assumed in regional plans.  The Transit Policies were developed 
in conjunction with Tri-Met and are intended as guiding policies for both the City and Tri-
Met.  Transit action items are subject to further study to establish priorities, feasibility, and 
implementation schedules.

POLicy 5: TRAnsiT 

Ensure that the transit system will be a key component in stimulating economic 
development in the Central City, supporting the density and diversity of  activities that 
lead to high levels of  pedestrian and bicycle trips, minimizing automobile congestion, and 
improving air quality.  

Policy 5.1: Transit Access
Improve transit access to the Central City to support its full development potential as  
envisioned in the Central City Plan.

Objectives:
5.1.1. Expand transit capacity and service to the Central City as the highest 

priority means of  increasing access to the Central City.

5.1.2. Give preference for transit/rideshare improvements to districts 
with adopted transportation demand management plans which 
reduce reliance on single-occupant auto trips and encourage transit/
rideshare use.

5.1.3.  Protect existing and adopted  transit priority corridors (light rail and 
the Fifth and Sixth Avenues Transit Mall) rights-of-ways to maximize 
public investments by ensuring its primary  transit function, support 
a healthy pedestrian environment, and minimize adverse traffic 
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impacts.  Priority corridors will be designated following completion 
of  the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and adoption 
of  the Locally Preferred Alternative.

Explanation:  The City of  Portland protects future transitways two different 
ways.  First, the adopted future transit corridors are identified in Metro’s Regional 
Transportation Plan and reinforced in the City’s Comprehensive Plan-Transportation 
Element, Transit Classifications.  The City protects these corridors through the review 
of  potential land use development or potential street improvements.    Second, the 
City adoptsstation area regulation when the Locally Preferred Alternative is selected 
following the DEIS process.  

The CCTMP uses the street classification maps and classification descriptions to 
determine what kinds of  activities and access are appropriate on each type of  street, 
including LRT rights-of-way.

5.1.4. Improve the frequency, coverage, and hours of  bus service to the 
Central City.

5.1.5. Establish an urban and regional network of  10-minute corridor bus 
service  (Tri-Met’s proposed FastLink service).

Explanation:  Tri-Met’s Strategic Plan 1993-1998 identified a new bus service 
concepts, the 10-Minute Corridor, later renamed FastLinks.  This service would be 
a key part of  implementing the Tri-Met’s Strategic Plan goals for increases in transit 
ridership.  The service would attempt to create the bus equivalent of  light rail by being 
fast, reliable, frequent, and comfortable.  

5.1.6. Establish local and regional partnerships (both public and private) to 
plan, implement, and finance transit improvements.

Explanation:  The CCTMP establishes new benchmarks for development in the 
Central City:  75,000 new jobs and 15,000 new housing units by 2010.  To achieve  
and support this level of  growth, a significant expansion of  transit service will be 
needed, coupled with transportation management policies which encourage increased use 
of  the transit system.

Policy 5.2:  Transit Operations
Increase the speed and reliability of  transit service in the Central City.

Objectives:  
5.2.1. Provide transit preferential treatments at congested locations and 

segments.

5.2.2. Establish street designations for transit priority streets within the 
Central City.

5.2.3. Identify transitways in each Central City district to accommodate high 
frequency transit. 

Explanation: The attractiveness of  transit as a transportation alternative is partly 
dependent on the time it takes a rider to get from one place to another on transit due to 
frequent stops to pick up and drop off  passengers.  As traffic congestion increases, it 
will be important to minimize travel time via transit to keep transit competitive with 
the private automobile as a transportation mode choice. Traffic congestion, convoluted 
routing, and close stop spacing cause delays and slow average travel speeds in the 
Central City. Buses traveling along the Mall average only 3.5 miles per hour during 
peak periods.  Stops in other parts of  the Central City are as close as one block apart.  
Unpredictable traffic congestion can result in delayed buses, especially on routes which 
begin their trips in congested outlying neighborhoods and pass through Downtown on 
their way out to other neighborhoods.   Transit vehicles make many stops, often have 
difficulty re-entering the traffic stream after making a stop, and usually do not deliver 
riders to the doorstep of  their destination. 

Transportation System Management (TSM) measures which maintain and/or reduce 
the travel time of  transit vehicles through the Central City are a priority.   Providing 
transit vehicles with dedicated right-of-way or preference in the operation of  traffic 
control at congested locations can help overcome these disadvantages.  Potential priority 
measures include exclusive bus lanes, signal priority, curb extensions, and queue by-pass 
lanes.

Policy 5.3: Physical image of  Transit 
Improve the understandability, predictability, and visibility of  transit in the Central City.

Objectives:
5.3.1. Improve the clarity and convenience of  transit by consolidating 

fragmented route patterns onto transit streets and by providing 
public information signs.
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5.3.2. Expand the high quality of  transit-related streetscape improvements 
to include new transit priority streets and to support adjacent 
commercial development and enhance the pedestrian environment.

5.3.3. Improve the attractiveness, comfort, and safety of  transit stops.

5.3.4. Improve the transit vehicle fleet to include vehicles that are quieter, 
less polluting, easier to board, more comfortable, and more visually 
appealing.

Explanation:  To encourage use, transit service must be easy to use, easy to access 
and easy to learn about. The mall conveys a very strong image for transit with special 
paving, landscaping, signage, and shelters.  This level of  understanding and image 
needs to be expanded to other parts of  the Central City to improve the visibility and 
attractiveness of  transit.

Policy 5.4: central city Transit circulation
Improve transit service to provide better circulation and distribution within and between 
districts of  the Central City.

Objectives:
5.4.1. Increase the frequency of  service and the connectivity  between 

major bus routes and light rail to improve their function as Central 
City shuttles so that users would not need a system schedule.

5.4.2. Integrate Tri-Met services with those of  other transportation 
providers.

5.4.3. Establish a network of  transit streets, terminals, and transit centers in 
the Central City.

5.4.4. Identify a strategy for developing the Central City streetcar system 
and integrating it with other transit services.

Explanation:  The transit system in the Central City serves two types of  trips, those 
that end or begin in the Central City and those which neither originate nor end outside 
of  it.  This system has the benefit of  not requiring passengers to transfer to reach their 
destination.  It also allows for more efficient use of  the transit system at all times of  

the day and week.

Policy 5.5: Transit-supportive Development
Use transit to foster high-density, transit-supportive development.

Objectives:
5.5.1. Include planning for transit and ridesharing as an integral part of  the 

development process.

5.5.2. Plan and provide transit services prior to construction of  new 
development where early provision will encourage transit-supportive 
development.

5.5.3. Give preference to transit improvements in districts with adopted 
urban design standards which encourage pedestrian-oriented 
environments.

Explanation:  Low densities and segregated land uses make auto use 
necessary,whereas, higher densities and mixed uses allow alternatives such as walking, 
biking, and using transit to play a greater role.  Transit improvements can help 
encourage developers and other participants involved in land use decisions to realize 
the merits of  higher density, a greater mix of  uses and other measures that will help 
maintain and improve livability in the Portland region.  

5.5.4. Discourage the development of  new park-and-ride facilities in the 
Central City to minimize congestion.

Explanation:  The Transportation Element Policy 6.9 addresses the locational criteria 
for park-and-ride facilities.

Policy 5.6:  funding Transit
Participate in regional efforts to secure funding for improved transit services, facilities, and 
demand management programs.  

Objectives:
5.6.1. In partnership with Tri-Met and the City and with other regional 

partners, secure funding for transit operations and capital to 
implement the Tri-Met Strategic Plan including funding for 
construction and operation of  the regional LRT system.
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5.6.2. Identify a strategy for securing funding for construction and 
operation of  the Central City streetcar system. 

5.6.3. Establish public-private partnerships to fund and enhance transit and 
ridesharing projects and programs related to specific developments.

Explanation:  Transit funding commitments are shared at the regional and local level.  
Additional funding is essential to support the higher level of  transit service envisioned 
in the CCTMP.  Present sources of  transit revenue are not expected to grow fast 
enough for Tri-Met to meet all basic service priorities.  Additional funding sources need 
to be explored.

TRAnsiT AcTiOn iTeMs
(Transit improvements that relate to a specific district are located in the district 
strategies section)

1. Service Improvements
a. Reinstate “Owl” service.
b. Improve non-peak service.
c. Improve weekend service.
d. Operate at least four regional light rail lines to serve the Central City.
e. Consider the feasibility of  a bus “circulator” in the Central City.

2. Transit Priority Projects
a. Establish a program of  transit priority projects in the Central City.
b. Establish criteria for bus stop spacing in the Central City.

3. Other actions (non-priority)
a. Establish transit stop spacing criteria for all types of  transit services in the 

Central City.
b. Allow for transit only operations on the Steel Bridge center lanes when light 

rail transit volumes require exclusive operations for traffic safety reasons and 
efficient transit operations.  

c. Explore with Tri-Met incentives that can be offered to private organizations who 
subsidize employee, client, or student use of  transit.

d. Encourage Tri-Met to offer block sales of  transit passes to private employers and 
educational institutions. 

e. Monitor Tri-Met service and capacity improvements to ensure that ridership 

levels are adequate to accommodate projected growth consistent with the High 
Growth Scenario. 

4. Complete a Bus Transit Plan for the Downtown Core identifying the east-west bus 
routes serving the Retail Core.

Note:  Action Items are proposed to be adopted through City Council 
Resolution.  These items are suggestions on how the Central City can be 
improved.  The Action Items listed are a starting place.  Additional studies and 
evaluations are to be undertaken.  Some will need to be modified, or in some 
cases, replaced with other proposals found to be better or more feasible for 
implementation after the appropriate review process.  

DEMAND MANAGEMENT POLICIES AND ACTIONS

Demand management can play a significant role in improving access into and within the 
Central City.  Ongoing demand management efforts, including carpooling and transit 
incentive programs have proven effective, but more needs to be done to meet the goals 
of  the CCTMP.  Effective communication between the business community and Tri-
Met on transportation needs can be improved, and employee incentive programs can be 
expanded.  Demand management strategies have not been fully exploited in situations 
where standard transit services cannot reach all transportation markets due to low 
densities and dispersed trip origins.

POLicy 6:  DeMAnD MAnAgeMenT

Increase the demand and availability of  transit, and  ridesharing, and support walking and 
bicycling,  and other alternatives to the single-occupant vehicle in every district of  the 
Central City.

Explanation:  The CCTMP emphasizes the need to increase the percentage of  trips 
taken by alternatives to the single-occupant vehicle during the peak hour commute.

Policy 6.1: Regional efforts
Support regional demand management efforts to reduce vehicle miles traveled per capita 
and thereby limit increases in traffic congestion and enhance air quality.

Policy 6.2: future Amendments
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Amend the Demand Management policies, if  necessary, upon completion of  the 
Department of  Environmental Quality’s Employer Commute Option (ECO) rule making 
process to comply with requirements of  the ECO Rule.

Policy 6.3: Demand Management Programs
Encourage new demand management programs and expansion of  existing programs for 
employers.  Support the formation of  Transportation Management Associations or similar 
private sector organizations to support trip reduction programs.  Encourage businesses, or 
groups of  businesses, to participate in trip reduction measures.  

Explanation:  The Transportation Management Associations or similar private sector 
organizations are encouraged to include the participation of  neighborhood associations 
located in and adjacent to the association’s districts.

Policy 6.4: coordination
Coordinate with Tri-Met and other public and private organizations to jointly plan, 
implement, and promote transit, rideshare, and other transportation demand management 
(TDM) programs.

Policy 6.5: Marketing
Work with Tri-Met to enhance marketing and outreach efforts to make transit, ridesharing, 
and other alternatives to the single-occupant vehicle easier to use for potential new 
customers.

Policy 6.6: expand existing Programs
Work with selected market segments to expand transit fare and carpool parking fee 
programs, such as group passes or special event passes.

Policy 6.7: Off-Peak Transit usage
Work with Tri-Met to increase off-peak transit usage.

DEMAND MANAGEMENT ACTION ITEMS

1. Support establishment of  a Transportation Management Association (TMA) in the 
Lloyd District.

2. Support establishment of  a Downtown TMA.
3. Consider establishing TMA’s in other Central City districts.
4. Clarify the roles of  Tri-Met, the City of  Portland, and other agencies in providing a 

full range of  TDM services.

5. Implement a comprehensive transportation demand management program for City 
employees which could include the following:  alternative work hours, telecommuting, 
and transportation allowance programs (including transit subsidies, carpooling, 
bicycling, and walking). 

6. Encourage Federal, Multnomah County, and private employers to offer reduced cost 
transit passes. 

7. Form a Carpool Task Force made up of  Office of  Transportation staff  and 
representatives from Tri-Met, Metro, and the business community to consider 
pricing policies for carpools, raising carpool goals from 15% to 20% for new office 
developments, preferred locations for carpools, numbers of  occupants per carpool, 
and identifying federal and other funding resources available to provide for program 
expansion. 

8. Continue to support legislative efforts to change Federal tax regulations to encourage 
employers to provide travel allowances (e.g., employee cash out) for all modes.

9. Consider delayed openings of  publicly owned parking spaces through  the morning 
peak hour.

Note:  Action Items are proposed to be adopted through City Council Resolution.  These 
items are suggestions on how the Central City can be improved.  The Action Items listed are a 
starting place.  Additional studies and evaluations are to be undertaken.  Some will need to be 
modified, or in some cases, replaced with other proposals found to be better or more feasible for 
implementation after the appropriate review process.  

PeDesTRiAn neTWORK POLicies AnD AcTiOns

The Pedestrian Policies of  the CCTMP will be used in reviewing the design of  street 
improvements and work in conjunction with the design guidelines of  the Central City 
to ensure that as changes occur, the Central City will be enhanced as a livable, walkable 
area.  The objective is to create a pleasurable environment for workers, residents, and 
visitors in which to share experiences and the diversity of  uses and activities available.  
The Central City has a relatively good pedestrian environment and a network of  sidewalks 
and pathways that provide access to and within districts.  The 40-Mile Loop Trail is not 
complete, however, and access to the river from the east side is difficult and sometimes 
unpleasant.  The urban streetscape promoted by the Central City Plan and its associated 
design guidelines supports the inclusion of  elements in the right-of-way that, while 
contributing to a pleasant pedestrian environment, could be seen as barriers to pedestrian 
movement.  The following policies and actions are intended to balance the need to meet 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements with the desire to promote an 
interesting, vital pedestrian environment, while also acknowledging that there are multiple 
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functions that need to be accommodated in a right-of-way.  The Circulation and Access 
Policy addresses how the transportation system is balanced for all modes.

The vitality of  the Central City is indicated by the diversity of  activities within the 
streetscape system, which include pedestrians, moving vehicles (cars, bicycles, trucks, and 
transit),  street furniture,  and landscaping.  The development and management of  this 
system must ensure that all needs are safely accommodated and provide a balance for all 
users of  the system.

POLicy 7: PeDesTRiAn neTWORK

Support the Central City as a pedestrian-friendly environment with good pedestrian 
connections to adjacent neighborhoods and a high level of  pedestrian activity due to the 
availability, accessibility, convenience, safety, and attractiveness of  the pedestrian network.  
The network should be:

• Available and accessible to all users;
• Convenient and easily negotiable, with all routes and surfaces having ample 

capacity, and being relatively free of  obstruction;
• Safe, with pedestrians being able to use the system with minimal concerns 

about traffic and personal safety; and
• Comfortable and attractive, with streets, sidewalks, and adjacent development 

having a high degree of  amenities and appeal for pedestrians.

Explanation:  The intent of  the policy is to create a pleasurable environment for 
workers, customers and clients, residents, and visitors while using a pedestrian system 
that is easily accessible, convenient, safe, and attractive and which covers all districts 
of  the Central City.  The intent is to create a pedestrian system without obstructions, 
taking into account other objectives of  the CCTMP and Central City Plan.

Policy 7.1: Pedestrian Mode split
Improve the pedestrian network to support the CCTMP mode split goals for home-
based work (HBW) trips, reinforce walking as an important mode of  transportation, and 
promote walking for all types of  trip purposes.

Explanation:  Increasing the percentage of  person-trips made by walking will help to 
reduce traffic congestion and improve air quality.  Improvements need to be made in 
support of  the bike/walk HBW mode-share goal, but it is equally important to focus 
on increasing the walk share of  trips taken for other purposes.

Policy 7.2: Pedestrian environment
Provide the maximum practicable consideration to walking in the Central City by:

• Minimizing air and noise pollution and pedestrian-vehicle conflicts to provide 
a healthy and pleasant atmosphere for walking;

• Calming vehicular traffic commensurate with the needs of  the Central City 
and to a degree that reinforces the viability of  mass transit;

• Recognizing Portland’s rainy weather by encouraging the provision of  awnings 
and other pedestrian amenities;

• Providing safe pedestrian access to and across bridges;
• Providing landscaping or other perimeter treatment around surface parking 

lots subject to land use review to make them more pedestrian friendly, and 
exploring the possibility of  providing other uses along frontages and at 
corners of  new surface parking lots; and

• Encouraging the redevelopment of  surface parking lots to promote growth in 
the Central City and to remove gaps in the pedestrian system.

Explanation:  A good pedestrian environment contains many elements beyond 
a network of  walkable surfaces.  Activities and development on both sides of  
the sidewalk affect how much the network will be used.  Adjacent land uses and 
development characteristics have an important impact on the degree of  liveliness of  
the pedestrian environment.  Limiting the size of  new parking lots and requiring a 
high level of  landscaping and screening, and encouraging active uses or other pleasing 
features can minimize the impact of  surface parking lots. Active uses are not a 
mandatory requirement for surface parking lots.   

Policy 7.3: Pedestrian Access and Availability
Create a comprehensive pedestrian network throughout the Central City that provides 
easy access to all uses and encourages pedestrian movement.  In industrial areas, however, 
recognize that the pedestrian network will have limitations due to industrial-related 
activities, such as loading and truck movements.

• Maintain needed pedestrian connections as part of  any street vacation process.
• Improve the quality of  pedestrian crossings as part of  transportation projects.

Explanation:  The extent and coverage of  pedestrian facilities throughout the Central 
City Area will determine the degree of  accessibility, and therefore the amount of  use, 
that the pedestrian network achieves.  To enable more people to their destinations, the 
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pedestrian network should be comprehensive in coverage, easily accessible, and without 
significant barriers and obstacles that would prevent its use.  

Policy 7.4: Pedestrian convenience and negotiability
Create a pedestrian network in the Central City area that will be direct, have adequate 
capacity, have minimal delays, and be relatively free of  obstructions and obstacles for all 
groups.

Explanation:  Pedestrian convenience depends on the directness, continuity, and 
availability of  pedestrian facilities.  The pedestrian network should be easily usable 
by all groups within the community, and easily negotiated, to encourage many more 
trips within, to, and through the downtown area to be made by walking instead of by 
automobile.  The provision of  an efficient and comfortable public transportation system, 
with pleasant, safe, and direct pedestrian access to transit services will also increase 
pedestrian activity and accessibility.

Policy 7.5: Pedestrian safety
Create a pedestrian network in the Central City where pedestrians have a relatively good 
prospect of  being free from concerns about traffic and personal security, and that is at all 
times visible from the street.

Explanation:  The pedestrian’s safety is of  primary importance, and pedestrians 
should feel safe when walking on sidewalks and crossing roads.  Conflicts with other 
transportation modes should be minimized.  Fear of  street crime and the dangers 
imposed by automobile traffic deter many people from making trips by walking.  
Increased attention to safety issues and remedial action to eliminate safety problems 
will encourage many users of  downtown to transfer from a car to walking for the trip 
through or to the downtown area.

Policy 7.6: Pedestrian comfort
Make every reasonable  effort in the planning, design, construction, and management of  
the pedestrian network to ensure that a pleasant and enjoyable pedestrian environment is 
created.

Explanation:  Pedestrian experiences and enjoyment are enhanced by providing a 
high level of  protection from unfavorable weather, the placement of  attractive street 
furniture, and the addition of  buildings, landscaping, sculptures, shop windows, and 
other street elements that provide interest to the pedestrian.  Well-designed plazas, 
parks, and other public spaces should be inviting by maximizing opportunities for 

pedestrian use, and by integrating well with pedestrian circulation patterns.  Land 
use and design of  buildings adjoining pedestrianways can enhance or detract from 
pedestrian use of  the street.  A pedestrian environment with a high level of  amenities 
is more likely to encourage higher levels of  pedestrian use and activity.  The Central 
City Fundamental Design Guidelines call for new development to emphasize pedestrian 
amenities.

Policy 7.7: Pedestrian crossings
Provide for safe pedestrian crossings in the roadway system.  

Explanation:  As the Central City moves toward a high density, transit and 
pedestrian oriented urban center, frequent and safe pedestrian crossings should be 
provided.  Streets with heavy traffic volumes  or high traffic speeds  can  be obstacles for 
safe and convenient pedestrian access.  At a minimum, it is recommended that marked 
pedestrian crossings be provided every two blocks or 500 feet, based on need .   The 
intent is to increase marked pedestrian crossings in the Central City.  Measures to 
provide for safe pedestrians crossings may include curb extensions to reduce the roadway 
width, traffic signals, striping, warning lights, and other traffic devices.

PEDESTRIAN ACTION ITEMS

1. Pedestrian Access and Availability 
a. Complete the development of  the Greenway Trail within the Central City.  

Prepare an implementation strategy, including plans for the detailed alignment 
(and connections to adjoining residential areas and other nearby paths and 
routes), cost estimates, and construction programs.

b. Prepare a program of  pedestrian studies, including an inventory of  the 
pedestrian network, pedestrian accident history, and identify key pedestrian 
projects.

c. Identify and remedy gaps and deficiencies in the pedestrian network and remove 
obstructions (to the extent practicable) that inhibit pedestrian movement. 

d. Examine all “No Pedestrian Crossing” locations, and identify appropriate 
measures to improve pedestrian accessibility in these locations.

e. Examine the need for underpasses and the potential for alternative pedestrian 
crossing opportunities.

f. Provide direct and improved pedestrian access to current and proposed transit 
services.

g. Implement pedestrian access improvements to and across the Willamette River 
bridges. 



Appendix-74

h. Improve pedestrian access across I-5, I-84, I-405, ramps and arterials.
i. Improve pedestrian connections from surrounding neighborhoods to the Central 

City area and riverfront and from other districts to the Downtown district.
j. Increase the number of pedestrian districts within the Central City. (Adopted as 

part of  CCTMP.)
k. Support implementation of  the Multnomah County Bridge Accessibility Study.

2. Pedestrian Convenience and Negotiability
a. Improve connections for pedestrians to the bridges and from the bridges to the 

east bank waterfront. 
b. Enhance the bridge walkways for pedestrians.  Construct new facilities and 

maintain existing paths. 
c. Ensure that the pedestrian network provides direct,  convenient, negotiable, 

and safe travel between offices, residential areas, downtown parks, education 
establishments, neighborhood activity centers, commercial districts, transit 
services, and new developments.  

d. Prepare a pedestrian network plan which, when implemented, will approximate a 
grid.

e. Ensure that the pedestrian network complies with ADA requirements, for 
example, by avoiding extreme grade changes whenever possible, by constructing 
ramps instead of  stairs, and by installing curb cuts to facilitate access for the 
disabled.

f. Review the time available to pedestrians at signalized intersections, with a view to 
increasing the length of  crossing time for pedestrians by reviewing the pedestrian 
crossing cycle intervals and adjust to maximize the pedestrian crossing time, 
within the limits of  the signal phasing and cycle length, and considering the 
needs of  all the various modes of  transportation.

g. Improve pedestrian convenience and negotiability at intersections of  the Central 
City area, particularly downtown, by prohibiting cars from entering intersections 
to make turns when pedestrians are in the right-of-way.  

h. Give consideration to restricting ‘right turn on red’ in the Central City.
i. Examine the potential for introducing the ‘scramble’ pedestrian crossing system 

at appropriate intersections.
j. Provide information boards and signage throughout the Central City area to 

improve and encourage pedestrian movement.
k. Evaluate the need for and consider design options to  eliminate the use of  

intersection design treatments that allow vehicles to make a free right turn.
l. Design and construct safe pedestrian crossings, including consideration of  the 

use of  different paving colors or materials for pedestrian crossings and corner 

geometry that protects pedestrians.
m. Ensure that ground floor commercial areas have direct pedestrian access from 

the sidewalk.
n. Mark street name signs on both sides.
o. The use of  pedestrian push buttons in the Central City will be evaluated on a 

case by case basis, with the push button locations limited to intersections along 
Major City Traffic Streets, and with the locations evaluated for use only during 
the AM and PM peak periods and late night low pedestrian hours.

p. Support efforts by the NE Broadway Business Association and other 
organizations to increase driver awareness of  pedestrian safety concerns at 
driveways, such as signage, to reinforce the State Vehicle Codes and the Driver 
Manual.

3. Pedestrian Safety 
a. Determine the location and causes of  accidents involving pedestrians, and devise 

strategies to prevent recurrence of  these accidents.
b. Support police surveillance of  the Central City area, and encourage regular police 

patrols of  downtown streets.
c. Prepare a program to improve pedestrian signals for the sight-impaired by the 

addition of  special warning devices.
d. Educate and enforce the requirement for motorists to yield to pedestrians when 

pedestrians are crossing on a green signal at signalized intersections.
e. Examine options for improved visibility and access design to enhance the safety 

of  pedestrians at driveways to new surface parking lots and new parking garages, 
f. Ensure that pedestrian facilities are illuminated, with a minimum illumination 

level of  one foot-candle at the ground.
g. Prepare a program to ensure safe pedestrian routes to schools.
h. Separate pedestrianways and bikeways wherever it is both practical and possible, 

especially in parks and open spaces.
i. Manage the use of  skateboards, in-line roller skates and other conveyances to 

limit interference with pedestrian travel.
j. Explore opportunities for retrofitting garage entrances and exits to improve 

pedestrian movement and safety.

4. Pedestrian Comfort 
a. Provide an identification, signage, and lighting system for the pedestrian network 

that offers interest, safety, vitality, and diversity to the pedestrian. 
b. Prepare a set of  pedestrian environment ‘standards’ for each district of  the 

Central City Area, specifying appropriate pedestrian environments and facilities 
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that should be developed or required when private or public development takes 
place.

c. Implement the Central City Plan Fundamental Design Guidelines, and the 
Special District Design Guidelines, to improve the pedestrian network.

d. Ensure that new developments, both residential and commercial, provide an 
enhanced pedestrian environment, with direct pedestrian connections to nearby 
residential areas, transit stops, commercial districts, and other regional and 
neighborhood activity centers. 

e. Control the volume of  vehicles on Central City streets to minimize noise and air 
pollution from automobiles.

f. Support the placement of  street trees near the curb line as a part of  all new 
development.

Note:  Action Items are proposed to be adopted through City Council Resolution.  These 
items are suggestions on how the Central City can be improved.  The Action Items listed are a 
starting place.  Additional studies and evaluations are to be undertaken.  Some will need to be 
modified, or in some cases, replaced with other proposals found to be better or more feasible for 
implementation after the appropriate review process.  

BicycLe MOveMenT POLicies AnD AcTiOns

The Bicycle Policies and actions are derived from the Bicycle Transportation Study (July 
1993) conducted as part of  the CCTMP.  The study focused on how to support bicycling 
as a serious mode of  transportation that can help to minimize congestion, improve air 
quality, and reduce vehicle miles traveled per capita.

A bicycle user survey identified the factors that encourage or discourage people from 
using a bicycle commute to and from the Central City.  Many of  the factors discouraging 
bicycle use, such as lack of  on-road bicycleways, inaccessible bridges, lack of  end-of-
trip facilities, and bridge improvements, are addressed by the Bicycle Policies and their 
associated actions.  

POLicy 8: BicycLe MOveMenT

Develop a bicycle plan for the Central City that establishes a bicycle route network, and 
develop strategies, including setting priorities, for implementation of  programs and 
projects.

Explanation:  Given the current needs of  the bicycling community and the policy and 

planning requirements in place at the state, regional, and local levels, the question is not 
whether a functional bicycle transportation system should be developed, but how the City 
and other responsible jurisdictions will go about it.  

Policy 8.1:  Bicycle Mode split
Improve the bicycle network to support the CCTMP mode split goals for home-based 
work (HBW) trips, recognize bicycling as an important mode of  transportation, and 
encourage greater use of  bicycles for all types of  utilitarian and recreational trips.

Explanation:  Increasing the percentage of  person-trips that are taken via bicycle will 
help to reduce traffic congestion and improve air quality.  These benefits will be most 
quickly realized by converting automobile commute trips to bicycle, transit, and walk 
commute trips.  Improvements need to be made in support of  the bike/walk HBW 
mode-share goal, but it is equally important to focus on increasing the bicycle mode 
share of  trips taken for other purposes.

Policy 8.2:  Bicycle Trip-end facilities
Support the provision of  bicycle parking, locker, and shower facilities by the private 
and public sector to aid in achieving the bicycle mode share goal.  Incorporate 
incentive programs as a preferred means of  providing for these facilities as a part of  
implementation of  the Transportation Planning Rule.

Explanation:  This policy recognizes the private and public sectors’ roles in providing 
facilities to support the bicycle mode of  travel. The policy recommends that incentives 
be used as a means to ensure that bicycle facilities and parking above required ratios 
are provided by the private sector.  Changes to requirements and incentives for bicycle 
parking and facilities are being examined as part of  the City’s efforts to comply with 
the Transportation Planning Rule.

Policy 8.3: Bicycle Access
Ensure that all public streets and public ways within the Central City, except freeways, 
expressways, and exclusive transitways, are accessible to bicycles.  Accommodate the 
needs of  bicyclists as appropriate on each street, based on the Traffic, Transit, Bicycle, 
Pedestrian, and Truck designations of  the right-of-way in the Street Classifications and 
Descriptions of  the CCTMP.

Explanation:  The degree of  accommodation provided to bicycles, particularly on non-
bicycle network streets, should be determined by the combination of  street classifications 
assigned to the street.  Guidelines will be developed to help determine what level of  
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accommodation for bicycle and other modes is appropriate in any given case.

Policy 8.4: Bicycle network
Provide a network of  bicycle routes where the needs of  bicyclists receive due 
consideration based on the mode split goals in the CCTMP.  The bicycle network should, 
at a minimum, provide for bicycle access to the Central City from all areas of  the City and 
also provide for connections between major attractions, such as those identified on the 
Central City Plan map.  Central City Bicycle Routes should:

• Be direct.  The network should connect areas and sites in as direct a line as 
possible.

• Minimize conflicts between bicycles and motorized vehicles.  When turning 
movement or other conflict points are unavoidable, traffic designs should 
accommodate the safety needs of  bicyclists.

• Be relatively obstruction free.  Obstructions , such as stairs, surface hazards, 
lack of  adequate shoulders, etc. should not exist on the bicycle network routes.  
Where they do, they should be eliminated.

• Be complete.  The City will support completion of  regional bicycle route 
segments that connect to the Central City.

Explanation:  While all public streets (except freeways and certain expressways) 
should be accessible to bicycles, Central City Bicycle Routes are those routes where the 
bicycle transportation mode is provided special consideration.  Public improvement 
programs to facilitate bicycle travel should begin with Central City Bicycle Routes.

Policy 8.5: Bicycle connections
The bicycle network should be integrated with other transportation systems to 
accommodate commuting and other trips by bicycle.  Safe, direct, and continuous 
bikeways free of  unnecessary delays should be provided along all urban arterial and 
major collector routes.  The bicycle network should connect new residential development 
districts to existing residential areas and commercial districts.

Explanation:  The Transportation Planning Rule and other state mandates 
require bikeways on arterials and major collectors which connect new residential and 
commercial development to other residential areas, transit stops, and activity centers.

BICYCLE ACTION ITEMS

1. Implementation strategies
a. Use the City’s Capital Improvement Program funding process to phase in 

implementation of  the Central City Bicycle Plan.
b. Incorporate needed Central City Bicycle Route improvements into street 

construction and reconstruction projects.
c. Retrofit existing streets with bicycle facilities whenever reasonable opportunities 

exist.

2. Bicycle Network Facilities
a. Implement the needed changes to realize an integrated and complete bicycle 

network consistent with the CCTMP Bicycle Network Map within 6 years.
b. Increase the use of  directional signing for bicycles to clearly indicate network 

routes.
c. Provide “bicycle priority” at appropriate intersections through the use of  

separate bicycle signals, advanced stop lines, etc.
e. Provide bikeways to allow movement during periods of  peak congestion.
f. Improve bicycle, pedestrian, and disabled accessibility in the South Auditorium 

“superblocks.”

3. Trip-End Facilities
a. Expand the City’s program of  providing free bicycle racks to assure secure 

bicycle parking on every city block within the CCTMP.
b. Encourage retrofitting or replacing bike racks to serve users of  older buildings 

through public and private efforts to ensure that at least 1000 usable racks are 
available by the year 2000 and 1500 by the year 2005.

c. Increase the number of  public bicycle lockers available to meet demand.  
Consider coin operated lockers for casual use.

d. Build “bike central” facilities in strategic locations.
e. Provide secure parking to meet demand at all existing and future transit centers.

4. Regulations
a. Enforce Zoning Code requirements for bicycle parking.
b. Encourage and provide incentives for employers to provide subsidies to 

employees commuting by alternative modes, including bicycles.
c. Allow businesses to take tax deductions for employee benefits relating to bicycle 

use up to the amount provided for auto use.
d. Provide tax credits for employers based on employee bicycle use.
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e. Provide incentives for the provision of  employee-accessible lockers and showers 
in all new office buildings with over 20 employees.

f. Provide FAR bonuses for bicycle facilities provided above the required 
minimums.

5. Promotion
a. Develop programs to encourage the provision of  bicycle parking.
b. Provide information about the availability and location of  bicycle parking, 

lockers, and showers.
c. Help employers promote bicycle use.
d. Support bicycle education programs in schools and encourage the use of  

bicycles by students.
e. Support bicycle education programs for children and adults.
f. Support education programs on the benefits of  bicycle riding to motorists.
g. Schedule weekend closures of  selected streets to allow and encourage use by 

pedestrians and cyclists with consideration to the needs of  adjacent land uses.
h. Implement a City-sponsored “share the road” campaign.
i. Encourage the establishment and use of  “bicycle pools.”  Activate the City’s 

“bicycle pool” program.  (Bicycle pools are a number of  bicycles that are shared 
among users of  a building, business, neighborhood, etc.)

6. Bicycles and Transit
a. Expand the “Bikes on Transit” program so that all buses and trains can carry 

bicycles at all hours.
b. Support purchase of  transit vehicles that are designed to accommodate bicycles.

Note:  Action Items are proposed to be adopted through City Council Resolution.  These 
items are suggestions on how the Central City can be improved.  The Action Items listed are a 
starting place.  Additional studies and evaluations are to be undertaken.  Some will need to be 
modified, or in some cases, replaced with other proposals found to be better or more feasible for 
implementation after the appropriate review process.  

AiR QuALiTy POLicies AnD AcTiOns

The Downtown Parking and Circulation Policy (DPCP) was adopted in 1975 in response 
to the Downtown Plan and the federal Clean Air Act Amendments of  1970.  In the 
first 10 years that the DPCP was in effect, there was a significant improvement in air 
quality.  The number of  carbon monoxide violations decreased from over 50 in 1975 to 
19 in 1979 and only 3 in 1983.  The 1991 amendment to the DPCP incorporated an Air 

Quality Offsets program which allowed up to 1,370 new parking spaces if  in association 
with offsets.  While carbon monoxide levels have continued to improve in the downtown, 
potential increases in ozone levels are a problem for the region. 

POLicy 9: AiR QuALiTy 

Implement an air quality plan that will ensure compliance with federal clean air standards.

Policy  9.1: Regional Policy
Support the implementation of  regional air quality policies for ozone and carbon 
monoxide that encourage per capita motor vehicle trip reduction and concentrated 
development served by transit rather than geographically restrictive measures.  Consider 
measures to address vehicle particulate emissions.  Support implementation of  bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities to encourage higher bicycle and pedestrian travel.

Policy 9.2: Air Quality Plan
Adopt a plan to assure attainment and maintenance of  National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS) for carbon monoxide sufficient to replace the maximum parking 
inventory (the lid) as defined in the Downtown Parking and Circulation Policy.  The 
strategies shall include a Basic Plan and a Contingency Plan.

• Develop a “Basic Plan” for air quality maintenance that includes 
circulation and parking policies sufficient to meet Federal Clean 
Air Act requirements for carbon monoxide.

• Develop a “Contingency Plan” for air quality maintenance that is 
designed to prevent non-attainment from occurring or to correct 
a non-attainment problem.

Policy 9.3: interim Plan
Retain the maximum parking inventory established in the Downtown Parking and 
Circulation Policy until the City of  Portland has received notification from the Oregon 
Department of  Environmental Quality (DEQ) that the CO Maintenance Plan has been 
approved.  This approval will allow the replacement of  the DPCP with the CCTMP.  The 
base inventory was set in 1991 at z,914 existing and approved spaces and shall be applied 
to the following districts:  Downtown, North of  Burnside, and Northwest Triangle 3.  

• Under an Offset Rule proposed and accepted by the State Department of  
Environmental Quality (OAR 340-20-400 through 440) and approved by 
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the federal Environmental Protection Agency, the revised parking ceiling of  
43,914 spaces can be increased by up to 1,370 spaces, provided that emission 
offset measures are implemented.

• If  further increases are needed over the allowed 1,370 spaces, the City of  
Portland shall make a request to the Department of  Environmental Quality 
for an expansion of  the air quality offset and State Implementation Plan 
revision, preferably six months prior to the needed increase.  

Explanation:  Seeking approval of  any increases would require approval by the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, which could require considerable time from 
submittal.

AIR QUALITY ACTION ITEMS

1. Assist DEQ in gaining approval from the Oregon Environmental Quality 
Commission and the federal Environmental Protection Agency for the State Air 
Quality Implementation Plan for Carbon Monoxide to include the CCTMP policies. 

2. Continue to support DEQ’s Clean Air Weather Watch program as a means of  
reducing commuter traffic on a day when air quality is vulnerable.

3. Assist the state Department of  Energy in legislative efforts to require alternative fuels 
in a percentage of  fleet vehicles, including public transit vehicles. 

Note:  Action Items are proposed to be adopted through City Council Resolution.  These 
items are suggestions on how the Central City can be improved.  The Action Items listed are a 
starting place.  Additional studies and evaluations are to be undertaken.  Some will need to be 
modified, or in some cases, replaced with other proposals found to be better or more feasible for 
implementation after the appropriate review process.  
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Appendix i: interview and Questionnaire results
During the months of  April-June 2008, sixteen (16) individuals (“stakeholders”) 
representing Central City civic associations, architectural firms, real estate developers and 
brokers, and parking facility operators were interviewed about the future transportation 
needs of  the Central City.

The interview questions were intended to capture fairly broad points and views and 
answers, and are therefore impossible to succinctly summarize except to say that in all 
cases responses were thoughtful, based on a strong understanding of  where the Central 
City has been, and where it appears to be going. There were three recurring concerns:

That levels of  investment and financing are not adequate to provide the •	
transportation (particularly for transit) infrastructure and services that will be 
needed to accommodate Central City’s growth;
More substantial mobility and accessibility problems will occur with regard to •	
trips to and from the Central City, while travel within the Central City should be 
fine; and
The City should let the free market as opposed to new regulations or restrictions, •	
dictate future travel choices (particularly with regard to restricting parking 
inventory).

Opinions about how to best plan transportation systems varied and in some cases in direct 
opposition to each other (e.g., “Tax parking lots” and “Do not tax parking lots”).

Stakeholders were interviewed by either Sorin Garber or Joe Walsh, with Steve Iwata, 
Mauricio LeClerc or Grant Morehead of  PDOT in attendance.  Questionnaires were 
mailed in advance of  the interview dates, and draft transcripts of  the interviews were sent 
to each stakeholder for their review and comment.

The actual interview transcripts are provided ____(Mauricio, did you want to include them 
in this document?)…Italicized text indicates verbatim responses from stakeholders.

1. Do you have any concerns about future mobility and accessibility in the cc 
over the next 20 years? Yes 15 No 1

15 of  the 16 respondents stated that they are concerned because they’re not yet 
comfortable that we are prepared for the population and employment growth; and the 
best way to prepare for that growth is to increase transit service – particularly rail transit – 
and improve the pedestrian environment.  

Some elaboration of  the stakeholder responses to this question is shown below:
 Concerns:

Fear that we continue to build streets primarily to move vehicular traffic more quickly.•	
We’re too focused on livability; not enough on economic development.•	
LRT investments have come at expense of  road improvements.•	
Less concerned about mobility than parking management.•	
We don’t always think about the effect of  regional issues/projects on the Central City•	
Streets should maintain their original function.•	
Central Eastside issues - access to I-5 South, to Northwest Industrial area, 8th Ave turn to •	
Powell, negotiating Morrison Bridge bridgehead on downtown side. 
Need to match planning goals with practical strategies and tools -- e.g., Lloyd District imposed •	
parking fees, but also increased transit services.
Willamette river bridges and the freeways -- the keys to Downtown’s accessibility -- need more •	
attention.
Parking and congestion may limit accessibility to and from the Central City from suburbs and •	
further out neighborhoods.
Move some transit service off  Transit Mall.•	
Concerned that we don’t have adequate transportation infrastructure/service to support the high •	
level of  development expected in Central City.

Acknowledgements/Concurrence with Current City Policies, et al
Want density - alternatives to cars are key because there isn’t enough capacity for everyone to •	
drive.
Walkability and livability of  the Pearl were the draw for firms’ move there.•	
No concerns as long as we keep with the program to expand streetcar service, bike usage and •	
pedestrian safety.

2. Do you believe that economic vitality and neighborhood livability of  cc could 
be affected by out future mobility and accessibility?  Yes 16 No 0

All of  the stakeholders interviewed agreed that the economic vitality and livability of  the 
Central City is directly tied to the quality of  our ability to move around. Many stakeholders 
provided evidence of  this as shown below.
 Concerns

Railroad is imposing constraints in the Central Eastside and Albina.•	
Central City needs 1) housing 2) jobs and 3) means of  getting people between the two.•	
Should not rely solely on rail transit; need an efficient mix of  efficient resources.•	
Central Eastside should not become a housing district -- it needs to remain/become a mixed-•	
use employment center for new companies.
More bus service onto 3rd and 4th avenues.•	
Parking and traffic management may meet more resistance in established neighborhoods.•	
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Acknowledgements/Concurrence with Current City Policies, et al
Central City needs 1) housing 2) jobs and 3) means of  getting people between the two.•	
Should not rely solely on rail transit; need an efficient mix of  efficient resources.•	
The Central City is a freight hub; our economic development rests on how we handle goods •	
movement.
Time lost and reliability are critical factors to business success.•	
Much of  our success is due to our ability to provide efficient mobility; better than any city of  •	
our size.

To/from the Central City 4
Within the Central City 1
Both 10
No concerns 1

3. Are your concerns about mobility to and from the central city, within the 
central city, or both? 

·                     
All but one stakeholder expressed concern about future mobility, most of  whom believe 
there will be transportation problems both within the Central City and to and from the 
Central City.

Selected stakeholder comments:
 Concerns

Problem between Central Eastside and I-5 south•	
I-5 is a problem•	
Invest more in buses and less in LRT•	
Buses should not be concentrated on the Mall; we should distribute them across the downtown •	
grid
Can’t look at Central City in isolation from region•	
Big issue is connections between Southeast Portland and Central City -- Ross Island and •	
Sellwood bridges are inadequate. Milwaukie LRT will help a lot
Access to and from Central Eastside is critical because it is an employment center and a freight •	
hub
Concerned that adding more streetcar alignments to the Pearl would result in “disastrous” •	
impacts
Willamette River bridges and freeways will need attention to ensure access throughout the region•	

4. Do you believe that there are advantages to traffic congestion?  Yes 11 No 5

In the context of  the Central City, nearly all stakeholders agreed that congestion has 
benefits and adverse impacts.  Many also were concerned with the limited tolerance for 
congestion, and that the tools typically used to reduce congestion often do not integrate 
well with neighborhoods.

Selected stakeholder comments:
 Acknowledgements/Concurrence with Current City Policies, et al

Degree of  congestion is appropriate to a thriving community•	
Yes, within limits -- cars can add activity to the street•	
In commercial districts, traffic congestion, within limits, helps support neighborhood character •	
and vitality
Congestion can be an indicator of  vitality; it can also sap the vitality of  an area.•	

5. What do you believe are some of  the disadvantages of  traffic congestion?

Each of  the stakeholders believed that traffic congestion produces negative impacts – 
economic, environmental, and quality of  life.

Selected stakeholder comments:
 Acknowledgements/Concurrence with Current City Policies, et al

More congestion can result in more safety conflicts. •	
Impacts to freight mobility.•	
Productivity loss.•	
Air pollution.•	
Encourages sprawl.•	
Congestion also affects buses, streetcars and bicyclists.•	
Lack of  reliability in predicting travel time.•	
Congestion leads to higher operating costs for individuals and businesses.•	
Congestion is not a proven way to encourage people to use other modes.•	
Can develop to a point where the level of  frustration can drive long-time residents out of  their •	
comfort zones.
Congestion brings the inevitable pressure to expand roads.•	

6. With expected increases in future traffic congestion in the central city, which 
transportation services need to be expanded and/or improved?  (“1”=very 
important, “5”=not very important) 

Roads and Bridges 2.8
Transit 1.5
Bicycling 2.5
Walking 2.0
Other 2.4

There was a wide range of  opinion, and as many different rankings as stakeholders.  
When averaged together, transit followed by walking ranked as being the most important 
transportation modes to overcome expected future mobility issues.   Four stakeholders 
mentioned the following “Other” modes: taxis, Amtrak, water transport.
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Selected stakeholder comments:
Concerns

Like to see more transit options off  the Transit Mall.•	
There is enough bike infrastructure and public is not ready to invest much more in bike •	
facilities.
Taxis and airport shuttles have untapped capacity that can be integrated by networking via •	
GPS and uniform rates with transit.

 Concurrence with Current City Policies, et al
Transit is most important non-auto investment•	
Roads and bridges shouldn’t be widened•	
Fareless Square is a marvelous idea and should be expanded.•	
Bicycling and streetcars reinforce neighborhood/city character.  An iconic bike central terminal •	
is needed.

7.   Which non-auto modes do you believe have the most promise in helping 
central city meet both its land use and transportation goals? Why? (“1”=very 
important, “5”=not very important)      
 

Transit 1.1
Bicycling 1.6
Walking 1.1

Reasons for the importance of  non-auto modes included jobs-housing balance, and that 
transit can provide mobility in place of  the automobile.

Selected stakeholder comments were:
 Acknowledgements/Concurrence with Current City Policies, et al

Non-auto modes are critical because they favor bringing work and residential places closer •	
together.
Transit is the solution…but there will always be autos.•	
Should also provide incentives for people using smaller cars, Vespas, etc.•	
The increasing demands for right of  way by multiple modes will require a more “mixed-use” •	
approach to usage of  the same right of  way.
Transit reaches the greatest population.•	
Walking on its own will not make a big difference, but a good walking environment is essential •	
for transit.

8. is there is a need to make improvements to the i-405 Loop?  Yes 6 No 6 Don’t 
Know 4

There are strong feelings about the I-405 Loop, from stakeholders have few concerns to 
others that feel it is a dangerous and inadequate freeway, and still others who believe it 
should be buried.

If  Yes, how extensive should they be?

Fix the locations of  accidents.•	
Substandard spacing of  interchanges is just fine.•	
Loop is not a bottleneck today, but it will be in the future.•	
Loop works like an arterial street -- works well -- and needs to keep the multiple interchanges.•	
Capping it would be a great idea but only if  it’s topped with intensive development•	
Make incremental improvements as needed.•	
Marquam Bridge should be rebuilt to lower height, I-5 on the eastside buried, and then build •	
connections across the river to downtown.
Except for US26 connection, Loop on westside is fine.•	
We need to revisit the location of  the Loop on the •	 eastside- need ramps to/from the Loop -- 
and may want to bury it but avoid changing Central eastside character.
Ramp system in south end is a major hindrance to walkability and development of  a more •	
urban, dense PSU campus.
No concerns.•	
Weaves between Marquam Bridge and US 26 westbound is a problem.•	

9.  have you thought about the future predictions of  climate change and changes 
to energy costs and consumption and their impacts on your central city 
business (or community)? Yes 15 No 1

With one exception, stakeholders have made changes in their personal and professional 
lives to reduce their carbon footprint.  All believe that climate change will significantly 
change travel behavior and the use of  transportation facilities.

If  Yes, explain 
Company off-sets its entire carbon footprint.•	
Portland is better prepared than most places because of  its investments in multimodal •	
transportation.
We need to provide facilities for hybrid cars and discounts when parking them.•	
Urban form is one of  the most effective strategies in reducing carbon footprint; The Pearl has a •	
65% less carbon footprint than traditional development.
Add $1/gallon tax to fund climate change initiative, and fight impacts.•	
Yes, constantly; wonder how housing and transportation can be kept affordable.•	

10. Apart from parking, how important is convenient access to the following 
transportation services to your central city business or community? (“1”=very 
important, “5”=not very important) 

To the regional roadway and bridges 1.5
To the transit system 1.4
To the bicycle network 2.3
To the network of  sidewalks and crosswalks 1.9
Other 1.7

On a personal level, stakeholders stated that autos and transit are the most important 
modes for business and/or community.  “Other” modes included taxis, water transport 
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and Amtrak.

Selected stakeholder comments:
Outside the Central City, the pedestrian network is not well connected.•	
Roads and bridges are the most important to the Central Eastside.•	
Need water transport.•	
Buses are not considered enough; and light rail/streetcars are too expensive.•	

11. Do the various transportation services in the central city provide efficient 
connectivity for you? Yes 14  No 2

Nearly all stakeholders stated that current Central City transportation services work well 
for them.

If  No, where does connectivity need to be improved? 
It’s good we have choices; I don’t have to use a car.•	
Bus system is too infrequent.•	
Streetcars are too slow.•	
Parking is poorly managed.•	
Need to complete an origin-destination study of  Central Eastside residents/employees to make •	
sure that the transportation available to them is the best fit.
Need more east-west bus service.•	

12. What do you believe are (or could be) the most effective strategies to reduce use 
of  the automobile in the central city?  

Stakeholders offered similar comments to their answers above – i.e., increased transit 
service to match the increased density planned for in Central City.  Many stakeholders 
asked that the City not try to regulate automobile use; i.e., that the market on its own 
is leaning toward decreasing auto use because of  increasing fuel costs and increasing 
convenience of  other modes. 

Selected stakeholder comments:
Continue to make transit, bicycle and pedestrian facilities safer, more comfortable, convenient •	
and frequent.
Provide efficient alternatives to the auto; “young people moving to Portland prefer not to drive”; •	
that people moving to Portland are “not as interested in an auto-centric liufestyle.”
Develop more densely within Central City; raise height limits and FAR.•	
Don’t need to discourage auto use because until they’re gone they’ll continue to be the primary •	
form of  transportation.
Tax parking lots.•	
Don’t tax parking lots -- it’ll just encourage people to relocate out of  Central City/Downtown.•	
Transit doesn’t have to be in a dedicated right of  way -- streetcars in mixed traffic work very •	
well for all.
More housing, more businesses locating downtown, and more frequent mass transit.•	

Question makes the assumption that autos are bad -- they’re not and they’re necessary.•	
Also carpooling and rideshare are important options.•	

Questions about Parking

13. What role does parking play in the growth of  the central city? (“1”=very 
important, “5”=not very important) 

In achieving your aspirations for the 
Central City. 2.1

In attracting customers to your business 
(or visitors to your community) 2.0

Consistent with responses to the importance of  automobile usage (see responses to 
Question 10), stakeholders believe that parking is relatively important to increasing growth 
in the Central City.

Selected stakeholder comments were:
“Parking is the most powerful tool in the Planner’s toolbox.”•	
“As a broker, parking is one of  the larger factors in the competition with suburban locations •	
which provide free parking.”

14. Do you believe the amount of  available parking (on- and off- street) is adequate 
for central city?

yes no
Residents 12 4
Workers 15 1
Shoppers 11 1
Other Visitors 6 1

Most stakeholders believe there’s an adequate supply of  parking for all users in the Central 
City.

Selected stakeholder comments were:
Visitors are having a harder time finding available parking and they are the least likely to pay •	
for parking.
But it’s more difficult for shoppers and other visitors.•	
There’s a huge supply of  available short-term parking in downtown.•	
Need to educate public that circulating for on-street space can cost as much as driving directly •	
into an off-street facility.
Need to do a comprehensive parking occupancy study of  on- and off- street facilities before •	
knowing whether we have enough or not enough parking.
For on-street, should consider pricing higher rates for longer periods of  parking.  E.g., One Hr. •	
= $1.00/hr, Two Hrs = $2.50/hr



Appendix-84

There’s a mis-perception that there isn’t enough parking for shoppers/visitors.•	
SmartPark garages feel unsafe and they smell.•	
Portland has more spaces than San Francisco does; even when we had the parking lid the •	
economy grew by 65%.
There’s plenty of  parking in Central City-William Dames Development does not provide •	
parking for retail projects.

15. Do you have any opinions about the price for parking by users?
yes

Price is about right 13
Price is too high
Price is too low 1
Price is “what it is” 2

General consensus of  the stakeholders is that the market should determine parking 
pricing, and that approach is working well.

Selected stakeholder comments were:
Market should settle pricing.•	
Pricing is a dynamic activity: in public spaces supply and demand dictate price; in office and •	
residential developments, it’s based on individual deals.
Should not try to force people out of  cars by raising parking rates -- that’ll encourage people to •	
avoid the Central City.
“Price of  parking needs to remain dynamic”.•	
On-street and long-term off-street are priced below market..•	
Concerned that City’s parking philosophy has evolved from a strategic planning tool to a •	
revenue center; a cash cow.

16. is the price of  parking a factor in your (or your clients/employees, etc) 
selection of  which mode to use for:

Nearly all stakeholders felt that the cost of  parking was not a deterrent to use of  an 
automobile by either their clients or their employees

yes no
Commute 1 15
Shop 2 14
Other 3 13

Selected stakeholder comments were:
Cost of  parking isn’t as influential as the cost of  fuel.•	
CCTMP should not be in the business of  pricing parking. That should be left up to the •	
organizations (public and private) involved in managing parking facilities.

17. What proportion of  your overall business cost is related to parking? 5%, 
between 5%-10%, over 10%

Every stakeholder stated that parking costs represent less than 5% of  their total costs (or 
that “parking cost is negligible”).
18. Are there opportunities for shared parking uses (e.g., office/retail during the 

workday, visitors in the evening) at your place of  business- which could be 
managed by valet parking?  Yes 13 No 0 Don’t Know 3

Nearly all stakeholders believe that we should encourage shared parking.

Selected stakeholder comments were:
Parking spaces are too valuable not to be shared.•	
Shared parking provides more capacity.•	
The more of  a 24-hr city we become the more shared parking we’ll need.•	
All residential parking provides an opportunity for shared parking.•	
Shared parking should be used sparingly.•	
Challenges between office and retail are incompatible-also between office and residential. Night •	
life, churches and institution are better fits.
Achieving a high level of  shared parking is more difficult than is generally understood -- can •	
work very well for entertainment and institutions.
Great idea but should let market determine outcome rather than force the issue through rigid •	
regulations.

19. should the city continue emphasizing below ground parking facilities despite 
their higher costs?  Yes 9  No 3

While not all stakeholders offered a yes or no answer, they generally agree that 
underground parking is more compatible with a lively and vital Central City.

Selected stakeholder comments were:
Central City real estate is worth too much to squander it on surface lots.•	
Marketplace will take care of  whether facilities are surface, underground or above ground.•	
Anything but surface lots.•	
Should have vertical mechanized systems.•	
Benefits are not commensurate with costs.•	
Women are less inclined to use underground facilities.•	
Even though cost is between 40%-50% higher returns in ground and above ground space can •	
defray those costs.
City has not approached underground parking in a consistent or creative manner.•	
By all means, underground parking is a plus for street life and vitality.•	
Brewery Blocks seems like a one-time deal; how serious is City about this?•	

concluding Questions

20. Are there components of  our current central city transportation system that 
act as a deterrent to continued growth? 
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As shown below, stakeholder responses ranged from policy and regulatory issues to 
specific items.

Not realistic to apply the CCTMP parking ratios to the Central Eastside.•	
Buses are too noisy -- need to replace fleet with hybrid buses.•	
Social problems on the Mall especially during off-peak periods.•	
Restrictions to auto access -- like on the Mall.•	
Be more open to varying from roadway design standards when situation warrants.•	
Transit funding is limited and we’re not investing enough in freeways.•	
The Eastbank freeway and railroad are major deterrents to development of  the Central •	
Eastside.
Building heights in the Pearl District are too low; need to consider all aspects associated with •	
height, not just aesthetics.

21. Are there examples of  transportation services you’ve enjoyed elsewhere that 
you believe would fit the context of  central city districts? 

Stakeholders provided the following responses:
Subways.•	
Variable message signs about available parking.•	
Vertical mechanized parking systems.•	
Water transport -- water taxis and ferries.•	
Vintage trolleys.•	
All buses need to be hybrids.•	
Need WiFi on streetcar/light rail.•	
High-Speed Rail.•	
Charge people less for parking when they have multiple people in their car.•	
In mixed traffic streets, Copenhagen uses colored markings and different pavements to help •	
organize the different modes.
In time, Central City light rail alignment will need to be buried.•	
Eventually Portland could have Willamette River ferries a la False Creek in Vancouver, BC, •	
but not until there are more attractions on the east bank.
Monorail/Peoplemover systems @ the Convention Center/Rose Quarter will improve •	
utilization of  these facilities.
Need a one-fare card for TriMet, Streetcar and parking meters.•	

22. With respect to parking, are you aware of  good models of  providing parking in 
redeveloping areas (in particular, historic areas)? 

Stakeholders provided the following responses:
Vertical mechanized parking system.•	
More Transportation Management Associations.•	
Network smart meters.  San Francisco testing “Street line Networks” which electronic collects •	
fees for parking.
Mews, keep parking behind buildings.•	
Raise the 75’ height limit in Old Town.•	

Preservation parking system has worked well -- it accounts for the financial viability of  a •	
number of  smaller historic buildings.

Other
Rose Quarter has tremendous potential - if  we reinvent the Coliseum as a desirable music •	
venue and book more events.
Parking code badly needs rewriting; parking section is difficult to interpret and work with.•	
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