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March 10th, 2015 
Introduction 
The TSP Major Projects Performance Report lays out in detail the process undertaken by Portland Bureau of Transportation (PBOT) staff in 2014 and early 2015 to develop and apply outcome-based criteria to evaluate the candidate major projects for the Transportation System Plan (TSP) update. This process was used to improve system performance and decision-making transparency, and ultimately to produce a list of major transportation improvements that is better aligned with adopted goals and policies. 
This report covers the development of the candidate list of major projects and citywide programs, the development of the evaluation criteria, the scoring methodology for major projects, and the development of the tiered major projects list. The appendices contain the evaluation criteria with scoring guidance, the full list of project scores on each criteria, and several maps to provide context and show how the tiered project list aligns with various criteria and geographic areas. 
Development of Candidate Major Projects List 
In the spring of 2014, PBOT staff began the process of forming a Candidate list of Major Projects for inclusion in the TSP. This list represents the universe of unfunded major projects eligible to be included in the update of the TSP. Projects were considered eligible based on their inclusion in the 2007 TSP, the 2014 RTP, or other plans adopted since 2007.  
Existing Projects 
The first step in the development of the Candidate Major Projects List was to clean up the existing 2007 TSP and 2014 RTP major projects lists. In the intervening years since the 2007 TSP was adopted, many projects had been completed or funded—these projects were marked accordingly and moved into separate Completed and Funded project lists. Several other projects had become outdated or unnecessary due to later plans or other projects—some of these projects were re-scoped to make them fit with current plans, while others were recommended to be removed from the major projects list. Staff also identified any projects that described ongoing, programmatic activities (for example, SmartTrips) or maintenance needs (such as seismic upgrades), and removed those projects from the Candidate List because they would be included in the Programs and Maintenance sections of the TSP rather than the Major Projects list. 
All Major Projects were then reviewed by staff in order to update names, locations, and descriptions to match current plans or project scopes, as well as to find opportunities to combine overlapping projects or break projects into phases. As much as possible, the draft Candidate List was revised to be reflective of the 2014 RTP project list in terms of phasing or revision of older TSP projects, though many RTP projects were also outdated and in need of revision. Some projects had been partially completed since 2007, in which case descriptions were updated to reflect the remaining project elements. Projects led by other agencies (ODOT, TriMet, Port, etc) were sent to the relevant agencies for review, and the resulting comments led to many projects being revised, marked as completed, or removed altogether. 
New Projects 
Once the existing Major Projects List was brought up to date, the next step was to incorporate new projects coming out of plans adopted since the 2007 TSP (see Table 1). Staff identified the major projects proposed in adopted plans, developed descriptions and cost estimates when necessary, and added them to the Candidate Major Projects List. Small-scale projects from these plans, unless clearly part of a larger project, were considered more appropriate for a Program reference list than as standalone Major Projects. For example, the Bicycle Plan for 2030 contains hundreds of projects, ranging from long bikeways spanning multiple neighborhoods to small neighborhood greenway segments serving a single neighborhood. In this case, large-scale projects with higher costs and wider benefits were added to the Candidate Major Projects list, while smaller-scale, less expensive, neighborhood-serving projects were incorporated into reference lists for the Bikeway Network Completion and Neighborhood Greenway Programs.  
Table 1. Plans Adopted by Portland City Council Since 2007. 
	Adopted Plan 
	Year Adopted 
	Resolution/Ordinance # 

	North Pearl District Plan 
	2008 
	Ord. 182319 

	Hayden Island Plan 
	2009 
	Ord. 183124 

	North Macadam Transportation Development Strategy 
	2009 
	Res. 36696 

	South Waterfront District Street Plan 
	2009 
	Res. 36753 

	Portland Streetcar System Concept Plan 
	2009 
	Res. 36732 

	East Portland Action Plan 
	2009 
	Res. 36682 

	River Plan / North Reach 
	2010 
	Ord. 183694 

	Portland Bicycle Plan for 2030  
	2010 
	Res. 36763 

	Clinton-to-the-River Multi-Use Path 
	2011 
	Res. 36842 

	Northwest Master Plan for Conway Site 
	2012 
	LU 12-135162 MS 

	East Portland in Motion 
	2012 
	Res. 36917 

	Pearl District Access and Circulation Plan 
	2012 
	Res. 36932 

	Sullivan’s Gulch Trail Concept Plan 
	2012 
	Res. 36947 

	N/NE Quadrant Plan 
	2012 
	Res. 36972 

	Cully Main Street and Local Street Plan 
	2012 
	Res. 36952 

	Outer Powell Concept Plan 
	2013 
	Res. 36931 

	Southwest Corridor Plan and Shared Investment Strategy 
	2013 
	Res. 37038 

	Barbur Concept Plan 
	2013 
	Res. 37014 

	Foster Streetscape Plan 
	2014 
	Res. 37079 


Cost Updates 
In the course of updating the major projects, it became clear that a great number of projects had out-ofdate cost estimates, in some cases dating from the 1998 Pedestrian Master Plan. Even when cost estimates were more recent, they were sometimes found to be based on citywide average per-mile costs and did not always take into account construction challenges found in areas with constrained right-of-way, steep topography, or stormwater challenges. In order to update the cost estimates, staff first identified the projects with outdated or unrealistic cost estimates, then searched through newer plans for updated cost estimates. 
To update the remaining projects, staff worked with Civil Design Services to develop a project cost estimator spreadsheet tool for a variety of project types, based on actual project costs from recently completed projects. Example project types include: 
· Multi-use Path 
· Neighborhood Greenway 
· Separated In-Roadway Bicycle Facility within Existing Curb Line 
· Separated In-Roadway Bicycle Facility with New Curb Line 
· Sidewalks with Existing Curb Line 
· Sidewalks with New Curb Line 
· Streetscape Improvements 
· Street Improvement 
· Crossing Improvement 
· Industrial Street Extension 
Using the cost estimator tool, PBOT staff updated cost estimates to better reflect current, realistic costs, though the results should still be considered “planning-level” cost estimates subject to substantial change during the project development process. 
Cost estimates were also updated as much as possible to reflect 2014 construction costs. For projects from the 2007 TSP that did not go through the cost update exercise described above, the 2007 cost estimate was deflated 8.7% (based on a nationwide reduction in construction costs) to obtain a 2014 cost estimate.  
Public Release of Candidate Major Projects List 
In order to get as much public feedback on major projects as possible, draft versions of the Candidate, 
Funded, and Completed major projects lists were displayed on the 2035 Comprehensive Plan Proposed 
Draft Map App starting in June 2014. Members of the public were able to comment directly on individual projects through the Map App. The draft project lists were also included in the Proposed Draft of the Comprehensive Plan as the transportation component of the List of Significant Projects.  
In October 2014, the Map App was updated with the final version of the Candidate (broken out between 
City of Portland projects and Other Agency projects), Funded, and Completed lists of major projects. The 
PBOT website was also updated with the major projects lists, as well as a draft list of recommended Program categories. At that point the formal comment period was opened, and the public was able to comment on projects through the Map App as well as through letters and emails to PBOT and the Planning and Sustainability Commission. 
Development of Citywide Programs 
The 2007 TSP contained a list of ongoing citywide programs, such as Neighborhood Safety & Livability, with brief descriptions and associated reference lists of small-scale projects. However, that TSP did not adequately highlight the importance of ongoing, flexible, citywide programs in achieving our transportation goals, especially given reduced federal and state support for large capital projects in recent years. Since the 2007 TSP was adopted, programs such as High Crash Corridors, Neighborhood Greenways, and Safe Routes to School have become increasingly important to PBOT’s work. These programs have demonstrated how much can be accomplished using relatively modest amounts of funding on smaller projects that collectively have a major impact. The City of Portland has also adopted plans like the Bicycle Plan for 2030 and East Portland in Motion that have identified hundreds of small projects that tend not to compete well for major grants and likely need program funding for implementation. 
To develop the list of nine recommended Citywide Programs to be included in the TSP Major Projects list, staff first identified existing programs that would benefit from being clearly highlighted in the TSP. Bikeway Network Completion, Neighborhood Greenways, High Crash Corridor, and Safe Routes to School all fell into this category. Sidewalk infill and crossing improvements, while frequent elements of PBOT projects, were not clearly contained within an existing program—these pedestrian improvements were folded together into a new Pedestrian Network Completion Program. While the existing SmartTrips program contained some elements of demand management, staff determined that PBOT would benefit from an expanded Transportation & Parking Demand Management Program that would contain outreach elements like SmartTrips as well as incentive elements through parking policies and development requirements. Transportation System Management has traditionally been implemented through grant funding for major Intelligent Transportation System corridor projects, but with ongoing program funding PBOT could make numerous small-scale improvements to the traffic system, particularly with improving signal timing at problematic intersections. Two entirely new Programs were proposed--Transit Priority and Freight Priority—because staff recognized the economic and efficiency value of giving transit and freight extra priority over general traffic to ensure the ability for people and goods to travel quickly and reliably around the City and the region as a whole. 
Development of Evaluation Criteria 
While much of the 2035 Transportation System Plan update is technical in nature, the Bureau developed a project prioritization process to replace an obscure approach with one that is transparent, inclusive, objective and effective.  There were several problems with the previous project prioritization process: 
· It was unclear to what extent criteria were used to derive project lists; 
· Criteria were often not outcome-based; 
· It did not adequately inform  staff of potential priority projects for grant applications; there was no clear project development “pipeline;” 
· Projects did not necessarily align with state, regional and local policy priorities; 
· Small projects were not competitive for grant applications and often languished for years or decades; 
· There was not a clear link between TSP and Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) projects and programs. 
In order to develop evaluation criteria that would address these issues, in late 2013 and early 2014 Bureau staff reviewed state, regional and local rules and plans to determine which outcomes appeared in multiple plans.  Staff identified seven consistent outcomes, summarized in the graphic below. 

[image: image1]
Staff vetted the seven outcomes with the Transportation Expert Group, then developed a set of draft project/program evaluation criteria consistent with the criteria.   
Over the following eleven months staff vetted the criteria with the Transportation Expert Group, modal committees and interest groups, including: 
The criteria have been refined in multiple rounds of reviews since the February 2014, including: 
March 2014 
· Overview of the intent and elements of the project evaluation criteria and process. 
· Q & A, including criteria recommendations from the TEG 
April 2014 
· Distribution of initial evaluation matrix. 
· Data source recommendations 
May 2014 
· Discussion of two phase evaluation tested for RTP: GIS, then staff. 
· Evaluation results from six projects. 
· Extensive recommendations from committee members on criteria refinement. 
June 2014 
· Extensive discussion of both data sources and evaluation criteria changes since the previous meeting. 
August 2014 
· Discussion of citywide programs proposal. 
· Comments and responses on draft project evaluation criteria.  
Test project scoring. 
September 2014 
· Extensive changes resulting from the written and verbal comments provided by TEG and staff members when we tested the criteria on projects at the October TEG, including: 
October 2014 
· Reported 95% concurrency between TEG evaluation and subsequent staff evaluation.   
November 2014 
· Incorporated recommendations from Portland Freight Committee and PBA subcommittee members suggesting: 
· the addition of freight-specific criteria; o points for vacant/underutilized industrial lands access, including brownfield sites; o points for freight district access. 
December 2014 
· Incorporated recommendation from the Bicycle Advisory Committee to: 
· Make the climate criterion consistent with the other criteria by adding the possibility of a negative (-1) score. 
January 2015 
· Finalized criteria to reflect comments received by the January 5, 2015 evaluation criteria comment deadline. 
Evaluation Criteria Results 
The resulting eleven evaluation criteria reflect the seven outcomes.  They include four economic benefit criteria, two freight-specific criteria, one public support/opposition criterion and one criterion for each of the other six outcomes. See Appendix A for the evaluation criteria, with scoring guidance and desired outcomes.
Candidate Major Project Evaluation 
With the Candidate list of major projects complete, the next phase of the TSP update was to develop a financially constrained list of major projects that could reasonably be funded with expected revenue over the next 20 years. Initial revenue forecasts indicated that the total cost of all Candidate projects far exceeded expected revenue, so only a subset of major projects in the Candidate list would be able to fit on the Constrained list. To assist PBOT staff in selecting major projects to recommend for the Constrained portion of the Major Projects list, projects were scored based on the evaluation criteria discussed above:  
· Safety 
· Neighborhood Access 
· Economic Benefit: Opportunity Access 
· Economic Benefit: Freight Access 
· Economic Benefit: Freight Mobility 
· Economic Benefit: Revitalization 
· Health 
· Equity 
· Climate 
· Cost Effectiveness 
· Community Support or Opposition 
Due to staff time constraints, the evaluation scoring process was limited to City of Portland projects on the Candidate list of major projects. While it would be beneficial in the future to evaluate major projects led by other agencies, it was a lower priority because other agency projects are likely to be fully or substantially funded through sources outside the City of Portland revenue forecast. 
Safety Scoring 
Preliminary scoring of projects for the safety criterion was performed through an iterative selection process. For projects with a substantial safety benefit, the project features were selected based on their proximity (within 300 ft) to streets designated as High Crash Corridors (Score: 3), arterial streets with 3 or more lanes and a posted speed of 30mph or greater (Score: 2), and 2 lane arterials (Score: 1). All other projects received an initial score of 0. 
Data:  
TranPlan.PDOT.HighCrashCorridor; TranPlan.PDOT.SpeedZone; EGH_Public.ARCMAP_ADMIN.streets_nav; 
Process: 
1. Selected all of the projects within 300 feet of the City’s 10 designated high crash corridors (TranPlan.PDOT.HighCrashCorridor) and assigned those projects a score of 3. 
2. From the remaining projects, selected projects within 300 feet of streets with 3 or more lanes and a posted speed of 30 mph or greater, and assigned those projects a score of 2. 
3. From the remaining projects, selected projects within 300 ft of a 2-lane arterial street. 
4. All remaining projects, were assigned a score of 0. 
The preliminary scores were then manually post-processed to account for the expected real-world safety benefits and to address the inherent limitations of an automated geographic approach. For example, some projects were found to be on streets that intersect a high crash corridor on a map, but in reality travel over or under the high crash corridor and would not warrant a score of 3. Projects that only intersected with a high crash corridor or arterial were generally reduced by 1 point because they would likely increase safety only at a single location, rather than along a dangerous corridor. Projects that would provide completely separated pedestrian/bicycle facilities, such as trails or ped/bike bridges, were generally scored a 2, though staff also took into account the safety of parallel routes or crossings that would be mitigated by providing a protected facility. Finally, projects were given an extra point (up to a maximum score of 3) if they were expected to provide a benefit in locations and corridors with high concentrations of serious injuries and fatalities. This analysis used PBOT 2008 to 2012 crash data as well as the 2012 ODOT map of top 5% SPIS sites.  
See Appendix C for a map showing how all Candidate Major Projects scored on the Safety Criterion, with traffic fatalities and serious injuries shown for context. In general, the projects that scored higher for Safety correspond with locations and corridors that have experienced a high number of fatalities and serious injuries. Note, however, that not all projects are meant to address safety—because of this, some projects may have received a lower Safety score despite being in locations with safety issues. 
Neighborhood Access 
Neighborhood Access scores were only applied to projects on the Candidate list with substantial benefits to pedestrian, bicycle, and/or transit modes. Preliminary scoring of the Neighborhood Access criterion considered the number of 2035 housing units and the presence of an elementary or middle school near each project. For each 50 ft2, a composite score between 0 and 60 was derived. The scores within ¼ mile of each project were averaged and then classified using the quantiles method to determine a score between 0 and 3 for each project.  
Data:  
EGH_PUBLIC.ARCMAP_ADMIN.bli_model_allocation_bps; 
EGH_PUBLIC.ARCMAP_ADMIN.school_sites_metro; EGH_PUBLIC.ARCMAP_ADMIN.schools_metro 
Process: 
Housing Units 
1. Rasterized the data bli_model_allocation_bps dataset using the Forecast Housing (2035) as the value and a cell size of 50 ft2.  
(for information on the Buildable Lands Inventory, see: http://www.portlandonline.com/portlandplan/?c=54647).  
2. Reclassed the forecast housing units raster into 50 classes (Natural Breaks classification method) excluding cells with a value of 0. The resulting raster scored the number of 2035 housing units on a 50 point scale (with 1 representing the smallest number of units and 50 the largest; cells with no allocated units were assigned a value of 0). 
Proximity to Schools 
3. Using the points representing the 93 Safe Routes to Schools partner schools 
(EGH_PUBLIC.ARCMAP_ADMIN.school_sites_metro), the school site polygons 
(egh_public.arcmap_admin.school_sites_metro) were selected. In turn, the selected school site polygons were used to select all of the network nodes within 100' of those polygons. Using thesee nodes as facilities, a Service Area analysis was performed to determine a ¼ mile network buffer around each school site.  
4. Converted the buffers around schools to a raster (50 ft2 grid cells) where the areas within the buffers were assigned a value of 10 and every other cell was assigned a value of 0. 
5. Added the housing unit and school proximity raster datasets to create a composite access score raster, with possible cell values ranging from 0 to 60. 
6. Found the mean score for the cells within a ¼ mile buffer around each project. 
7. Classified the raw access scores for the projects in 4 quantiles, assigning scores of 0 to 3 (0 to the lowest mean scores; 3 for the highest mean scores). 
The preliminary Neighborhood Access scores were manually post-processed to account for real-world context and address geographic anomalies. For example, some projects were given an extra point, despite low household density in the immediate vicinity, because the project would create a major new link in the transportation network that would give a substantial number of people access to more daily destinations. Other projects were given a higher score because they directly connected designated Centers to each other. Some projects were marked down to account for the scale of the project—a single intersection improvement would generally be expected to have a smaller impact on neighborhood access than a corridor project, for example. 
Economic Benefit: Opportunity Access 
Preliminary scoring of the Opportunity Access criterion measured the proximity of each candidate project to projected 2035 jobs. The average number of jobs (2035) within ¼ mile of each project was determined and then classified using the quantiles method to assign a score between 0 and 3 for each project.  
Data:  
EGH_PUBLIC.ARCMAP_ADMIN.bli_model_allocation_bps; 
Process: 
1. Rasterized the bli_model_allocation_bps dataset using the Forecast Jobs (2035) as the value and a cell size of 50 ft2.  
(for information on the Buildable Lands Inventory, see: http://www.portlandonline.com/portlandplan/?c=54647).  
2. Found the mean number of 2035 jobs for the cells within a ¼ mile buffer around each project. 
3. Classified the raw opportunity access score (average number of 2035 jobs) for the projects in 4 quantiles, assigning scores of 0 to 3 (0 to the lowest mean number of jobs; 3 for the highest mean number of jobs). 
The preliminary Opportunity Access scores were manually post-processed to account for real-world context and address geographic anomalies. For example, some projects were given an extra point, despite low job density in the immediate vicinity, because the project would create a major new link in the transportation network that would give a substantial number of people access to jobs and educational opportunities. Projects were given an extra point if it was expected to significantly lower average person travel time by improving route directness or addressing transportation bottlenecks (based on modeling results). Some projects were marked down to account for the scale of the project— a single intersection improvement would generally be expected to have a smaller impact on opportunity access than a corridor project, for example. 
Economic Benefit: Freight Access 
Projects were manually scored for Freight Access based on the degree to which projects were expected to provide new or improved freight access to traded sector facilities and/or vacant/underutilized industrial areas. Staff at the Bureau of Planning & Sustainability provided a map of traded sector facilities and vacant or underutilized industrial properties. Freight projects that would provide new or substantially improved access to both traded sector and vacant/underutilized areas were scored a 3, freight projects that would provide new or substantially improved access to either traded sector or vacant/underutilized areas were scored a 2, and projects that provide minor or ancillary freight access benefits scored a 1. All other projects received a score of 0. 
Economic Benefit: Freight Mobility 
Projects were manually scored for Freight Mobility based on the degree to which projects were expected to improve freight mobility on major freight routes, defined as streets classified as Major Truck Streets, Priority Truck Streets, or Regional Truckways, as well as any streets within a Freight District. 
Freight projects that would provide substantially improved freight mobility on a Priority Truck Street or Regional Truckway were scored a 3, freight projects that would provide substantially improved freight mobility on a Major Truck Street or within a Freight District were scored a 2, and projects that provide minor or ancillary freight mobility benefits (for example, an ITS project on a freight route) scored a 1. All other projects received a score of 0. 
See Appendix C for a map showing how all Candidate Projects scored on Freight Mobility.

Economic Benefit: Revitalization 
Projects were manually scored for Revitalization based on the degree to which the project could be expected to increase economic value in areas where the City of Portland has chosen to prioritize future housing or employment growth. The only projects eligible for points through this criterion were those with substantial streetscape or frequent transit components, the two types of projects that experience has shown have the greatest impact on economic revitalization.  
The initial scoring process gave a score of 2 to streetscape or frequent transit projects in or along a designated Civic Corridor, Regional Center, or Town Center, a score of 1 to streetscape or frequent transit projects in or along a designated Neighborhood Corridor or Neighborhood Center, and a 0 to all other projects. Scores of 3 were then given if the project was expected to have an especially substantial impact on economic activity based on the scale and location of the project. For example, a major streetscape project along a Civic Corridor or in a Town Center that is zoned for relatively high housing density but is currently fairly low-density would be more likely to receive a 3, since investments would be expected to have a bigger impact than in an area that has already developed at a higher density. 
Health 
Preliminary scoring of projects for the health criterion made use of analysis conducted by BPS to rank projects based on deficiencies that might pose barriers to active transportation choices that support healthy levels of physical activity. As part of their Complete Neighborhoods Analysis, BPS staff scored the access provided by the City’s bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure using a 100-point scale for each mode. Areas of the City with good access for bicyclists and pedestrians received high scores under the BPS scoring methodology. For the purposes of the TSP project prioritization, these scores were inverted to give higher value to deficient areas of the City where new projects should be prioritized to promote active transportation. The two datasets were composited, resulting in a raster grid of 50 ft2 cells with potential values between 0 and 200. The scores of the 50 ft2 cells within ¼ mile of each project were averaged and then classified using the quantiles method to determine a score between 0 and 3 for each project. Scores were only given to projects with a substantial benefit to pedestrian, bicycle, and/or transit modes. 
Data: cn_bikes.gdb\total_bikes_score; cn_sidewalks.gdb\total_pedestrian_score 
Process: 
1. Rasterized the output of the BPS bicycle and pedestrian analyses to 50 ft2 raster datasets. 
2. Inverted the raster values, and added them together. 
3. Found the mean score for the cells within a ¼ mile buffer around each project. 
4. Classified the raw health scores for the projects in 4 quantiles, assigning scores of 0 to 3 (0 to the lowest mean scores; 3 for the highest mean scores). 
The preliminary Health scores were manually post-processed to account for real-world context and address geographic anomalies. For example, some projects were given an extra point for directly addressing a major gap or deficiency, even if the surrounding area was relatively well-served. Conversely, a project could lose a point if it was not expected to address gaps and deficiencies in a meaningful way. Some project scores were modified up or down to account for the scale of the project—a single intersection improvement would generally be expected to have a smaller impact on health than a corridor project, for example. 
See Appendix C for a map showing how all projects scored on the Health criterion, with the Deficiency Index symbolized in the background for context. 
Equity 
Preliminary scoring of projects for the equity criterion was completed using demographic data compiled by BPS to support the 2012 Vulnerability Analysis (for more information see: 
https://www.portlandoregon.gov/bps/66107). Through the Enhanced BPS Vulnerability Risk Factors analysis, each census tract in the City was assigned a score from 0 to 6 based on whether the population of that tract met a threshold set for each of six displacement risk factors. Of these six factors, four were used to rank projects on the equity criterion: Communities of color (> 27.4% of the population); Households at or below 80% median family income (MFI) (> 43.7% of the population); Population age 17 and under (> 19.2% of the population); Population age 65 and over (> 10.5% of the population). The scores for the four vulnerability factors were totaled for each census tract and the dataset was converted to a raster with 50 ft2 cells with potential values between 0 and 4. The scores of the 50 ft2 cells within ¼ mile of each project were averaged and then classified using the quantiles method to determine a score between 0 and 3 for each project.   Data: Vulnerability_6_risks.shp 
Process: 
1. Calculated the total of the four risk factors (Communities of color; Households at or below 80% of MFI; Population age 17 and under; Population age 65 and over) for each census tract. 
2. Rasterized the tract dataset (50 ft2 grid cells) with the cell value equal to the sum of the four risk factors. 
3. Found the mean score of the cells within a ¼ mile buffer around each project. 
4. Classified the raw equity scores for the projects in 4 quantiles, assigning scores of 0 to 3 (0 to the lowest mean scores; 3 for the highest mean scores). 
Preliminary Equity scores were manually post-processed to account for projects in areas with little or no housing. For example, scores for some projects in lightly-populated industrial areas were lowered because the equity benefit would be relatively low despite the automated method producing a high score. However, these projects still received some points to reflect the value of industrial jobs for many of the vulnerable populations referenced above. 
See Appendix C for a map showing how all Candidate Major Projects scored on the Equity Criterion, with census tracts symbolized according to how many concentrations of vulnerable populations (low-income, people of color, seniors, and youth) are found in each area. 
Climate 
Projects were manually scored for Climate based on points for several qualitative project elements, though the maximum possible score was still 3. A project was able to receive: 
· 1 point if arterial project improves vehicle flow without inducing additional automobile trips. 
· 1 point for ped/bike/transit projects. 
· 1 point for substantial frequent service transit access and operational improvements. 
· 1 point for projects that add or substantially improve bicycle facilities along major arterials.   
-1 point for projects likely to substantially increase VMT. 
Cost Effectiveness 
The Cost Effectiveness criterion provides a measure of the benefits provided by each project against the estimated cost of construction. 
1. Classified City candidate projects into 10 classes by estimated cost using the natural breaks classification method, resulting in a cost score for each project ranging from 1 (least expensive) to 10  (most expensive). 
2. Divided the sum of the scores of the nine other criteria by the cost score to derive a raw cost effectiveness score for each project. 
3. Classified the raw cost effectiveness scores into 9 classes using the quantiles classification method, resulting in a Cost Effectiveness score for each project ranging from 1 (least cost effective) to 9 (most cost effective). 
See Appendix C for a map showing how all projects scored on the Cost Effectiveness criterion. 
Community Support or Opposition 
Projects were manually scored for Community Support or Opposition based on comments and letters from individuals and organizations received as of January 9, 2015. This included Comments and letters were organized into a spreadsheet database to track the number of supportive or oppositional comments for each project. As more comments are received during the ongoing public comment period, scores will continue to be adjusted and PBOT’s recommendations may change as a result. 
Projects were scored a 3 if they received broad support from both individuals and organizations (or a very high number of individuals), with little or no demonstrated opposition. Projects were scored a 2 if they received substantial support (for example, from a single organization or from 5 or more individuals) and little to no opposition. Projects were scored a 1 if they only received a small number of individual comments (less than 5) or if high levels of support was also paired with substantial opposition. Projects were scored a 0 if they received no comments either way or if support and opposition were relatively balanced. Finally, projects scored a -1 if they received more opposition than support. 
Candidate Citywide Program Scoring 
Due to the citywide geography of the Programs, it was not possible to automate scoring. Programs were scored by a group of staff members with diverse experience in program-related work. The benefit of each Program toward each criterion was carefully considered, particularly as the Programs compared with one another. As expected due to the proven effectiveness of Programs in achieving multiple goals at low cost, they scored quite highly compared with Major Projects, but the scoring exercise was still useful in determining the relative value of each Program in achieving City goals. 
Development of Constrained Major Projects and Citywide Programs List 
The first step in sorting the Candidate list of major projects into Constrained and Unconstrained tiers was to determine the reasonably expected revenue forecast that we could apply toward major projects and programs (roughly $1.4 billion). The second step was to determine how much of that funding could reasonably be allocated toward ongoing Citywide Programs as opposed to specific capital projects 
(roughly $275 million) and how much was already committed to major projects on the Funded list (roughly $100 million). This left slightly more than $1 billion in expected revenue to fund major projects in the Constrained list, while the total cost of all Candidate major projects was roughly $1.6 billion. 
Once the funding target was established, projects were initially sorted into tiers based on the evaluation scores, ensuring that the top tier fell within the funding target (see Appendix B for draft Major Project scores). This resulted in any project scoring 14 or above falling within the Constrained tier. Projects were then reviewed by staff for any opportunities to re-scope or phase projects in order to reduce project costs. This exercise resulted in lower, more realistic costs for some major corridor projects, and some projects were split to better reflect likely project phasing. The Burnside/Couch Corridor Improvements project, though it scored well in evaluation, was split into two phases—one Constrained, one 
Unconstrained--to reflect both the need for short-term improvements and the high level of uncertainty regarding the couplet portion of the project. 
Several other modifications were made to the list during this phase of the process. Several small-scale, inexpensive projects were identified on the Candidate list that would fit better within Program reference lists. A cluster of projects in the Pleasant Valley area received many comments both from the public and from staff indicating that they were infeasible or unnecessary, so those projects were removed from the list and a new Study was added to the recommended Studies list. After receiving direction from Portland Streetcar, Inc, and its Citizen Advisory Committee, all the streetcar projects except the Johns Landing Streetcar were removed pending the results of the proposed Enhanced Transit Corridors Study. Finally, several needed bridge replacement projects were added to the list at the request of the Bridges section and the Freight Coordinator. 
After these changes to the list, there was still some available funding in the revenue forecast to allocate to Constrained major projects. In order to choose projects to add to the Constrained list, staff identified projects that scored a 13 overall but that also scored a 3 in Safety, Neighborhood Access, Opportunity Access, or Community Support. These criteria were chosen for this exercise because safety, access, and community support were identified by staff and PBOT leadership as the most important criteria for our work at PBOT. See Appendix D for maps showing the Constrained, Unconstrained, and Funded projects with context information. 
Next Steps 
Additional steps will be taken beyond the project evaluation process outlined in this report in order to develop a major project list recommendation that performs better at meeting our goals and policies. These include: 
· Development and application of outcome-based, customized criteria to Citywide Programs 
· Phasing, segmenting, and re-scoping of larger, more expensive projects to identify smaller projects that provide greater benefits at lower cost 
· Review of public comments to look for ideas on how the system could perform better or how individual projects could be improved 
Major Project Performance Report Appendices 
Appendix A: Major Project Evaluation Criteria shows the eleven criteria used in the evaluation process, along with the objectives, scoring questions, scoring guidance and supporting data for each criterion. 
Appendix B: Draft Major Project Evaluation Scores contains the full list of Candidate Major Projects and Citywide Programs with draft scores for each criterion as well as total scores. This list also indicates whether the projects were included in the Constrained or Unconstrained Major Project lists released on 
January 30th, 2015 as part of the PBOT Staff Report to the Portland Planning and Sustainability Commission (PSC). Note that Community Support scores are not shown because the official public comment period ends on March 13th, 2015. Community Support scores will be recalculated based on public comments received, and will be released on April 28th when PBOT makes its updated recommendation to the PSC. Other scores may be updated prior to April 28th based on project rescoping or segmenting. 
Appendix C: Major Project Evaluation Score Maps contains maps showing how Candidate Major Projects scored on a single criteria, along with context information: 
1. Equity Score Map o Symbolizes project scores for the Equity criterion, along with how many concentrations of vulnerable populations (low-income, people of color, seniors, and youth) are contained within each census tract (see Staff Report for scoring methodology) 
2. Health Score Map o Symbolizes project scores for the Health criterion, with the Deficiency Index in the background to provide context (see Staff Report for scoring methodology) 
3. Safety Score Map o Symbolizes project scores for the Safety criterion, with traffic fatalities and serious injuries shown for context (see Staff Report for scoring methodology) 
4. Freight Mobility Score Map o Symbolizes project scores for the Freight Mobility criterion (see Staff Report for scoring methodology) 
5. Cost Effectiveness Score Map o Symbolizes project scores for the Cost Effectiveness criterion (see Staff Report for scoring methodology) 
Appendix D: Major Project Performance Analysis Maps contains a series of maps showing Funded, Constrained, and Unconstrained projects along with context information corresponding to various criteria and geographies of interest: 
1. Equity Index Map o Symbolizes census tracts according to how many concentrations of vulnerable populations (low-income, people of color, seniors, and youth) are contained within each tract (see Staff Report for Equity Index description) 
2. Deficiency Index Map o Symbolizes how each part of the City scores on the Deficiency Index developed by BPS (see Staff Report for Deficiency Index description) 
3. Safety Map o Symbolizes locations with fatalities or serious injuries from 2004 to 2013 
4. Household Units (2035) Map o Symbolizes the projected density of housing units in the year 2035  
5. Jobs (2035) Map o Symbolizes the projected density of jobs in the year 2035  
6. Pattern Areas Map o Shows the five pattern areas identified in the City of Portland Proposed Draft Comprehensive Plan 
7. Centers Map o Shows projects contained within the Regional, Town, and Neighborhood Centers found in the Comprehensive Plan Update Urban Design Framework 
8. Urban Renewal Areas (URAs) Map o Shows projects contained with City of Portland’s Urban Renewal Areas and Neighborhood Prosperity Initiatives 
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The Seven Outcomes:

Improve access to daly needs, such as jobs,
schools, grocery stores, health care

Reduce/eliminate transportation fatalities and
injuries

Improve health by increasing walking and
bicycling

Increase economic benefits, such as access to
family wage jobs and freight access

Ensure disadvantaged communities benefit
as much or more than non-disadvantaged
‘communities.

Reduce global warming pollution from
transportation

Prioritize the most cost-effective projects




