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I. INTRODUCTION
In the Transportation Futures Study, Washington County evaluated long-term transportation
investments and strategies. The purpose of the Study was to identify tradeoffs between alternative
transportation investments to inform future choices and decisions. The Study aimed to actively seek
public input at key milestones of the study; provide meaningful engagement opportunities; and involve
potentially impacted groups and individuals.
The outreach program included frequent meetings with a number of committees to advise on
development of Study products, as well as broad outreach to the general public.
This report summarizes the outreach conducted and public feedback received throughout the Study
period. Feedback heard through committee meetings and online open houses is included in separate
summaries and documents, as indicated throughout this report. This report is organized as follows:


Section II: Study Process and Outreach Points – describes the five phases of the study and key
points where public input was gathered.



Section III: Notification and Outreach Tools – describes the tools the Study team used to
publicize public open houses and outreach opportunities.



Section IV: Engagement Structure and Committees – outlines the decision-making and advisory
structure of the Study and describes the committees involved.



Section V: Online Open Houses – provides an overview of the three online open houses that
were conducted throughout the Study and links to summaries from each event.



Section VI: Engagement with Historically Underrepresented Communities – describes efforts
made to reach underserved and Spanish-speaking populations and summarizes input heard.



Section VII: Public Comments: Letters, Emails, Website – provides a summary of comments
submitted to the Study team through letters, emails and website comment forms.



Section VIII: Briefings and Meetings with Groups – lists the various groups and organizations
that received presentations or briefings from the Study team, as well as a summary of
comments heard through these meetings.
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II. STUDY PROCESS AND OUTREACH POINTS
The Study was organized in five phases, each with its own milestones:

Prior to the start of the Study, the County solicited public comment on the Study approach. During the
Study, the County conducted a variety of public outreach activities and provided opportunities for public
comment. Members of the public were encouraged to submit comments about the Study at any time,
and more intensive engagement efforts centered around three key outreach points:


Spring 2015: Taking Stock and Community Values: introduced the public to the Study, and
solicited input on a set of draft community values and Taking Stock report.



Winter 2015/2016: Transportation Investment Ideas: presented and solicited input on the land
use scenarios, future transportation trends, and types of investments to study.



Late 2016/early 2017: Public Review and Conclusions: presented the evaluation results and
engaged the public in a discussion of benefits and tradeoffs of the various investment options.

Each of these outreach points included an online open house and supporting outreach, as described in
Section III. The Study team used input gathered from the public to guide development of community
values, transportation ideas to study, and the evaluation of transportation investment packages.
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III.

NOTIFICATION AND OUTREACH TOOLS

The Study team publicized and encouraged the public to participate in the Study using a wide range of
outreach tools. These tools were used at each of the three key outreach points:


Emails to the stakeholder database.



Announcements on the Study website and news entries with timeline updates.



Briefings and meetings with organizations and groups interested in the Study.



Media releases to area news outlets.



Earned Media – Various news organizations covered the Study, including OregonLive.com and
the Oregonian, KOIN Channel 6, and the Beaverton Valley Times.



Newspaper and online advertising including retail display ads in local print newspapers and
online at OregonLive.com.



Partnerships with groups and agencies – The Study team reached out to cities, chambers of
commerce and community organizations to collaborate on outreach. Many cities, agencies and
organizations included information about open houses and outreach activities in their
newsletters, email blasts, and online calendars.



Tualatin Valley Community Television Bulletin Board notifications and video loops.



Social media, including use of Washington County Twitter and Facebook.



Outreach to youth and schools, including distribution of online open house announcements to
PCC Rock Creek, Pacific University and public libraries.



Spanish-Language outreach in partnership with Centro Cultural. This included informational
tabling, small group meetings led by Centro Cultural staff, and use of Spanish language radio and
social media.

Additional Outreach Activities on Evaluation Results
The purpose of the third round of outreach was to share evaluation results with the public and facilitate
a broad discussion on benefits and tradeoffs of the various investment options. In addition to an online
open house and the outreach/notification tools described above, this final public discussion included:


Two focus group meetings with representative groups of Washington County residents. The
purpose of the focus group meetings was to test public understanding of the evaluation results
and help the Study team refine messages around key Study findings. Feedback was used to help
shape the third online open house and questions asked in the telephone survey.



Statistically valid County-wide telephone survey to assess opinions on transportation priorities,
select projects and willingness to pay for investments.



County-wide postcard mailing announcing the final online open house and a raffle opportunity
to win an annual TriMet pass, $1,100 in gas or an $1,100 gift card to a bike shop.
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IV.

ENGAGEMENT STRUCTURE AND COMMITTEES

The study included a number of committees and groups, including several existing boards and
committees, that had varying levels of responsibility to review, provide input, and acknowledge study
elements as they were developed.
Washington County's Department of Land Use & Transportation led the Study under the direction of
the Board of County Commissioners (Board). The Board was the final decision-making body for the
Study and was briefed at key milestones during the Study
The Board appointed a Study Advisory Committee comprised of community members with a depth of
knowledge and interests in diverse areas including business, major urban industry, agricultural and
forestry, freight and goods movement, transit and active transportation, equity and health,
development industry, economic development, energy, community livability, and natural environment.
Planning directors and transportation planning managers from jurisdictions within and adjacent to
Washington County met together as the Combined Planners Group. Various work groups were formed
and provided technical input, including the Health & Equity Work Group.
The Washington County Coordinating Committee (WCCC), made up of elected officials from the county
and all cities in Washington County plus representatives from the Oregon Department of
Transportation, Port of Portland, TriMet and Metro reviewed the Study at milestones.
Staff from cities in Washington, Multnomah and Clackamas counties and from agencies including Metro,
TriMet, ODOT, DLCD and Port of Portland met periodically to provide input to the Study.

Study Advisory Committee
The Study Advisory Committee (SAC) advised the County at key milestones and served as a forum to
explore how the study's approach, transportation investment packages and analysis meet needs and
reflect community values. The SAC also advised on public engagement and helped shape the online
open houses and messages to the public. Members shared information about the Study with their own
organizations and peer groups and helped publicize outreach opportunities.
SAC members were encouraged to submit information and share ideas with one another, both at
meetings and between meetings. Articles, comments and information submitted by SAC members were
shared through the Study website library: http://wctransportationfutures.org/library (“Information
Shared by SAC members” heading).
The SAC met eleven times throughout the course of the Study. Links to agendas, materials,
presentations, and summaries for each SAC meeting are available online

Health & Equity Work Group
The Health & Equity Work Group was comprised of members with knowledge of health and equity
measures associated with transportation initiatives. The work group advised on the development of
health and equity measures and the assessment of potential benefits and burdens to the community
with a focus on historically under represented communities.
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The Health & Equity Work Group met four times throughout the course of the Study. Links to agendas,
materials, presentations, and summaries for are available online.

Combined Planners Group
The Combined Planners Group (CPG) consisted of local city and agency staff from participating
Washington County Coordinating Committee Transportation Advisory Committee and Planning Directors
members. The study team met with the CPG eleven times (prior to each SAC meeting) to receive
technical input before presenting information to stakeholders and the public.
The study website provided timely information about meetings for three key committees that were
formed specifically for the study: the Study Advisory Committee, Health and Equity Work Group, and
Combined Planners Group. All committee meetings were open to the public and materials were posted
to the website prior to each meeting.

Engagement Structure
The chart below shows the relationship of the different groups. The arrows represent the direction of
input and recommendations to each group.

V. ONLINE OPEN HOUSES
Online open houses served as the primary means of soliciting broad community input on key aspects of
the study. These online events include information about the study, comment walls where participants
can post comments and read comments made by other community members, and online surveys and
questions.
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Three online open houses were conducted throughout the study process:

1) Online Open House #1
The first online open house was held from April 24 to May 15, 2015. The main purpose of the outreach
period was to introduce the public to the study, solicit input on a set of draft community values, and
present and solicit feedback on the Taking Stock report. Approximately 1,100 people visited the online
open house, and 312 members of the public submitted responses to the online open house questions.
Additionally, targeted outreach was conducted to solicit Spanish-language feedback; eleven surveys
were submitted in Spanish.
Feedback received confirmed the draft list of community values. Participants gave high priority to all of
the community values, and in particular safety and connectivity, followed by environmental
sustainability and efficiency/transportation options. The Study team revised the list of community values
based on public input.
A summary of comments from the online open house is available online and included in Appendix A1.

2) Online Open House #2
The second online open house was held from January 25 to February 19, 2016. The main purpose of the
outreach period was to present and solicit input on the growth scenarios, future transportation trends,
and types of investments to study to meet the economic health and quality of life in Washington County
in the coming decades. Approximately 674 people visited the online open house, and 274 members of
the public submitted responses to the online open house questions.
Members of the public commented on proposed transportation investment ideas and submitted other
ideas to study. As a result of the outreach, the Study received over one hundred transportation project
and program ideas to study. These were incorporated into three transportation investment packages for
evaluation.
A summary of comments from the online open house is available online and included in Appendix A1.

3) Online Open House #3
The third online open house was held from November 7 to December 2, 2016. The main purpose of the
outreach period was to present and solicit input on the key findings from evaluation of the
transportation investment options. The online open house asked participants to reflect on the key
findings, answer questions about tradeoffs between different projects and policy choices, and prioritize
which kinds of projects best meet the needs and values of the County. 5,319 members of the public
submitted responses to the online open house questions. Additionally, 42 people submitted responses
to the Spanish-language version of the online open house. Public input on the Study findings will be
shared with policy makers along with Study results as they move forward to develop next steps and set
transportation priorities for further evaluation and refinement.
A summary of comments from the online open house is available online and included in Appendix A1.
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VI. ENGAGEMENT WITH HISTORICALLY
UNDERREPRESENTED COMMUNITIES
The study team has made special efforts to engage historically underrepresented populations
throughout the process. The County partnered with the Center for Intercultural Organizing and Centro
Cultural de Washington County, who serve as a liaison to their communities, conduct targeted outreach,
and advise on messaging and methods of outreach.
Key activities conducted to engage historically underrepresented communities included:

1) Interviews with Historically Underserved Populations (Spring 2015)
The study team partnered with the Center for Intercultural Organizing (CIO) to conduct interviews to
identify values of significance to historically underrepresented communities. The feedback from these
interviews supplemented comments received through the first online open house on community values.
CIO conducted six interviews with leaders in diverse fields such as public health, mental health, the
multicultural business sector, low-income youth, and people with disabilities. Interviewees were
affiliated with organizations that engage the Latino, Somali, Middle Eastern, and other immigrant and
refugee communities.
Interviewees were generally supportive of the draft community values. They placed high importance on
ensuring good transit service, planning that provides for homes to be located near goods and services,
and access to jobs. Some also focused on the need for more affordable housing and services for families
and children. The main themes heard include:














Need better, more frequent, local, reliable transit service.
Value having friends and family nearby and sense of community in the county
Value goods, services and shopping near homes.
Need development that promotes diversity and serves needs of the most vulnerable people.
Traffic is a problem. Roads do not adequately accommodate new residential growth.
Value neighborhood safety and safe streets.
County should involve minorities and underserved populations in their planning.
There is a need for more affordable housing.
Value good schools/education in all areas, including in less wealthy neighborhoods.
Need better housing and transportation options for disabled persons.
Support for values that address people’s access to jobs, ability to find answers to their needs,
and fair and equal treatment.
Value more cultural activities in the community.
Top priority values include: economic vitality, connectivity, social equity, transportation options,
and safety.
o Economic vitality – jobs availability is very important
o Transportation options – need transit that is responsive to needs of transit riders
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2) Spanish Language Outreach on Values (April 2015)
The study Team hosted an informational booth on April 25, 2015 at the Centro Cultural Children’s Day
Event in Cornelius, Oregon. Members of the study team asked both adults and children what is
important to them about living in Washington County. The event took place concurrently with the first
online open house, to complement English-language online outreach.
Over 170 children participated in a fun voting game about community values, in English and Spanish.
The results show that kids most value safety, social equity, environmental protection, and health.
Additionally, eleven adults completed a survey about community values in Spanish. Input received from
this event was combined with feedback gathered through the online open house and other outreach on
community values. The Study team used all of this input to refine the community values.

Community Values - What do Kids Value?
136
115

114

104

95
60

49

63

76
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3) Spanish Language Outreach on Transportation Investment Packages (February
2016)
The study team partnered with Centro Cultural to obtain input from Spanish-speakers in Washington
County. In February 2016, Centro Cultural led discussions sessions with Spanish speakers during three
regularly scheduled classes and events. They also posted a short survey in Spanish on their Facebook
page asking for input on future trends and transportation investments. In total, Centro Cultural received
comments from 36 people in Spanish. Below is a summary of their responses to two key questions. The
numbers in parenthesis indicate how many people made that comment.
How do you think people will get around Washington County in 40 to 50 years?










Over half of people said there will likely be more use of public transportation, especially MAX
(20 people). Several supported extending the MAX line to Forest Grove. Some thought there
would be more use of electric transit vehicles.
More people will bicycle (4) including electric bicycles
There will be increased environmental consciousness in choosing transportation. (3)
Flying cars (4)
More use of electric cars (4)
People will continue to drive. (4)
We will have new and expanded highways. (2)
Transportation options will generally be safer and getting around will be easier. (2)

What transportation ideas might improve our economy and livability for generations to come?









More MAX and train options (7). People supported studying a MAX extension to Forest Grove,
and a few suggested MAX service from Hillsboro to Tillamook or the coast.
More bike lanes and better bicycle facilities (8), including safer bicycle lanes and separated
bicycle facilities. One suggested a public bike share program. People noted that increased
bicycle use would have positive environmental impacts.
Increased electric transportation options and options that don’t rely on fossil fuels, such as
electric and hybrid vehicles and public transit— to reduce environmental impacts (4).
Increased public transportation options (4), including better local public transportation within
Cornelius and Forest Grove.
New and expanded highways and ways to reduce traffic on highways. (3)
Reduced ticket prices for public transportation, to encourage its use. (3)
More affordable ride share or taxi options (2)

4) Spanish Language Outreach on Evaluation Results (Fall 2016)
Centro Cultural helped lead outreach to Spanish speakers in Washington County to get their input on
the evaluation results. Centro Cultural translated the Online Open House #3 into a Spanish-language
survey and announced the comment opportunity to its network. Additionally, the Beaverton Diversity
Advisory Board promoted the Spanish-language survey to its network.
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42 Washington County residents submitted completed Spanish-language surveys. Additionally, of the
5,319 online open house participants who completed English-language surveys, 5% identified as
Hispanic/Latino and 4% indicated that the primary language that they speak at home is Spanish. A
summary of their input is included in the Online Open House #3 Report.

5) Other Outreach
Other outreach activities have included:


Translation of key materials into Spanish, including online surveys, fact sheets, and information
materials.



Ongoing guidance from the Center for Intercultural Organizing and Centro Cultural on outreach
strategies.



Rural Values Study (Summer 2016): Pacific University conducted a study to understand rural
citizens’ opinions on land use and transportation. The study assessed literature on the topic and
conducted nine intensive individual interviews and twelve focus groups with individuals who live
or work in rural areas of Washington County. The effort included outreach to Latino and
Spanish-speaking rural residents. Results from the study are included in The Rural Perspective:
Technical Report.

VII. PUBLIC COMMENTS: Letters, Emails, Website
Throughout the study, the team has encouraged members of the public to submit comments through
the website comment form, or emails to the team. This section summarizes the 52 comments collected
to date through the website comment form, letters emails, and comment forms submitted at SAC
meetings.




Letters and written comments submitted at SAC meetings - 18
Website comment form – 32
Emails and letters to study team – 18

The Study team shared these comments with the SAC and incorporated ideas and suggestions into the
Study evaluation as appropriate.
Many of the comments supported prioritizing some mode or transportation challenge:






Prioritize active transportation, especially safe and protected facilities. Need to find ways to
encourage people to travel via non-auto modes. (5)
Prioritize maintenance and fixing existing infrastructure.
Focus on pricing strategies, with all modes paying for their mode.
Important to bring land use and transportation strategies together, rather than looking at them
separately.
Improvements should facilitate motor vehicle travel—not transit or bicycle lanes. (2)
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Some supported specific transportation improvements (during the phase of the Study in which the
County asked the public for transportation investment ideas):
















Support for a major road or throughway to connect eastern Washington County at US 26,
across the Columbia River, with Vancouver, WA. (15)
Support for a new North-South limited access freeway to address congestion. (7) This could
alleviate traffic through the Sunset tunnel, and be expanded to complete a beltway around the
greater Portland metro area. Some noted that the North-South limited access freeway should
be located within the Urban Reserves.
Support the Around the Mountain concept to improve safety. (2)
Create new limited access corridors where industry and commercial jobs are or will locate.
Need more than two more bridges across the Columbia River from WA to OR.
Prioritize coordinated traffic signals.
Prioritize coordinated traffic signals, especially along Hwy 217 and Scholls Ferry Rd.
Need better bike/pedestrian facilities in Helvetia and other rural parts of Washington County to
provide transportation options other than driving.
Commuter service to Corvallis.
Use a shared vehicle system to rent unused seats within cars to maximize trips.
Improve environmental safety near TriMet bus stops, and reducing the bus # 47 frequency in
favor of increasing bus service elsewhere as needed.
Create one-way traffic in downtown Beaverton on Canyon Road and have another street go the
other way.
Add more hours of service on the TriMet #58 line.
Create a “spoke and wheel theory” using established outlying roads, such as Hwy 47 to Sunset
to Hwy99, connecting to I-5, which encompass the entire metropolitan area with off ramps to
various communities.

Comments related to values:






Important to prioritize the needs of rural and agricultural areas, including saving productive
farmland and natural areas. (2)
Prioritize safety and health of communities. Implement Vision Zero. (2)
Important to support improvements that improve quality of life—including reduced travel
speeds, reduced traffic, making it easier to get around, and efficient use of taxpayer dollars that
supports what taxpayers want to see in their community.
High density results in lower quality of life and stress of sitting in traffic.

Comments related to evaluation process and measures:



The study should determine if and to what extent the investment packages challenge or
contradict the rural reserves commitment (HB 4078). (3)
The study should answer the following questions with regard to land use:
o Effect on farmland and rural areas.
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o Impact to growth and density in centers versus outlying areas.
o Costs for public agencies and individuals.
o Which areas of the County will be affordable.
o How much land would be used for roads and parking.
The evaluation should help determine how the investment packages relate to: walkability;
health and healthcare costs; equitable investment in neighborhoods of all income levels; safety
of children walking to school; and the time/cost to drivers who chauffeur non-drivers to
destinations because of lack of transportation options.
The final study product should include a model that can be updated with data as it changes over
the years such as vehicle miles traveled, population and job growth, etc.

Comments on the three transportation investment options/packages:






Structure investment packages that are substantially different and can show the different
impact of travel demand reduction strategies (including bike, ped, and transit projects) versus
road capacity projects.
Option C has the real potential to take significant farm acreage, bisect multiple agricultural
communities, bring additional conflicts to the movement of farm machinery, among other
negative agricultural impacts.
The report should state which option or combination of options work and in what time frame
they would realistically need to occur to adequately service existing and future transportation
needs.

Comments on future trends and land use scenarios:




Large technology companies are shifting to new ways of doing business, and are likely to locate
in smaller downtown settings as opposed to large, suburban campuses in the future. (2)
Future technology changes will likely result in fewer cars on the roads and less freight truck
traffic.
Millennials value quality of life, living in urban centers, and short, non-auto commutes.

Comment on draft evaluation results and tradeoffs:






Explain the entire values list in Chapter 7 of the Final Report and include economic analysis.
Include additional explanation in the initial and final passages of the Final Report as to why
transportation and other infrastructure must lead employment and investment.
Include additional information, explanation and details on the project description and maps.
Include a short summary version of the plan for interested parties who don’t have time to read
the entire document.
Stay the course on commitments that have already been made, such as those identified in the I5/99W Connector Project Study and Basalt Creek Transportation Refinement Plan. Include a
scenario that weighs more heavily on transit than roads to adequately evaluate the nontransportation impacts, such as: health, environment, land use vs. mobility, safety, and access.
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Self-driving technologies will reduce public transit use, changes to shopping habits will reduce
vehicle trips, and reduced ownership of cars allows for greater density.
Create an “alternative transportation corridor" to remove vehicles from I-5 to route to Hillsboro,
Beaverton and the coast. Reference the 1990 Transportation Plan.
Create a Westside Bypass to remediate I-5 congestion through downtown Vancouver and North
Portland and Highway 26.
See transportation improvements in a time sequence over 50 years, showing short term, midterm and long term needs and cost effective solutions.
Designate the location and size of the necessary limited access public right of way located
between Hwy. 99 and Hwy. 26.
Show analysis of how the eastern region utilizes large and small limited access corridors.
The study should look at issues and potential solutions for the larger metropolitan region
beyond just Washington County.
Show connection between this study and the December 2014 adoption of the regional Climate
Smart Strategy in order to best examine potential mass-transit investments for commutermobility at the same level as proposed roadway solutions.
Examine how the City’s SMART system could better complement TriMet to serve the growing
needs of the SW Metro region.
Address the Boone Bridge congestion and include potential widening to the plan.
Include information on the V/C or LOS of I-5 with the assumed improvements under each of the
scenarios (A, B and C).
Reference the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) in regards to the Southern Arterial
between 99W (Sherwood) and I-5 (Wilsonville) connection and requirements, and specific
conditions that need to be completed before the western leg of the Southern Arterial can be
considered.

Comments on public Involvement and process:









Rural interests appear underrepresented on the Study Advisory Committee
Concern that the online open house questions appear biased against vehicle travel.
Informational materials should include more information about rural and urban reserves, and
how rural values are being considered in the study.
Public involvement materials should be vetted through more community members and groups
before being presented to the public.
The Study should consider outcomes from work and research conducted by the Coalition of
Communities of Color, Vision Action Network, and other collaborators that produced the
County’s Vision West Strategic Plan.
Desire to have longer public comment periods and engage more members of the public.
Increase planning and collaboration between jurisdictions, agencies, cities, ODOT, the County
and Metro.
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VIII. BRIEFINGS AND MEETINGS WITH GROUPS
County staff and members of the study team met with dozens of groups and organizations or their
representatives to provide updates and solicit input.
Some of the groups that the study team met with include:



































Washington County Citizen Participation Organizations
Save Helvetia
Neighbors West-Northwest Coalition
Westside Economic Alliance Transportation Committee
Bicycle Transportation Alliance and 1000 Friends of Oregon
Metro Transportation Policy Alternatives Committee (TPAC)
Metro Technical Advisory Committee (MTAC)
Metro Policy Advisory Committee (MPAC)
Washington County Planning Commission
Washington County Committee for Citizen Involvement
Washington County Rural Roads Operations and Maintenance Advisory Committee (RROMAC)
Washington County Urban Road Maintenance District Advisory Committee (URMDAC)
Washington County Farm Bureau
Washington County Disability, Aging, and Veterans Services Advisory Council
Forest Grove Annual Town Hall
Beaverton Diversity Advisory Board
Beaverton Committee for Community Involvement
Beaverton School District
Coalition for a Livable Future
Hillsboro Chamber of Commerce
Hillsboro Transportation Committee
Home Builders Association
Oregon Concrete and Aggregate Producers Association
OPAL Environmental Justice Oregon
Oregon Public Health Institute
Centro Cultural
Unite Oregon (formerly Center for Intercultural Organizing)
Tigard Tualatin School District
Tigard Transportation Committee
Tualatin River Keepers
Tualatin Valley Fire & Rescue
Washington County Democrats
Westside Transportation Alliance
Ride Connection
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Pacific University
Portland Community College

Key comments from meetings with groups and organizations include:
People suggested transportation project ideas for evaluation. Many of these ideas were included in the
transportation investment packages, including:







Expanded and new roads and throughways, and completion of the existing road system;
Bike lanes, pedestrian routes and regional trails, with a focus on connectivity and express
options;
Expanded transit options, express transit, and connector shuttles;
Technology including synchronized and smart traffic signals, particularly in areas of new
development;
Intersection improvements and access management on certain roads; and
Freight improvements.

There were also comments about the need to consider how to best move commuters from other
counties, particularly Multnomah County and Clark County.
Comments on future trends:








It will be important to consider impacts of climate change, including climate refugees and
increased need for storm water management.
There are likely to be more autonomous vehicles in the future, as well as more remote jobs.
Comments regarding planned residential communities in certain parts of Washington County.
Comments about the accuracy of future trends and population growth, including forecasted
employment and economic conditions, and future density projections.
Questions about how the study team is forecasting population growth and trends past 20 years.
Likely to see increased commuter traffic on rural roads unless specific efforts are made to
reduce this traffic. Rural tourism is not likely to increase.
The millennial generation will be less likely to drive in the future.

Comments and concerns about certain transportation modes and travel needs:






There is a need for improvements to some roads and highways, particularly to relieve traffic
congestion in certain parts of the County.
Concerns about growing bicycle use on rural roads that lack adequate shoulders and the
resulting conflicts with cars and farm equipment.
Need to focus on improving commutes and moving employees to job centers.
Need to plan for future commercial/truck vehicles, and how we might move freight differently in
the future.
Need to consider impacts to rural and agricultural areas and communities, including the impact
to rural communities of increased commuter traffic and high speeds on rural roads.
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Comments about what kinds of improvements tend to reduce vehicle miles traveled.
Need to preserve future travel corridors.
Comments about balancing investments that benefit drivers, pedestrians, cyclists, transit riders,
and freight movement.

Comments on the evaluation results:







There seem to be negative comments about the safety and environmental impacts of new road
There is a need for trails to avoid roads.
Consider not allowing cars in downtowns
Transit should not be treated as immune to criticism.
The aging population will not walk much in the future.
Concern that Northern Connector would add traffic to Bethany. Locating it on 185th or Cornelius
Pass may be a better option.

Comments on the public process and coordination:








It is important for the study team to coordinate with other agencies and partners (Port of
Portland, adjacent counties, City of Portland, ODOT, TriMet, etc.)
Desire for a robust public process and easily understandable public information materials. Some
suggested specific outreach tools and events, or had specific comments about the way that
public information presented.
Important to engage rural communities and include the rural perspective. Concern that SAC
does not have enough representatives from rural areas.
Questions and comments about how the evaluation results will be reported, and sensitivity
testing and how to present tradeoffs.
Concern that using online tools as the primary form of outreach may not be sufficient to reach
some populations (particularly rural communities and some underserved populations).
Several groups offered to publicize the online open house comment periods through their
channels (email blasts, website calendars, newspaper articles, newsletters, etc.)
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1.

INTRODUCTION

Overview
Washington County is evaluating long-term transportation investments and strategies as part of the
Transportation Futures Study. The Study will identify tradeoffs between alternative transportation
investments and inform future choices and decisions.
As part of the study, the County conducted a public outreach and comment period in spring 2015. The
main purpose of the outreach period was to introduce the public to the study, solicit input on a set of
draft community values, and present and solicit feedback on the Taking Stock report.
This report summarizes the outreach conducted and public feedback received.

Online Open House Format and Participation
The online open house was available from April 24 to May 15. It can be viewed at:
www.wctransportationfutures.org/openhouse (commenting features are now disabled). The online
open house was also available in Spanish.
Approximately 1,100 people visited the online open house, and 312 members of the public submitted
responses to the online open house questions. Additionally, targeted outreach was conducted to solicit
Spanish-language feedback; eleven surveys were submitted in Spanish.

Open House Stations
The open house included four “stations” that provided information about the study and invited
participants to provide feedback on specific questions:
1. Study Overview – This station provided background information about the study purpose,
process, and public engagement program.
2. Community Values – This station included information about how the draft community values
were developed, and listed the ten values. Participants were asked to rate the importance of
values and provide additional comments.
3. What We Know – This station outlined key findings from the Study team’s review of existing
community and transportation plans and studies to understand how the County has changed,
and where we’re headed in the future. It linked to the Taking Stock report and asked for
feedback about meeting transportation needs in the future.
4. Next Steps – This station explained the next steps in the study process and ways to stay
involved. It also asked for any other comments and provided optional demographic questions.
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2.

NOTIFICATION AND OUTREACH

The Study team developed an outreach campaign to publicize and invite the public to participate in the
Washington County Transportation Futures Study first online open house, and to generally increase
knowledge about the study. The campaign included the following forms of outreach:


Emails – A series of emails were sent to the stakeholder database to invite members of the
public, stakeholders and agency partners to participate in the online open house.



Website announcements – The Study website and Washington County website prominently
announced the online open house and invited people to participate.



Media releases and meetings with reporters – The study team sent several press releases to
area media sources. Washington County also arranged meetings with reporters at the
Oregonian and Portland Tribune to explain the Study and purpose of the online open house.



Earned Media – Various news organizations covered the Study during the online open house
period, including OregonLive.com and the Oregonian, KOIN Channel 6, and the Beaverton Valley
Times.



Newspaper and Online Advertising – The Study team placed retail display ads in the following
newspapers before and during the online open house period:
o OregonLive.com (online
o Tigard-Tualatin Times
advertising)
o Beaverton Valley Times
o Forest Grove Leader
o Hillsboro Tribune
o Hillsboro Argus
o Forest Grove News Times
o Beaverton Leader



Community Newspapers and Newsletters – The Study team reached out to cities, chambers of
commerce and community organizations throughout the study area to collaborate on outreach
for the online open house. As a result of this outreach, many cities, agencies and organizations
included information about the open houses in their newsletters and online calendars. These
include: Westside Economic Alliance newsletter, Washington County Solid Waste and Recycling
print and e-newsletter, Washington County Citizen Participation Organization program email,
Bicycle Transportation Alliance email, City of Tigard newsletter, Westside Transportation
Alliance Facebook announcement, City of Tualatin Facebook announcement, Tigard City Center
Advisory Commission announcement, and Neighbors West-Northwest announcement.



Tualatin Valley Community Television – County staff used TVCTV to invite the public to the
online open house by running Bulletin Board notifications and the Study overview video.



Twitter – Washington County staff used the WC-Roads and Washington County twitter feeds to
tweet about the project.



Spanish-Language Community Events – The study team announced the online open house at
several community events to encourage participation in the Spanish language version of the
Washington County Transportation Futures Study
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online open house, including the April 18 Cornelius Spanish-language Town Hall and Centro
Cultural’s April 25 Children’s Day event. Spanish-language paper copies of the online survey
were also available at these events. At the Children’s Day event, Spanish-speaking Study team
staff invited children to participate in a fun exercise to “vote” for their most important values.


3.

Spanish language radio – The study team translated an online open house announcement into
Spanish, which ran as a Public Service Announcement on the following Spanish-language radio
stations: La Gran D 93.5 FM/1150 AM, El Rey 93.1 FM, and La Zeta 94.5.

COMMENTS SUMMARY: COMMUNITY VALUES INPUT

Background: How Community Values Were Developed
The Transportation Futures Study team reviewed dozens of community plans, visioning documents, and
local transportation plans, the most recent of which was the Washington County Transportation System
Plan, as a starting place to determine Washington County community values for land use and
transportation. The study team distilled these into a list of ten draft community values.
The study team then invited the public to review and comment on the values, in order to confirm that
the research paints an accurate picture of what area residents and travelers value. Input was provided
by the Study Advisory Committee, key stakeholders, representatives of historically underrepresented
communities, as well as input from the general public through an online open house. The team then
updated some of the values statements to incorporate input received.
This section summarizes feedback received on online open house questions about community values.
Overall, the comment responses confirmed that the draft set of values is representative of what people
find important.

1. Community Values Rating: How important is each value to you?
The online open house asked participants to rate the importance of each of the ten draft community
values (1=less important, 5=most important). 300 people provided ratings. They gave the highest ratings
to safety and connectivity, followed by environmental sustainability and efficiency/transportation
options. They rated economic vitality and geographic equity as values of somewhat lower importance.
Values

Average Rating

CONNECTIVITY - I value a transportation system that provides easy access to
destinations essential for daily needs, goods, services and activities.

4.4

EFFICIENCY - I value a transportation system that promotes efficient and reliable
movement of people, goods, and services.

4.1
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TRANSPORTATION OPTIONS - I value a transportation system that encourages viable
transportation options, including private automobiles, transit, bicycling, and walking.

4.1

GEOGRAPHIC EQUITY - I value a transportation system that promotes community
design that reflects the unique needs and desires of urban, rural, and suburban
communities, including compact, multi-modal, and vibrant communities in urban areas.

3.5

SOCIAL EQUITY - I value a transportation system that ensures that all people benefit
from transportation investments, and that no group or neighborhood bears an unfair
share of the negative impacts.

3.8

ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY - I value a transportation system that protects air,
climate, water, open space and other natural resources from the impacts of growth and
transportation.

4.2

STRATEGIC INVESTMENT - I value a transportation system that uses public funds wisely
and protects investments by maintaining the current transportation system and using
technology to improve efficiency.

3.9

ECONOMIC VITALITY - I value a transportation system that supports job growth and
strong urban and rural economies.

3.5

SAFETY - I value a transportation system that ensures that all travelers get to their
destinations safely.

4.5

HEALTH - I value a transportation system that encourages citizens to become more
active and healthy by providing alternative transportation modes.

3.8

2. Comments on Values
The online open house asked members of the public to provide additional comments about each value.
This section summarizes key themes heard for each value.

a) CONNECTIVITY – Average Rating: 4.4 – 292 people gave a rating to this value
Original value statement: I value a transportation system that provides easy access to

destinations essential for daily needs, goods, services and activities.
Summary of Public Comments:
Overall Summary: Open house participants primarily stated that it is important to maintain connectivity
across multiple modes of transportation. Participants felt that connectivity was essential and being able
to safely access destinations for daily needs was important. There was a strong response for the ability
to access destinations without using a car and a need for better connectivity and routes for people who
would prefer to walk or bike to their destinations. In addition, participants mentioned the need for more
public transit, while a few participants felt it was not a good use of funds.
Common themes from comments: (from 153 online open house comments, with top themes listed first)
 It is important to maintain connectivity across multiple travel modes.
 Being able to easily access destinations essential for daily needs, goods, services and activities
in an effective, timely and safe manner.
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Connectivity for all modes is essential.
The ability to get where you want to go without having to use a car.
Connectivity contributes to the quality of life, commerce, and livability in the county.
It is important to have a public mass transit system to provide connectivity with all parts of the
county.
Maintain stronger links between employment and residential centers and continue to support
safe routes to school.
Completing gaps in sidewalk, bicycle and roadways is important connectivity.
More bus service, many more bike routes and walking improvements.
Without good connectivity, the quality of life, environment and economy suffer.
Due to failed connectivity, drivers are avoiding urban areas and using residential street.
Spend less money spent on transportation like WES.
Safe routes from place to place by bicycle are extremely important.
The county does not seem to value connectivity.
A proactive approach to zoning would have a huge impact on transportation
Safety is more important and must not be forsaken just for better connectivity
More North/South connections are needed.
A need for Sat./Sun. transit at all transit centers - reduced hours, but at least a few options on
weekends

b) EFFICIENCY – Average Rating: 4.1 – 226 people gave a rating to this value
Original value statement: I value a transportation system that promotes efficient and

reliable movement of people, goods, and services.
Summary of Comments:
Overall Summary: Online open house participants stated that they value a transportation system that
promotes efficient and reliable movement of people, goods, and services in a safe manner. A small
majority of participants felt that reliability was more important than efficiency and more alternative
options should be used to reduce traffic. Multimodal transportation options including bikes, walking and
public transit were considered efficient by some participants. A small number of people commented
that adding highways and bigger roads was not efficient while a similar amount of people commented
for the need to add bigger and improved roads in order to promote efficiency.
Common themes from comments: (from 76 online open house comments, with top themes listed first)
 Efficient movement of people saves all of us time and money.
 Reliable is much more important than efficient or speed.
 Public transport should play a larger role than it does.
 A transportation system that uses our natural resources efficiently.
 Multimodal is more efficient including bikes, ped, and transit.
 New, bigger and improved roads.
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Prioritize making alternative transportation efficient.
Need to be able to get from here to there in a timely manner.
More options that reduce traffic.
Need a bus/light rail system that is efficient.
Public transit should be reliable and on time to attract more riders.
Safety first. Without it, efficiency and reliability are moot points.
Bigger roads or adding highway is not efficient.

c) TRANSPORTATION OPTIONS – Average Rating: 4.1 – 236 people gave a rating to this
value

Original value statement: I value a transportation system that encourages viable

transportation options, including private automobiles transit, bicycling, and walking.
Summary of Comments:
Overall Summary: Online open house participants had very strong opinions on the need for other
transportation modes such as biking and walking. Most felt that in order to facilitate other
transportation modes, the reduction of single occupancy vehicle use and decreasing personal
automobile use would be essential. Additionally, people commented on the need for more safe
transportation alternatives and more parking at transit centers. A small number of participants
commented on the need for better transit for seniors and the need for public transportation to cover an
expanded area.
Common themes from comments: (from 103 online open house comments, with top themes listed first)
 Emphasize other transportation modes.
 More safe transportation alternatives.
 Decrease personal auto use.
 Reducing single occupancy motor vehicle use.
 Public transportation needs expanded. Too many areas are not covered.
 More parking at transit centers.
 We need more focus on bicycling safety: bike lanes, visibility on roadways, separation from auto
traffic, etc.
 Maintain transportation system as a whole for all modes.
 Better transit for seniors.

d) GEOGRAPHIC EQUITY – Average Rating: 3.5 – 227 people gave a rating to this value
Original value statement: I value a transportation system that promotes community

design that reflects the unique needs and desires of urban, rural, and suburban
communities, including compact, multi-modal, and vibrant communities in urban areas.
Summary of comments
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Overall Summary: Open house participants struggled with this value more than any other. Several
people commented that they did not understand what geographic equity meant or they were confused
by the questions. For those that did understand the questions and meaning of the term, they
commented for the need of a transportation system with multi-modal options. People also wanted
better connections to other areas within the county and to other communities. A few people
commented that more density would be desired if it would not affect the values of single family homes.
Additionally, there were several comments related to balancing the needs of urban and rural residents
without contributing to or creating sprawl. SAC members noted that a transportation system should
support a community’s preferred design and local needs, and suggested removing the reference to
compact urban communities. An SAC member also noted that the system should not promote inefficient
sprawl.
Common themes from comments: (from 83 online open house comments, with top themes listed first)
 Not sure what this means.
 A transportation system with multi-modal options.
 No sprawl to the surrounding agricultural and natural areas.
 Ensuring that people can get to and from locations.
 Creating more safe and separate routes for people to walk and bike.
 Design the system to meet the needs of urban and rural residents.
 Connections to the wider region.
 The ability to be mobile.
 Continue to ensure that major transit systems go to major centers.
 Develop light rail in other areas of the county.
 The need for interconnected transit between different communities in the county.
 More density without affecting single family home values
 Look at the metropolitan area as a whole and asses how Washington County can address the
area's deficiencies within the county's borders.

e) SOCIAL EQUITY – Average Rating: 3.8 – 225 people gave a rating to this value
Original value statement: I value a transportation system that ensures equitable benefits

from transportation investments wherein groups and neighborhoods have a fair share
and there is no discernible disproportionate impact on any one group
Summary of Comments
Overall Summary: Overall, online open house participants felt that everyone should have affordable and
safe transportation options, especially lower income residents who historically have not been well
served by the transportation system. A small majority of people commented that all users should pay
their fair share of using the roadways while others commented that some people will always bear an
unfair share or be subject to negative impacts as a result of inequalities. Comments also mentioned that
a good transportation system would facilitate social equity and supporting this could enhance the health
of residents. SAC members highlighted the danger of confusing “equity” with “equality” and were
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concerned that using the term “fair share” might lean towards an expectation for equality (i.e., equal
spending). They wanted the value to focus on meeting transportation needs.
Common themes from comments: (from 91 online open house comments, with top themes listed first)
 Sharing the unfair burden is important.
 Everyone should have access to affordable, safe, efficient transport options.
 Walking, biking, carpooling, transit should be open to all including elderly, handicap, poor
people, etc.
 Accommodate the needs of those that need public transit more than others.
 Some people will always bear an unfair share of the negative impacts.
 Equal access is important.
 Automobile owners pay for all the benefits that others enjoy.
 All users should pay for their fair share of the roadways they use.
 Excellent transportation will facilitate social equity.
 Supporting equity in transportation should also advance the health of citizens.
 Less affluent populations in Washington County are poorly served by public transit.

f) ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY – Average Rating: 4.2 – 238 people gave a
rating to this value

Original value statement: I value a transportation system that protects air, climate, water,

open space and other natural resources from the impacts of growth and transportation.
Summary of Comments
Overall Summary: Overall, most open house participants commented that this was very important to
them and felt that most pollution was the result of transportation and called for a reduction through the
use of alternative technologies. In addition, most participants commented that moving towards zero
emissions by switching to green forms of energy and using fewer fossil fuels would protect the
environment. Some noted that adding more emphasis on biking and walking would contribute to fewer
emissions and minimize environmental impacts. A few people commented on the importance of making
transportation decisions that would protect wildlife and habitats. Some SAC comments noted that this
value may be redundant with others (connectivity and efficiency).
Common themes from comments: (from 83 online open house comments, with top themes listed first)
 Reduce pollutions caused by transportation.
 Biking and walking = zero emissions.
 Switch to more green form of energy and alternative technologies.
 More emphasis on walkable neighborhoods and safe bike routes.
 Stop encouraging people to move here.
 Align with Metro's Climate Smart strategies.
 Minimize the negative effects on the environment.
 Environmental sustainability plays a huge role in advancing the health of citizens.
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More public vehicles and transportation that does not use fossil fuels.
Environmental sustainability is the most crucial aspect of transportation.
Improve infrastructure to encourage biking.
Protect wildlife and habitats from transportation pollutants.

g) STRATEGIC INVESTMENT – Average Rating: 3.9 – 231 people gave a rating to this value
Original value statement: I value a transportation system that uses public funds wisely

and protects investments by maintaining the current transportation system and using
technology to improve efficiency.
Common themes from comments: (from 96 online open house comments, with top themes listed first)
 Wise use of funds is a top priority.
 People had different perspectives on the benefit of maintaining the current system versus
building new or expanding roads. Some said to focus on maintaining the current system before
building new infrastructure, since it is more cost effective and less destructive to communities.
Some said we need to balance maintaining the current system and building new infrastructure;
some new roads and infrastructure are needed. Other said it does not make sense to maintain a
transportation system that doesn’t work (i.e., current system has too much traffic, is unsafe, and
not modally equitable).
 Investment in technology is a top priority. It is a cost-effective way to improve transportation.
Some comments supported certain types of technology, like gathering traffic/commuting data,
and invest in projects accordingly; driverless cars; technology to reduce SOV travel; smart traffic
signals. Three said that technology alone will not be enough to fix transportation problems.
 Looking far out into the future is important to avoid going back and fixing short-sighted
projects. More investment in purchasing transportation right of way for the future is needed,
so that we can widen roads and put in infrastructure as we grow.
 Some comments supported funding for certain types of projects—based on modes. Some
opposed investment in light rail because it only benefits the very few, some supported more
investment in alternative modes of travel, and others supported projects that would improve
vehicular traffic.
 Need more funding for transportation projects.
 Construction of road projects seems to cost too much.
 Should include targeted investments for transit.
 Think about the full cost of a project—impacts to health, climate change, etc., not just
construction cost.

h) ECONOMIC VITALITY – Average Rating: 3.5 – 229 people gave a rating to this value
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Original value statement: I value a transportation system that supports job growth and

strong urban and rural economies.
Common themes from comments: (from 84 online open house comments, with top themes listed first)
 Focus on the needs of current travelers/residents as a priority, rather than encouraging more
growth at the expense of those who currently work/commute and need travel improvements.
We don’t have the infrastructure to meet current needs—how are we going to handle more
growth?
 Don’t use economic development as an excuse to expand roads. Economic vitality must support
community livability and environmental goals.
 Support for alternative transportation investment, especially transit. This will improve
economic vitality and livability, especially for younger generations.
 Focus on improvements for driving commuters.
 Don’t do this to the exclusion of other values. Support for job growth that also supports
environment, equity and health goals. The type of job growth is important.
 Economic vitality is an indirect result of creating an efficient transportation system
(“connectivity” and “transportation options”).
 This is a top priority.
 Support for transportation improvements that will increase job growth/bring more major
employers to Washington County.
 Putting jobs near homes and in walkable communities will support economic development and
reduce commuting time. This includes affordable homes near jobs.
 Support rural economies by keeping excess traffic out of rural areas.
 Need a transportation system that facilitates efficient movement for goods and services.
 It is not the job of the transportation system to improve the economy.
 Smart land use planning is also needed to promote economic vitality.
 Developers should pay for costs of growth. There is already too much growth.

i) SAFETY – Average Rating: 4.5 – 233 people gave a rating to this value
Original value statement: I value a transportation system that ensures that all travelers

get to their destinations safely.
Common themes from comments: (from 87 online open house comments, with top themes listed first)
 Biker and walker safety should be the high priority. Need safer facilities and access for walkers
and bikers (sidewalks, crosswalks, bike lanes). Some noted the need for safety for “vulnerable
users” (cyclists, walkers, disabled persons, elderly, etc.)
 Safety is an important/top priority.
 Safety should be prioritized over speed of travel.
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Need to separate bicycle/pedestrian traffic from vehicles for safety.
Need safer public transportation (i.e., reduced crime).
Focus on safety for vehicles by adding more roadways (less congestion is safer).
Support for Vision Zero.
Must be balanced with other values, like efficiency of travel.
Need more traffic enforcement.
Need safety education for cyclist and pedestrians and drivers.
Safety depends on the travelers. Distracted drivers are a big safety issue.
Rural roads have high fatality levels that need to be addressed.
The feeling or perception of safety is also important.

j) HEALTH – Average Rating: 3.8 – 227 people gave a rating to this value
Original value statement: I value a transportation system that encourages citizens to

become more active and healthy by providing alternative transportation modes.
Common themes from comments: (from 100 online open house comments, with top themes listed first)
 Individuals should be able to freely choose their mode of travel, rather than the government
being responsible for health/activity. It is not the job of the transportation system to promote
health.
 Safety is the most important thing. We need safe walking and bicycling access. This includes safe
access in rural areas, separated bike routes, safe routes to school
 The term “active transportation” should be used in place of “alternative transportation” (to
shift from the car-centric perspective).
 Include health effect of breathing vehicle exhaust and air pollution caused by vehicles.
 Health should be top priority. Need to link active transportation and healthy communities.
 Need sidewalks and bike lanes that are separated from vehicles, to reduce breathing in vehicle
exhaust.
 The primary goal should be to move vehicle traffic efficiently. Don’t use this value as a proxy for
reducing auto improvement projects.
 Support more sidewalks and bike lanes/non-vehicle options.
 Biking and walking options need to feel safe and pleasant in order people to switch from
driving.
 Transportation by itself won’t get us to this goal. Need land use plans that allow people to live
close to work.
 Balanced investment should be the priority. Invest in modes proportionally to how many people
use that mode.
 Investment in alternative transportation modes should be primary or equivalent to investment
in vehicle modes.
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Keep in mind that the elderly and disabled often must drive to travel—they cannot use “active”
modes.
A better road/freeway system does promote health because better vehicle flow means less fuel
use and less health effect from idling traffic exhaust.
Enhancing health should be a top priority.
Vehicular noise negatively impacts health.
Not sure how the County can meet this goal.
This value is redundant to “safety.”
Offer incentives to use alternative transportation modes.
Reducing healthcare costs is important. Alternative transportation reduces healthcare costs.
Important goal, but not at the expense of economic and environmental values.

3. Are there any additional values that should be considered?
108 online open house participants provided a response to this question. Most comments were in
support of particular values, expressed needs already included in the values, or advocated for particular
types of transportation modes. Some provided ideas for values that are not already integrated into the
ten draft values.
Additional ideas for values include:
 Privacy and safety to reduce crime.
 Coordinating with Metro and other counties to address regional transportation and growth.
 Support families and children basic needs
 Support for millennials’ desire to share resources (not buying cars)
 Creating self-sufficient town centers (urban and rural) to reduce the need to travel a lot
 Maintaining a low cost of living and affordability of living in Washington County
 Education to encourage cultural shift in transportation
 Neighborhood integrity and protection of home values
 Community livability and quality of life is important
 Value of time (i.e., less time in traffic)
 Fair funding burden: those who benefit the most should pay the most
 Finding adequate sources of funding for transportation needs
 Need to address the cost-benefit of any transportation projects

Washington County Transportation Futures Study
Spring 2015 Online Open House Summary

Page 14

4. Do you have any other comments on community values?
105 people provided additional comments on community values. Below is a summary of their responses.
Comments are listed in order of frequency, with the most frequent comments listed first.

























There should be an increase number of bike lanes.
Promote active transportation such as walking and bicycling.
Increase safety for bicyclists by improving bike lanes, increasing awareness, and offering
alternative routes.
Discourage automobile use.
Improve system for pedestrians by increasing number of sidewalks, providing more crosswalks,
providing safer sidewalks, and building walkable neighborhoods.
Improve safety of neighborhoods by discouraging thru traffic and providing sidewalks &
crosswalks.
Plan for motorized vehicles. There is a necessity to plan for alternative forms of travel, but with
regards to the fact that the majority of Washington County still relies on personal vehicles.
Design a more efficient, sustainable and accessible public transportation system.
Extend light rail hours and accessibility.
Promote a healthy community.
Decrease traffic.
Decrease carbon emissions.
Design the transportation system based on where people are coming to Washington County
from and where residents of Washington County are going.
Provide more shared open spaces.
Improve roads for all types of transportation.
Bicycle street use fee:
o There should not be street use fee for bicyclists because bikes do not damage the road
as much as vehicles with weight; and many bicyclists own a car and pay for the roads.
o There should be a street use fee for bicyclists because: they are still using the roads, and
much of the new road infrastructure is geared towards bicycling.
Promote denser development. Increase compact commercial zoning and development. Increase
multifamily housing.
Reduce noise pollution.
Discourage development of multifamily housing.
Provide a viable alternative to Hwy 217.
Design a transportation system based on people, not on vehicles.
Prevent new MAX lines. MAX does not represent the values of the community, is not the
preferred mode of public transportation, and is too expensive.
Create a street use fee for electric and hybrid cars that get high mileage and therefore do not
adequately contribute to infrastructure funding.
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Require land use developers to adhere to community values.
Promote business incentives for companies in Washington County to hire local employees.
Don’t provide bike paths instead of bike lanes, bike paths do not allow for direct access to a
broad range of locations.
Ensure that public transportation such as buses and MAX are safe at all hours to encourage
more riders.
Issue a “pay as you go” drive tax for vehicles to discourage personal vehicle transportation and
better majority of road users.
Provide education for youth and general public about benefits of sustainable transportation.
Issue a weight tax for vehicles.
Protect undeveloped land.
Decrease cost of living.
Promote rideshare and other options to single person trips.
Push for restrictions for tech companies based on road use and parking.
Enforcement – ensure that new infrastructure requirements are enforced and fostered after
their development.
Ensure that infrastructure design is geared toward those who are most vulnerable and at risk
(bicyclists, pedestrians, disabled), protecting their rights and safety.
Design infrastructure for motorized vehicles in order to increase usage and to discourage
bicyclists, pedestrians, etc. from putting themselves in harm’s way.
Allow congestion and traffic to encourage alternative modes of transportation.

5. How Well Are We Meeting These Values?
The online open house asked members of the public how well we are meeting the listed community
values. 200 people answered this question, and gave an average rating of 2.6 on a 1-5 scale.
The chart below shows the distribution of ratings:

36

0

43

20

40

1 - Not well at all

60

89

80
2 - Not well

100

120

3 - Somewhat well

28

140
4 - Well

160

180

4

200

5 - Very well

Some people provided explanations of their rankings, as listed below. Comments are listed in order of
frequency under each rating category, with the most frequent comments listed first.
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Comments from people that gave a “5” rating (very well):
 While several people gave a “5” rating, none of them provided an explanation for their rating.
Comments from people that gave a “4” rating (well):
 Public transportation should be improved in regards to accessibility, connectivity, safety, and
frequency.
 Improvements have been forward thinking and have sufficiently attempted to meet the growing
needs of the population.
 Need more bike lanes/paths.
 Road system is inadequately serving the community.
 Need to maintain and upgrade current facilities and infrastructure.
 Need to continue active transportation planning.
 Should be encouraging alternative modes of transportation.
 Continue to prepare for the growing population.
 Need to educate drivers about safety involving bicyclists, pedestrians, etc.
 There have been improvements regarding public transportation.
 Pleased with the appointment of the active transportation coordinator.
 Need more separation of projects.
 Need more safety for bicyclists.
 Congestion should be seen as a natural effect of a vibrant, growing community, and used as a
tool to discourage single-occupancy vehicles.
 Need better connectivity for active transportation.
Comments from people that gave a “3” rating (somewhat well):
 Public transportation (bus, MAX, etc.) should be improved and increased.
 There needs to be more bike lanes and paths.
 Continue active transportation planning.
 Promote development of more walkable communities.
 Inadequacy of road systems to support the population.
 Alternative modes of transportation need to be safer.
 Infrastructure does not adequately support pedestrians.
 Reliability issues surround alternative forms of travel.
 Too much focus on developing the system for single-occupancy vehicles.
 Need to maintain and upgrade existing facilities and infrastructure.
 Need requirements on new housing development that ensure easy access to public
transportation.
 Needs to be more connectivity between bike paths/lanes.
 Need for a commitment to resolving issues surrounding social equity.

Washington County Transportation Futures Study
Spring 2015 Online Open House Summary

Page 17










Public transit needs to better connect to both places within Washington County, as well as
between the different counties.
Congestion going north and south on Hwy 217 and US 26 needs to be addressed.
Air pollution needs to be a priority.
Need for connectivity between housing and industry.
Better enforcement of traffic laws for vehicles to ensure safety and promote alternative modes
of travel.
Reduction of noise pollution.
Insufficient coordination with other counties to address growth.
Too much focus on alternative forms of transportation.

Comments from people that gave a “2” rating (not well):
 Increase safety for alternative modes of transportation.
 Continue and increase public and active transportation planning.
 Road system is not adequately serving the growing population.
 Should be promoting more alternative modes of transportation.
 Bicycle infrastructure is not adequate or safe.
 Mass transit needs improvements.
 Congestion going north and south on Hwy 217 and US 26 needs to be addressed.
 Need to educate drivers about safety involving bicyclists, pedestrians, etc.
 Public transportation needs to provide easier accessibility to more places within Washington
County.
 Streets should not be widened.
 Need more sidewalks.
 Too much housing development without addressing connectivity and access to public
transportation.
 Too much focus on cyclists and pedestrian travel.
 Need to address congestion and parking issues created by tech companies.
 Desire for bikes to be separated from roadway.
Comments from people that gave a “1” rating (not well at all):
 Road system is not adequately serving the growing population.
 Should be promoting more alternative modes of transportation.
 Bicycle infrastructure is not adequate or safe.
 Need more bike lanes/paths.
 Need more sidewalks.
 Not safe enough to use alternative modes of transportation.
 Public transit needs to better connect to both places within Washington County, as well as
between the different counties.
 Washington County has not followed Oregon Statute 366.514.
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Public transportation is not adequately serving the community.
Need to stop allocating funds to projects that promote single-occupancy vehicles.
Promote walkable communities.
Allowing too much suburban development without requiring infrastructure to support the
influx.
Increase open spaces and parks.
Too much focus on public and active transportation.
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4.

COMMENTS SUMMARY: TAKING STOCK FEEDBACK

The online open house presented key findings from a review of existing community and transportation
plans and studies to understand how the County has changed and where we’re headed in the future.
Participants were asked to read this information and provide a response to the question: As you think
about how our transportation needs have changed over the past few decades, what are your ideas for
meeting future transportation needs several decades from now?
96 people provided a response to this question. Below is a summary of their responses. Comments are
listed in order of frequency, with the most frequent comments listed first.












There is a need for more transit options. This includes developing a better connected system –
not one focused just on downtown Portland; extending MAX into other areas; and increased bus
routes and express service
There is a need for more road capacity. People suggested adding more lanes to existing
freeways and highways, building a West Side Bypass, creating better north/south connections,
and building a limited access corridor and restricted access arterials.
Reduce travel through communities that integrate where we work, shop, and play.
Provide an integrated system of safe walking and bike routes.
Create disincentives to driving, such as a significant increase to the gas tax
Control growth until transportation needs can be met.
Focus on reducing commutes to work. Suggestions include creating regional business hubs,
incentivized telecommuting, and staggered work shifts.
Require business to pay their fair share of growth and transportation costs.
Automobile alternatives will likely increase – including expanded car sharing and using
autonomous cars.
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5.

COMMENTS SUMMARY: OTHER COMMENTS

The online open house asked participants to provide any additional comments.
72 people provided a response. Common themes, from most to least frequent, include:

























Connect bike and walking paths through neighborhoods and parks to encourage more healthy
lifestyles.
Create a better system for bicyclists and pedestrians.
Would like to see more exploration in developing a freeway system on the west side.
Would like to see better commuting options for getting around within Washington County.
Need a better, more reliable public transit system in Washington County.
Improve connectivity for roads to support motorized vehicle transportation.
Make focus on livable, people-centered streets.
Make sustainability a high priority.
Remember that the majority of Washington County relies on personal vehicles and you should
design the system with that in mind.
Educate people on the benefits of alternative transportation and the issues with SOV
transportation.
Would like Washington County to make efforts to improve safety at intersections.
Would like this to be a chance to rebuild bridges to protect urban streams.
Find a balance between compact urban development and preserving rural areas.
Need better coordination between cities, counties and agencies.
Build for the growing population, not the population we have now.
Put signs up on the roads that need the most work about the survey to better gather public
opinion.
Bicyclists do no wear down roads the way cars do, and many cyclists own and pay for a car as
well.
Land developers should be paying the transportation costs because they benefit most from the
growth.
In favor of high speed rail over more buses.
Confused with the layout of the survey and the website and had difficulties maneuvering the
survey.
Did not feel the questions were well thought out.
Would like to see better maintenance of roads and foliage around roads.
Would like to see better shoulders on roads.
Keep decision-making a public process and all decisions in the public eye.
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6.

COMMENTS SUMMARY: DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONS

1) How did you hear about this online open house?
How did you hear about this online open house?
TV/Radio
1%

Newspaper/
Online Ads
8%

Word of
Mouth
19%
News
Article
14%

Email
58%

Most people heard about the online open house via email, and many heard about it through a news
article or by word of mouth.
Some said they heard about the online open house through some “other” means, including:













Stakeholder’s Advisory Committee
Children’s Day Participant
Facebook
Twitter
Bicycle Transportation Alliance
Tigard CCAC
Oregon Construction Contractors Board
Cedar Mill Newsletter
City of Tigard Strategic Plan Website
City of Tualatin Facebook Page
Hillsboro Schools District Newsletter
Recycling Update from Washington County
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2) How old are you?
174 respondents indicated their age range. They most commonly said that they are between 55 to 64
years old.

How old are you?
50

Number of responses

45
40
35
30
25
20
15
10
5
0
Under 12

12-17

18-24

25-34

35-44

45-54

55-64

65-74

75 and
older

Age

3) What is your gender?
196 respondents answered this question. 111 (57%) said they are male, and 85 (43%) said they are
female.

4) What languages do you speak at home?
213 people answered this question. 196 (92%) said they speak only English at home. 9 people (4%) said
they speak Spanish at home, and 9 people (4%) said they speak some other language at home.
Other languages listed include: French, Thai, German, Chinese, Italian, Hindi, Mandarin, and Cantonese.

5) Zip Code of primary residence
203 people provided their zip codes. Most said they live in the Beaverton, Hillsboro, and Tigard/Tualatin
areas. The following chart lists all zip codes provided by participants.
Zip Codes

Corresponding Area

97003, 97005, 97006, 97007, 97008, 97078

Beaverton-Aloha
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97113, 97116

Cornelius/Forest
Grove

9

97123, 97124

Hillsboro and
surrounding areas

39

97062, 97140, 97223, 97224

Tigard, Tualatin,
Sherwood, King City,
Durham

43

97068
97210, 97229, 97210, 97229

West Linn
NW
Portland/Bethany

1
33

97070
97106
97225
97217, 97231, 97244

Wilsonville
Banks area
SW Portland
Portland

1
2
13
3

6) Do you work in Washington County?
201 respondents answered this question. 131 (65%) said they work in Washington County, and 70 (35%)
said they do not work in Washington County.

7) What is your ethnicity?
197 people answered this question. Most (76%) said they are Caucasian. 4% said they are Asian, and 4%
said they are Hispanic.

What is your Ethnicity?
Other
4%
Asian
4%
American Indian
2%

African-American
1%

Decline
9%

Hispanic
4%
Caucasian
76%
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I. INTRODUCTION
Overview
Washington County is evaluating long-term transportation investments and strategies as part of the
Transportation Futures Study. The Study will identify tradeoffs between alternative transportation
investments and inform future choices and decisions.
As part of the study, the County conducted a public outreach and comment period in winter 2015/2016.
The main purpose of the outreach period was to present and solicit input on the land use scenarios,
future transportation trends, and types of investments to study to meet the economic health and quality
of life in Washington County in the coming decades. This report summarizes the outreach conducted
and public feedback received.

Outreach Activities
The study team held meetings with the Study Advisory Committee and public agency and jurisdiction
staff to solicit transportation investment ideas to study. Additionally, the team conducted outreach to
solicit feedback from the public, including:
•

Online Open House (Jan 25 to Feb 19, 2016)

•

Briefings and meetings with organizations and individuals.

•

Targeted outreach to Spanish-speaking populations in partnership with Centro Cultural.

Outreach Purpose
The main purpose of the outreach period was to present and solicit input on the future transportation
trends and types of investments to study to meet the economic health and quality of life in Washington
County in the coming decades. The study team sought input on two key questions:
•
•

What trends will change the way we live and travel in 40-50 years?
What are the best transportation investment ideas to study? The study team presented
proposed ideas to study around seven modal categories and sought feedback:
o Freight (Trucks)
o Reducing vehicle trips
o Major Roads
o Emerging technology
o Throughways
o Biking and Walking
o Transit

Washington County Transportation Futures Study
Winter 2015/2016 Public Outreach Summary

Page 3

II. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENTS
This section summarizes comments from the following sources:
•
•
•
•

274 online open house survey responses
6 emails and letters submitted to the Study team
5 comment forms submitted at Study Advisory Committee meetings
10 comments submitted through the project website comment form

A more detailed summary is provided in section III of this report.

1) Comments on Future Trends and Land Use Scenarios
149 people provided a response to the online open house question: How do you think people will get
around Washington County in the coming decades? What technological, social, or other trends will
change the way we travel?
Many said that in the future, mixed-use, compact development will be prevalent in the County’s urban
areas. People will live in denser communities where they can easily access goods and services without
traveling great distances. There will be an increased need to protect and preserve farmland and open
space, including farms close to urban centers.
Many comments focused on the type of housing that will be needed or preferred in the future—
including multi-family housing, affordable housing, small homes, large homes, executive housing, and
co-housing facilities.
Many comments centered around how we will get around in the future. Some commented that vehicle
congestion will increase and travelers may face a loss of mobility if facilities are not expanded. On the
other hand, investment and use of walking, biking—and especially transit—will increase. Use of active
modes has the potential to improve the health of people in the future. Some said that self-driving
vehicles will be prevalent, as well as an increase in car sharing and use of electric and low-emissions
vehicles.

2) Transportation Investment Ideas
The study team provided information on potential transportation investment ideas to study, organized
around seven modal categories. The public was asked whether the County has captured the most
important ideas to study and to provide other ideas.
This section summarizes comments, organized by the seven modal categories.
1. Reducing Vehicle Trips
Many comments focused on the need to plan and design cities and communities to reduce vehicle trips.
This includes community design and zoning that places homes closer to work, moving toward better
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jobs-housing balance, as well as more mixed-use developments so that people can walk or bike to
access most needs and services.
Some comments were made in support of expanding employer sponsored transit incentives, such as
employer-sponsored shuttles, bike-to-work programs, as well as tax incentives for employers.
Comments showed mixed support for pricing strategies such as tolling and a road user charge. There
was some concern about traffic flow impact of tolling and effect on low-income drivers. Some
comments wanted to see a congestion-based road user charge.
Many people suggested bicycle, pedestrian and transit improvements to provide an alternative to
driving. Others suggested some technology and road and throughway improvements. These comments
are addressed under the appropriate modal category.
2. Emerging Technology
There was general support for studying impacts of the proposed technologies. A number of comments
supported studying self-driving vehicles. Some noted that this technology would make travel safer and
more efficient, but might actually increase the number of cars on the road. There were questions about
whether self-driving vehicles would actually fully develop, and equity implications around who can
afford this and other technologies.
Some comments suggested additional technologies to complement the increase in electric vehicles,
such as continuous charging for vehicles while en-route and solar-cell paved pathways. Some would like
to study other vehicle fuels, such as hydrogen and compressed natural gas.
Some additional technologies suggested for study include delivery drones, personal flying vehicles or
hover vehicles, on-demand transit options, and the impact of 3-D printers.
3. Biking and Walking
Many comments supported the proposed investment ideas, particularly separated bicycle routes to
improve safety and reduce conflict with vehicles. Many want to see more sidewalks in all parts of the
County, as well as a complete bike/ped networks that connects to major urban areas and destinations.
Several comments support a comprehensive trail and/or multi-use path system.
There was both support and concern about reducing traffic speeds in urban areas; which could improve
safety but have a negative impact to vehicle flow. Some suggested other road diet or traffic calming
measures.
Some suggested studying education and promotion of active transportation choices, as well as
enforcement against drivers and cyclists who violate traffic laws and safety.
4. Transit
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Some comments were made in support of the proposed transit improvements, especially extending
high capacity transit to Forest Grove and Sherwood as well as an express MAX line to Portland. Many
people suggested a wide range of specific new transit lines, including some support for high capacity
transit from Sherwood to Beaverton/Hillsboro. Many said that there is a need for more explicit transit
plans for high-growth and new residential communities (such as South Cooper Mountain, Aloha, and
South Hillsboro).
Several comments were made about the interaction of transit and other modes. Some would like to see
improvements that make it easier to combine bicycling and transit, as well as improved walking and
biking access to transit stops. Some suggested more bus pullouts to reduce impediments to vehicle
traffic flow, as well as increased Park and Ride facilities.
5. Freight (Trucks)
Many comments provided support or concern for some of the proposed improvements. Many people
expressed concern about routing more trucks onto roads as an alternative to freeway travel, as this
could reduce livability and quality of life; many said it makes more sense to widen roads and add
freeway capacity to keep trucks off of local roads. At the same time, people worried that widening
roads and adding freeway capacity could increase the amount of driving and congestion in the long term
and harm agriculture in the rural areas where new throughways are proposed.
Some people provided ideas for other improvements to study. Many suggested restricted travel times
for freight to reduce trucks on roads during peak hours. This could be complemented with congestion
pricing. Similarly, some suggested restricting the size of trucks that can travel in urban areas or
implementing policies that would allow only small delivery trucks in urban and neighborhood areas. A
number of people also suggested studying increased use of freight rail to take more trucks off the
roads. Some would like to study the impact of new technology such as drone deliveries.
6. Major Roads
Many comments provided support or concern for some of the proposed improvements. A large number
of people supported the “Around the Mountain” concept to provide connections for the new
communities in South Cooper Mountain and South Hillsboro. There was both concern and support for
building a new arterial between Forest Grove/Hillsboro and 99W/Sherwood; some said it would
alleviate congestion, and others were concerned about impacts to rural communities, farmland, and the
environment. Some expressed concern about widening Cornelius Pass Rd for similar reasons.
Participants provided a wide range of other ideas to study, including many specific suggestions to
improve select roads and connections. Some of the many suggestions including widening TualatinSherwood Rd, improving travel around Nike and Intel, and alternative ways to address the Sunset Tunnel
bottleneck.
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7. Throughways
Many comments provided support or concern for some of the proposed improvements. People
expressed both support and concern for a new limited access road between Hillsboro, Sherwood and I5/I-205. The new throughway could alleviate congestion and provide an alternate route, but could also
negatively impact farmland, forests and quality of life. Some expressed concern about an extension to
Hwy 30 and Columbia Blvd via Germantown due to potential impacts to farmland and Forest Park.
Many supported widening Hwy 26 and 217. There was general concern that widening roads and
freeways could cause more people to drive and contribute to more congestion.
Some new ideas were suggested. These included alternative routes to connect Hwy 30 with I-5 and/or
Vancouver via a new bridge over the Columbia River; widening Hwy 26 all the way to Portland or
otherwise addressing the Sunset Tunnel bottleneck; and building an upper deck to Hwy 217 for express
traffic.
A number of people supported building some of the major road improvements first (specifically the
Around the Mountain concept) and then focusing on developing new throughways as a long term plan.
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III.

ONLINE OPEN HOUSE SUMMARY

1) Online Open House Format and Participation
The online open house was available from January 25 to February 19, 2016. It can be viewed at:
http://openhouse.jla.us.com/project/wcts2# (commenting features are now disabled).
Approximately 674 people visited the online open house, and 274 members of the public submitted
responses to the online open house questions.

2) Open House Stations
The open house included four “stations” that provided information about the study and invited
participants to provide feedback on specific questions:
1. Study Overview – This station provided background information about the study purpose,
process, and public engagement program.
2. How could we grow in the next 50 years? – This station included videos and graphics that
illustrate how the County might grow over the next 40 to 50 years, based on current plans and
policies and expert input on future trends and potential shifts in demographics, economics, land
use, and travel behavior. Participants were asked to post comments about the technological,
social, or other trends they think will change the way we travel.
3. Transportation Investment Options –This station included potential transportation investment
ideas to study, organized by mode. Participants were asked survey questions about whether
the County has captured the most important ideas to study and to provide other ideas.
4. Next Steps – This station explained the next steps in the study process and ways to stay
involved. It also asked for any other comments and provided optional demographic questions.

3) Notification and Outreach
The study team used the following outreach strategies to publicize and invite the public to participate in
the online open house:
•

Emails – A series of emails were sent to the stakeholder database to invite members of the
public, stakeholders and agency partners to participate in the online open house.

•

Website announcements – The study website and Washington County website prominently
announced the online open house and invited people to participate.

•

Media releases – The study team sent several press releases to area media sources.

•

Community Newspapers and Newsletters – The study team reached out to cities, chambers of
commerce and community organizations throughout the study area to collaborate on outreach
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for the online open house. As a result many cities, agencies and organizations included
information about the online open house in their newsletters and email blasts.
•

Tualatin Valley Community Television – County staff used TVCTV to invite the public to the
online open house by running Bulletin Board notifications and the study overview video.

•

Social Media – Washington County staff used the WC-Roads and Washington County Twitter
feeds and Facebook pages to tweet and post about the study. Other agencies and organizations
reposted and retweeted through their own Facebook and Twitter accounts.

•

Outreach Targeted to Underserved Communities –
Spanish-Language Outreach: The study team partnered with Centro Cultural to obtain input
from Spanish-speakers in Washington County. Centro Cultural posted a short survey in Spanish
on their Facebook page asking for input on future trends and transportation investments. They
also led short discussions with Spanish speakers during three regularly scheduled classes and
events.
Other Outreach: The study team reached out to community based organizations to encourage
them to spread the word about the online open house to their membership. The study team
also provided a briefing to the Beaverton Diversity Advisory Board.

•

Outreach to Youth and Schools – The study team reached out to school districts, PCC Rock
Creek, Pacific University and public libraries to distribute notices about the online open house to
their students and staff.
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4) Comment Summary
This section summarizes feedback received through the online open house. Some comments are
followed by a number in parenthesis to indicate approximately how many people said that comment.
Question #1: How could we grow in the next 50 years?
The online open house asked: How do you think
people will get around Washington County in the
coming decades? What technological, social, or other
trends will change the way we travel?
Participants provided their feedback on a comment
wall where they could see other participants’
comments. 149 people provided a comment.
Comments related to land use:
•

•

•
•
•
•
•

Mixed-use, compact development will be
more prevalent. People will live in denser
communities where they can easily access
goods and services. (19)
o This will be fed by increased
telecommuting, better public
transportation hubs, and a greater
percentage of the population that
desires high quality housing in vibrant areas. Communities will become more walkable
as a result of compact development and increased investment in sidewalks.
Urban centers will become denser. (4)
o Will lead to increased investment in all modes.
o Will include population centers with land for food production.
Increased density will lower our quality of life because it will feel too crowded and there will be
increased congestion. (7)
Preference for growing the existing system and developing within the UGB rather than
expanding roads. (2)
Increased need to protect and preserve farmland and open space, including farms close to
urban centers. (6)
Increasing need to protect open spaces and access to nature. (3)
Hillsboro will become a major city and global center for high technology. (3)

Population, Demographics and Employment
•

Population is likely to double or more. (4) There will be increased population from climate
refugees, and larger, older, and more diverse population.
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•
•
•
•

Major industries may leave the County resulting in less population growth than expected (2)
Employment projections seem too high.
More people will work locally or online, reducing commutes. (10)
Traditional commuting hours will disappear as schedules become more varied.

Housing: Many diverse comments on the types of housing that will be needed in the future:
•
•
•
•
•

We’ll see an increase in multi-family, co-housing, and small homes. (3)
Will need housing for all income levels. (2)
Need more affordable housing near city centers or see a decline in low-income families. (2)
People will not desire to live in small apartments.
Need more executive housing as economic growth produces very high income earners.

How we get around
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Vehicle congestion will increase. (20) In the face of increased population, there will be a need
to make more road improvements and expand facilities, or else face a loss of mobility. (7)
In general, we’ll see more walking, biking, and taking transit. (21)
o Aided by an increase in bicycle and pedestrian commuter paths and trails. (4)
o Active transportation options will improve health of people; we’ll see a healthy
population (mentally and physically) overall as a result. (3)
o Increase in older population means we’ll need more non-driving options. (2)
Increased investment in and use of mass transit. (12)
o Investment in transit will be necessitated by population growth. (3)
Increased desire for healthy, inexpensive, and reliable transportation options.
Self-driving vehicles will be prevalent. (11) It is likely that they will not be personally owned and
will make parking obsolete. Driving will become safer and more efficient.
Increase in car sharing and alternative transportation methods as opposed car ownership. (4)
Increase in electric and low emissions technology. (5)
Fewer cars. (3)
We will see an increase in driving. (3)
Hovercraft and above-ground travel options will increase.
More automated freeways.
Modular vehicles that can "entrain" on freeways.
Hyperloop technology.
Increased real-time traffic information and “smart” traffic infrastructure.
Increase in delivered goods including drone deliveries. (2)
Higher density will create the need for more public right of way to serve all modes. (2)
Improved economy means more freight on roads.
Income inequality will result in smart car ownership for a few and transit for the majority.
We won’t see much change; people’s habits change slowly. (2)
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Question #2: Have we captured the most important transportation ideas to study?
The online open house presented information about the potential transportation investment ideas to
study that the team had collected over the past several months. It then asked participants to answer
whether the team has captured the most important ideas to study and to provide other ideas and
comments.
The investment ideas were organized into seven modes or categories.
1. Reducing Vehicle Trips
75 participants said that the County has captured the most important
ideas to study, and 132 had other ideas or comments. 139 people
made a comment.
Comments related to “new mixed use areas” and parking
management, plus other land use planning strategies:
•

•

•
•
•
•

The online open house presented these
strategies to reduce vehicle trips for
public review:
• New mixed-use areas with parking
management (i.e., paid parking and
limited parking hours areas)

• Employer sponsored transit incentives
Community design and zoning that places homes closer to
• Increased car, bike, and ridework, moving toward better jobs-housing balance. (12)
sharing programs
o Including affordable and senior housing. (2)
•
Implement a road-user charge based
o Incentives for people to live close to work. (2)
on how many miles a person drives (as
o Work with Metro to allow jobs and housing in the
an alternative to the gas tax)
same sub-regions to shorten commutes.
• Turn some freeway lanes into tollo Provide adequate market housing choice around
ways and/or “managed lanes” where
employers and industry. (2)
drivers pay a charge to use a lane
More mixed-use developments so that people can walk or
• Integrated mobility, real-time
bike to access most needs and services. (12)
information, and mobility hubs
o Especially around transit stations. (2)
• Increased telecommuting
o Redevelop underutilized lands.
o Should be walkable areas and help balance housing,
jobs and retail. (2)
o With parking garages rather than large lots.
o Multi-story buildings. (2)
o Require new developments to provide convenient access to transit and services near
residential areas. (2)
o Redevelop mixed-use neighborhoods to include affordable housing so people of all
income levels can walk and bike to services and jobs.
Co-housing and CLT housing strategies to reduce the amount that people travel.
Shorten commutes by fostering new businesses and avoiding huge employment complexes.
More street trees (2). Put powerlines underground to allow growing more big trees.
Parking maximums for housing, retail and job centers.
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Comments on ride-sharing programs:
•
•
•

Support for studying bike sharing. (5)
Government sponsored smart car carpools that will send cars to specific locations on-call.
Education and incentives to use car sharing programs.

Comments related to employer sponsored incentives:
•
•
•
•
•

Incentivize variable business hours to spread out peak travel times.
Incentives for large employers with multiple locations to allow employees to transfer to
locations closer to their homes.
Tax incentives for businesses/employers that can demonstrate vehicle trip reductions. (2)
Employer-sponsored shuttle buses and bus transportation. (3)
Employer-sponsored bike-to-work programs.

Comments related to telecommuting:
•
•

Telecommuting is not an option for many employment types. (2)
Increased teleconferencing/videoconferencing will be the norm. (3)

Comments related to pricing strategies:
•

•

•
•
•

Tolling/HOV lanes
o Support HOV lanes (to encourage more ridesharing). (4)
o Strategies to avoid congestion caused by waits at toll booths.
o Tolling is discriminatory towards the poor. (2)
o Tolling does not seem to improve traffic flow. (2)
o Don’t think of tolling and road user charge as a way to reduce trips. It is a revenue
generating tool.
o Look at Texas model for tollways.
o Support tolling on the new throughways. (3)
Road user charge:
o Should be based on time of day; higher at peak hours (i.e., congestion-based road user
charge). (4)
o Question about the financial impact and how the charge is collected. (3)
o Do not support. Unfairly punishes those who live in rural and outer areas. (2)
Avoid punishing drivers.
Charge a fee to people who move from out of State.
Concern about how to fairly pay for improvements. All travelers should bear part of the cost,
regardless of their mode (including drivers, electric vehicle owners, cyclists, etc.). (2)

Do not support trying to change travel behavior. (9) People will continue to drive; build more roads. (8)
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Comments that pertain to other categories:
•

•

•

•

Biking and Walking
o Improve bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure, connectivity, and safety to provide an
alternative to driving (20). This includes more multi-use paths, trails, protected bike
lanes, connection to transit, and others.
o Reduce speeds on some roads and use road diets.(3)
o Others: Safe routes to schools; increased use of electric-powered bicycles; powered
walkways.
Transit
o Improve/make it easier to use transit (27). Includes improved bus routes to all parts of
the County, more MAX and high capacity lines, adequate park and rides, better ticket
affordability, last mile connections, street car routes and smaller buses, and senior
access.
Technology
o Foster self-driving vehicle usage. (7)
o Others: Drones for future deliveries; coordinated traffic signals; increase in electric
vehicles.
Arterials and Throughways
o Support for new North-South throughway. (5)
o Support Around the Mountain Concept. (2)
o Increase road and highway capacity; improve road and freeway system. (9)
o Fix the Raleigh Hills crash corner. (2)
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2. Emerging Technology
101 participants said that the County has captured the most
important ideas to study, and 85 had other ideas or comments. 97
people made a comment.
New ideas to study:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The online open house presented these
emerging technologies for public review:
• More electric vehicles—including
electric cars, bicycles, and freight
trucks
• Electric vehicle charging stations

Chair lifts and cable cars. (2)
• Driverless vehicles, i.e., “self-driving
Drones that make deliveries will reduce some need for
cars”
freight or delivery trucks. (3)
• Interconnected traffic signals
Personal flying vehicles. (3)
• Smartphone technologies that help
Hover vehicles that do not require roads.
people plan routes, share rides, and
On-demand transit options and technologies to improve
share cars and bicycles
• Increased online shopping
transit. (2)
Impact of 3D printers on business, retail, and freight
movement.
Breathalyzer controlled ignitions on all vehicles to reduce drunk driving. (2)

Comments about electric vehicles and charging stations:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Electric bicycles will increase the ease and range of cycling.
Increase in electric vehicles.
Will need more electricity generation to support increased use of electric vehicles.
Support studying more EV charging stations (will be needed for people that don’t have access
to garages and driveways) and continuous charging for EVs while enroute. (2)
Other vehicle fuels, such as hydrogen and compressed natural gas. (4)
Modular vehicles that can "entrain" on freeways (linking cars in chains). (2)
Solar-cell paved pathways and roadways to charge vehicles and buildings. (3)
Only wealthy individuals will be able to afford electric vehicles.

Comments about driverless vehicles
•
•
•
•
•

Support studying self-driving vehicles. (11) Self-driving vehicles will make travel more safe and
efficient, require much less parking, and may be publicly owned.
Study policies that incentivize carpooling over SOV trips. Self-driving cars are not likely to
reduce trips. (2)
It is likely that self-driving vehicles may never fully develop. (5)
Concern that self-driving vehicles are unsafe and should not be encouraged.
Examine health and equity impacts of self-driving cars; not everyone will be able to afford. (2)

Comments about interconnected traffic signals
•

Support studying Interconnected traffic signals to manage traffic and sense traffic flow. (3)
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•

Infrastructure that can sense pedestrian and cyclist movement to make biking and walking
more efficient. (2)

Comments about smartphone technologies, wayfinding and ridesharing
•
•
•
•
•

Support increased and incentivized ride-sharing. (4)
Increased wayfinding with real time traffic and incident monitoring. (4)
o Increased use of map apps is likely to increase traffic on alternate routes.
More enforcement when people use phones while driving.
County-wide free Wi-Fi to support affordable use of smartphone technologies while moving.
To increase bike sharing, prevent bike thefts and provide secured/locked bicycle parking.

Comments about online shopping
•
•
•

Online shopping and services will reduce driving (2) but increase freight on roads.
Increased online shopping will hurt local and small businesses.
Delivery vehicles should be fully loaded and routes coordinated to maximize efficiency .

Other comments
•
•
•
•
•
•

Technology is not enough to fix congestion. (2)
County policies and decisions are likely to have little effect on technology and what people
choose to drive. The market will dictate this. (4)
Only consider technologies that reduce vehicles on the road; many of these strategies are autocentric. (2)
With rising income inequality, only some of the population will be wealthy enough to take
advantage of new technology. (2)
Prioritize use of technology.
Concern about how we will pay for all of these improvements.

Comments that pertain to other modal categories:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Use rail to move goods instead of freight trucks. (2)
Invest in additional roads and road improvements. (3)
Increased telecommuting. (2)
Increase in compact neighborhoods with amenities nearby. (2)
Use of toll roads.
Shared microbuses for commuting (see Hong Kong example).
Incentivize biking to work (ex: pay commuters to bike to work).
Narrower travel lanes.
Allow more bikes on buses.
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3. Biking and Walking
96 participants said that the County has captured the most important
ideas to study, and 104 had other ideas or comments. 114 people
made a comment.
Comments about bike/ped infrastructure
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•

•

•
•
•
•
•
•

The online open house presented these
strategies for improving biking and
walking for public review:
• Install protected bicycle and
pedestrian facilities on all collectors

Install sidewalks where they are needed, in all communities
and arterials accessing major mixed(11). Including in residential areas, to fill in sidewalk gaps, and
use and employment centers.
less populated and unincorporated areas.
• Install separated bicycle express
routes accessing major mixed use and
Ramps for disabled users on sidewalks.
employment centers.
Add additional public right of way for sidewalks and bike
• Increased bike and
lanes rather than taking up driving lane capacity.(3)
pedestrian connectivity in mixed-use
Use of motorized skateboards/hover boards .
areas
Build bike/ped overpasses as major crossings.
•
Pedestrian and bicycle signal
More underground ped crossings (2). Including under TV Hwy
priorities and amenities such as bike
at 170th to improve traffic flow and improve bike/ped safety
parking
Mid-block bicycle and pedestrian crossings on collectors and
• Reduce travel speeds of arterials
arterials.
through downtowns and town centers
Support bike access to mixed use and commercial centers,
to improve safety.
such as Brookwood Parkway from US 26.
Support protected bicycle facilities (shared roadways on
existing arterials). (4)
o Marked, separate bike lanes so that bicycles do not ride in the roads (safety concern).
Support separated bicycle routes. (13)
o Install concrete barrier buffers or designated trails that parallel roadways.
o Would have less impact to vehicle traffic flow. (2)
o Support separated bicycle express route between Hillsboro and Beaverton, and then
extend to Tigard/Tualatin.
Support complete bike/ped networks throughout the County. (6)
o Develop a comprehensive multi-use path network separate from roadways.
o Connect to major uses such as schools, commercial areas and parks. (2)
o Fill in the bike/ped network in older portions of County (not just in new developments)
o Should be built as part of a comprehensive plan.
Focus on bicycle lanes in rural areas, which currently feel unsafe with fast vehicle traffic.
Support signal priority for cyclists. Will increase safety.
Concern about signal priority for cyclists. Would slow down traffic flow. Prefer separate
facilities for cyclists. (2)
Support more secure bicycle parking.
Proper drainage off bike/ped facilities.
Install green bike boxes at lights and intersections.
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•
•

Bumps/cuts on bicycle paint lines to alert drivers when they enter a bike lane.
Maintain sidewalks and bike lanes. (2)

Trails
•
•

Complete and connectivity to regional trail systems and parks. (3)
Inexpensive cycling trails through rough terrain.

Reduced speeds and city design and safety
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Should reduce travel speeds beyond just city centers.
Concern about reduced travel speeds. Would make traffic flow worse and have negative impact
on economy. (3)
Road diets to reduce travel speeds. (2)
Protect neighborhoods from cut through vehicle traffic.
Restrict vehicle traffic on certain roads at certain times of day.
Increased visibility/lighting on walkways and bike paths. (2)
Increased walkability and mixed-uses in neighborhoods so that people can walk/bike to nearby
services (6). Require new developments to create walkable neighborhoods. (2)
Fund Safe Routes to Schools programs. (2)
Consider safety impact to all users—drivers, walkers and cyclists.

Connection with transit
•
•

Prioritize bike/ped improvements that support transit use. (4)
Bike paths that connect into neighborhoods to support last mile travel. (2)

Education and Fees
•
•
•
•
•
•

Increased enforcement against drivers who injure bicyclists and pedestrians. (3)
Increase education and promotion of active transportation and health and safety benefits. (3)
Increased education about bicycling rules and safety. (3)
Bicycle registration/licenses and enforcement against breaking traffic rules. (3)
Employer incentives for bicycle commuters.
Require bicyclists to register and pay a fee to fund improvements. (6)

Other comments
•
•
•

Support all of these ideas. (5)
Aging and/or disabled population will not be able to bicycle. (3)
Travel by bicycle will never become a major transportation mode (6) Due to rainy weather,
suburban character of county, and inability to move goods.
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4. Transit
96 participants said that the County has captured the most important
ideas to study, and 107 had other ideas or comments. 124 people
made a comment.
Comments about the proposed strategies:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Support upgrading WES to all day service. (2)
Eliminate WES due to low ridership and negative impact on
vehicle movement. (2)
Support extending high capacity transit (HCT) to Forest
Grove and Sherwood. (7) Prefer MAX extension. (2)
Support Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) on TV Hwy with improved
stops and pedestrian links.
Support Amber Glen/Evergreen streetcar to reduce 185th
congestion and provide transit to Cornell area.
Extend streetcar to serve PCC Rock Creek and areas north.
Support express MAX to Portland; making it faster to get
through downtown Portland and to the airport .(6)
Support dedicated HOV/transit lanes on major arterials and
throughways. (2)
Do not remove travel lanes for transit, as this would make
congestion worse. Build new lines or lanes.
Concern that HCT through rural areas will have negative
environmental impact to farmland.
No more transit on Hwy 26, which is already at capacity.

Support for general improvement types:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The online open house presented these
strategies for improving transit for public
review:
• More bus routes and connector
shuttles to serve residential and
employment areas
• Communications upgrades
and adaptive signals in key corridors
countywide that provide for transit
priority
• Upgrade WES to all-day service, and
extend WES to Salem
• Extend high capacity transit to Forest
Grove and Sherwood
• Add Bus Rapid Transit on TV Hwy and
Beaverton-Hillsdale Hwy
• Amber Glen/Evergreen streetcar to
connect employment and residential
areas
• Express MAX service to downtown
Portland and Portland Airport (Blue
and Red lines)
• Improved bus service
coordination with transit providers in
adjacent counties
• Dedicated transit lanes on
throughways to support express transit

Support express options with limited stops. (2)
services
Support more MAX and rail lines.
• More park and rides
Support major transit lines with grid service to
neighborhoods.
Support transit to jobs/employment centers.
Increase last mile connections between transit centers and destinations/centers and suburban
areas (2). Perhaps with smaller buses/shuttles.
Better local transit in neighborhoods and residential areas. (3)
Instead of light rail/trains, provide more bus service—which is more flexible and less costly.
Increased bus frequency and service. (2)
Make transit more affordable for short trips. (2)
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Suggestions to study other transit types:
•
•
•
•

Build subways/MAX lines underground. (4)
o MAX Blue line should run under Portland for commuter service.
Use freight rails tracks for commuter rail (ex: along TV Hwy).
Consider passenger rail and other long-distance public transportation.
Special transit options for the increasing older population.

Connection to land use:
•

More explicit transit plans for high-growth and new residential communities (such as South
Cooper Mountain, Aloha, South Hillsboro). (9)

Suggestions to improve transit in particular areas/routes:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

HCT from Sherwood to Beaverton/Hillsboro (such as new MAX Line). (4)
HCT connecting Wilsonville to Hillsboro.
Service to Durham Rd. (2)
Express bus line between North Bethany and high-tech employment area.
Connect Southern Tualatin/Sherwood to Wilsonville by transit.
Light rail from east of Beaverton to NW Washington County.
Improved transit to PCC Rock Creek and areas north of Hwy 26. (2)
Upgrade Line 96 to all day service.
More transit along 99W.
Rapid transit along Hwy 217.
Rail service on TV Hwy from Portland to Beaverton.
Express bus service from Sherwood/Tualatin to Portland.
Outer ring transit system that links Progress Ridge, South Cooper Mountain, Tanasbourne, and
PCC Rock Creek.
High speed service to South Cooper Mountain and River Terrace. (2)
Better connection to Banks, Forest Grove and North Plains.
Build a new transportation corridor in the new urban areas of west Washington for vehicles and
transit. (2)
Light rail stop at Sylvan.
Light rail from Sunset Highway to Intel.
Express bus from Portland to Intel and high tech jobs.
Enhanced bus from McMinnville to Hillsboro (to support new subdivisions in Gaston, Yamhill,
and Carlton).
Connections to Newberg and Yamhill.
Commuter rail to Battleground.
More transit service to outlying and rural communities.
More buses on North-South routes.

Washington County Transportation Futures Study
Winter 2015/2016 Public Outreach Summary

Page 20

Interaction with other modes
•
•
•
•
•
•

Make it easier to combine bicycling and transit (i.e., easier to take bike onboard, more safe bike
parking) (5)
Improved walkability, bike/ped access and safety to transit stops (6)
Install bus pullouts or improvement to provide cars with way to bypass buses that are loading
passengers so that buses do not impede traffic flow. (6)
Extend capacity of current Park and Rides and build more new Park and Rides (6). Especially
Sunset MAX station. (4)
Do not support increased transit. (7) Impedes vehicle traffic and is inefficient. Invest in roads.
Currently, driving is faster and more reliable than transit. (3)

Other amenities and technology to study
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Make bus stops and shelters more comfortable, clean and safe. (4)
Improved technology, such as real-time bus arrival information. (2)
Driverless transit vehicles.
Study Japanese transit models.
Hyperloop technology. (2)
Use technology to provide on-demand neighborhood transit service.
Make it easier to carry goods on transit. (3)

Funding and cost comments
•
•
•
•

Determine whether there is enough demand for transit (through polls, statistics) before
investing heavily in this mode. (3)
Need dedicated funding for bike, ped and transit improvements.
Educate the public on the significant public subsidies that pay for roads.
Make transit users pay for improvements.
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5. Freight (Trucks)
86 participants said that the County has captured the most important
ideas to study, and 109 had other ideas. 118 people made a
comment.
Suggestions for other ideas to study
•

•

•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The online open house presented these
strategies for improving movement of
goods by truck for public review:
• Expand capacity on major roads as an
alternative to freeway travel.

Study restricted travel times for freight. (20)
• Improve arterial roadways to better
o Incentivize or restrict truck travel to non-peak travel
accommodate trucks.
times to reduce congestion. (15)
• Construct freight ramp meter
o Institute congestion pricing on freeways: trucks can
bypass lanes at key locations.
only drive at peak times if they pay (5)
• Expand capacity on throughways and
Suggest restricting the size of trucks that can travel in urban
give priority to freight.
areas, so that local roads are only carrying smaller trucks for
• Dedicate truck lanes on US 26, I-5, and
local deliveries. (5)
new north-south limited access
Limit truck size for safety; should not be able to haul 3
roadway with dedicated on-ramps at
trailers. (2)
key locations.
• Develop new freight consolidation
Use more freight rail to take more trucks off roads. (11)
facilities that improve access for
o And to reduce the damage that trucks do to
Washington County goods
pavement. (2)
o Solve labor issues to reopen Port of Portland and
reduce number of trucks on roads. (2)
Use MAX light rail tracks for freight transportation. (3)
Increased drone deliveries to reduce local deliveries by truck. (5)
Encourage hybrid/electric trucks or other environmentally friendly truck design. (2)
Explore driverless delivery/freight vehicles. (2)
Underground freight systems to move goods to major distribution centers/airports.
Protected bike lanes for cargo bikes/bike delivery. (2)
Prohibit trucks from using left lane on highways. (2)
Review capacity of our bridges to handle trucks.
Separate routes for trucks and bike/peds and small electric personal vehicles. (2)
Need an alternative North-South freight route other than Sunset Highway to I-405 and I-5, such
as a tunnel or bridge on Cornelius Pass Rd to avoid environmental impacts. (2)
A tolled freight-only route that parallels US 26.
Stimulate local business so fewer items need to be shipped in. (2)
Explore the impact of 3-D printing on business and retail operations and freight movement.
Develop a new port on the Columbia River as an alternative to Port of Portland.
Allow greater truck speeds using auto sensing to manage traffic flow.

Comments about the proposed freight improvement ideas:
•

Support widening roads and adding freeway capacity. (15)
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•

•

•

•
•
•
•

o Goal should be to take trucks off small urban and rural roads. (9)
o New North-South Corridor (12). Include new bridge across Columbia River.
o Add lanes to US 27 and Hwy 217. (5)
o Widen Sunset Tunnel.
o New North-South highway from Vancouver to Beaverton/Hillsboro area.
Concern about widening roads and adding freeway capacity. (17)
o Will only encourage more driving and increased congestion. Does not solve the freight
movement problem. (3)
o Would be detrimental to quality of life.
o Put in more sidewalks and bike lanes instead.
o Reduces farmland, which means diminished food security.
o Do not support build the restricted access North-South throughway. (6)
 Would harm agricultural land.
 Destructive and outdated strategy.
o Do not support widening Cornelius Pass Rd. (3)
Concern about routing more trucks onto roads as an alternative to freeway travel. (17)
o This reduces livability and quality of life, and is an air and water pollution issue. (6)
o Especially keep trucks off of 175th.
o Negative impact to rural areas and farmland. (2)
o Freight should only travel on routes meant for trucks. (2)
o Concern about large freight vehicles in dense areas, and how this might compromise
walkability and livability. (3)
o Concern about further bisecting neighborhoods.
Support freight consolidation facilities/distribution hubs. (4)
o Support localized/smaller freight hubs rather than huge facilities.
o Put freight hubs near freeways so large trucks do not need to go into city cores. Large
trucks could then transfer goods to smaller trucks to make local deliveries.
o Integrate with rail network.
Support dedicated truck lanes. (4) On US 26 and to get around major bottlenecks.
Do not support dedicated truck lanes. (7) Especially on I-5. (2) Would be inefficient and a poor
use of limited travel lanes and discriminatory to other users. (2)
Support freight ramp meter bypass lanes.
Do not subsidize freight travel. (2)
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6. Major Roads
86 participants said that the County has captured the most important
ideas to study, and 154 had other ideas. 170 people made a
comment.
Suggestions for improvements to specific roads
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•

The online open house presented these
strategies for improving travel on our
major roads for public review:
• Widen Cornelius Pass Road between
Hwy 26 and US 30

Straighten out curves on rural roads. (2)
• Connect and widen arterials parallel to
o Scholls-Sherwood and Cornelius Pass Rd.
I-5 and Hwy 26 and upgrade with new
Widen Farmington and Sholls Ferry Rd.
transit and protected bicycle and
Overpasses and underpasses on TV Highway.
pedestrian facilities
Make TV Hwy more of a limited access route.
• Connect and improve existing rural
Create a bypass option for TV Hwy. (2)
roads with passing lanes for trucks and
Improve travel in the area around Nike and Intel (i.e., Walker,
bikes for travel between Hillsboro,
Forest Grove, and Sherwood
Jenkins and Murray Roads). (3)
•
Add arterial crossings of Hwy 26 and IWiden Tualatin-Sherwood Rd to 5 or 6 lanes. (3)
5
Improve arterials parallel to Hwy 217.
• Add new arterial between Forest
Improve flow at Murray Blvd/Hwy 217 (sic) intersection. (2)
Grove and Hillsboro and between 99W
Improve Hwy 210 as an alternative to the proposed Cornelius
and I-5
Pass improvement.
• Improve access management along key
Extend 175th to TV Hwy, with bike/ped improvements.
section of TV Hwy and 99W
Widen 175th and Tile Flat. Widen Roy Rogers to 4-lanes to
• Redesign selected major intersections
Sherwood.
as roundabouts or grade-separated
Extend the Cornelius Pass improvement to include a bridge
to connect to Marine Dr and Columbia Blvd, and then a
bridge across the Columbia River at North Portland Rd.
Connect 99W to I-5 well south of Wilsonville. The proposed option (Basalt Creek Parkway
extension) will cause traffic backups in Wilsonville.
Connect Hillsboro to Yamhill County, either by expanding Hwy 47 or building a new, direct road
between Hwy 219 and Hwy 47. (2)
Address the Sunset Hwy Tunnel bottleneck. Widening Cornelius Pass will not solve this.

General suggestions
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Build more parallel routes rather than widening existing roads, for better overall connectivity.
Add carpool lanes. (2)
More options for regional commuters to avoid traveling through downtown Portland area.
Plan roads before building. (2)
Study how to calm and manage traffic rather than widening roads (for example, staggered
employment and retail opening hours to disperse peak travel).
Consider more tunnels as a way to manage traffic without impacting farms and open spaces.
Support creating a road grid that connects existing routes with urban areas.
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Comments about proposed improvements
•
•

•

•
•
•

•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•

Support new arterial between Forest Grove/Hillsboro and 99W/Sherwood. (7)
o This would alleviate traffic on other arterials and provide a new connection. (2)
Do not support new arterial between Forest Grove/Hillsboro and 99W/Sherwood. (9)
o Would be harmful to rural farmland, urban areas, and cause environmental damage. (4)
o Concern about increased speeds through farm lands.
Concern about widening Cornelius Pass Rd. (11)
o Would harm the environment, increase carbon emissions, and harm rural areas (9)
o Would dump traffic into N/NW Portland that cannot handle it. (2)
Support widening Cornelius Pass Rd. (2)
Do not support widening West Union/arterials parallel to Hwy 26 on the north side, due to
negative impact to farmland. (2)
Concern about roads through rural areas. (4)
o Building highways through rural areas will harm agricultural economy, livability, and
rural communities. (3)
o High speed roads in rural areas are unsafe and discourage use of other modes. (1)
Support the Around the Mountain Concept. Many new houses and centers are planned for the
South Cooper Mountain and South Hillsboro areas. Traffic is already bad and driving is unsafe on
175th Ave. (41)
o It makes more sense to build a road around the area than to try to funnel traffic on the
already-congested 175th Ave. Increased traffic on 175th is a safety concern. (21)
o Include bus transportation on the route. (5)
Do not support Around the Mountain Concept.
Support improving existing rural roads with passing lanes.
Do not support improving existing rural roads. Would allow fast traffic that harms farmland. (2)
Support connecting and improving existing rural roads (all rural roads, not just between
Hillsboro, Forest Grove and Sherwood).
Support new arterial between 99W and I-5.
Concern about new arterial between 99W and I-5 because of farmland impacts.
Support arterial crossings of Hwy 26 and I-5. (3)
Support adding bike lanes to any improved rural roadways.
Do not support roundabouts (bad for cyclists and pedestrians).
Support roundabouts.
Build the proposed new roads as soon as possible.
Some of these improvements are outside of the UGB, and will encourage urban sprawl.
Do not support these strategies. (8)
o These strategies will result in increased vehicle trips. (2)
o Instead, invest in better bicycle and pedestrian facilities. (2)
o Will result in more congestion in the long run. (2)
Generally support these strategies to reduce congestion. (3)
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7. Throughways
110 participants said that the County has captured the most
important ideas to study, and 108 had other ideas. 123 people
submitted a comment.
Suggestions for other ideas to study
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•

•

•
•
•
•
•

The online open house presented these
strategies for improving travel on
throughways for public review:
• Construct new limited access
road between Hillsboro, Sherwood and

Widen Hwy 219 and straighten curves, then link to 99W.
I-5/I-205
Build an upper deck to Hwy 217 for express traffic.
• Add new interchange in/near
Improve Hwy 99W.
Wilsonville to access I-5 and I-205
Widen Hwy 26 all the way to Portland. (2)
• Widen Hwy 217
o Build 2nd tier freeway above existing Hwy 26, with
• Widen Hwy 26 from Brookwood Pkwy
capacity for light rail.
to OR 217
Improve access from Hwy 26 to I-5 North.
• Widen I-5 from Hwy 217 past
Wilsonville,
Address Sunset Tunnel bottleneck before widening Hwy 26.
•
Widen I-205 between I-5 and Oregon
Support new extension to Hwy 30, and extend even further
City
to I-5 Bridge and to PDX airport. (2)
• Prioritize new capacity for transit and
Alternatives to proposed new connection to Hwy 30:
freight
o Build a new bridge to replace Lewis and Clark Bridge
•
Dedicated truck on-ramps at key
to connect Hwy 30 with I-5 far north of Portland.
locations
o New bridge across Columbia River that connects Hwy
• Build a new connection to Hwy 30 and
30 with I-5 further north of Portland (ex: north of St.
Columbia Blvd from Germantown and
Helens, north of Sauvie Island). (4)
Kaiser Roads via a new road (at grade
o Need a way to get to Vancouver other than I-5. (2)
or tunnel) and a new bridge across the
Suggest extending the new Sherwood-to-Hillsboro
Willamette
highway north to Hwy 30 with a crossing into
Washington.
o Need new bridges across Willamette and Columbia Rivers.
o Build a tunnel outside the foothills of the Tualatin Mountains.
Instead of the proposed new limited access road, build a new road that gets I-5 traffic to
Hillsboro. Suggest a route that uses Roy Rogers, Scholls Ferry and River road corridors, and then
using Brookwood corridor to get to I-5.
Provide throughput in Hillsboro to avoid "dumping" traffic there from the proposed limited
access road.
Connect 99W to I-205 south of Wilsonville, as an alternative to the Boone Bridge.
Build an option to carry traffic from increased population in South Hillsboro and South Cooper
Mountain areas.
Build a new limited access Rd between Hillsboro and Yamhill County (closer to Newberg or
Yamhill).
Build a freeway along the edge of Washington/Yamhill counties (from west of Forest Grove to
south I-5). (2)
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•
•
•
•

Need east-west thoroughfares south and north of downtown Portland that avoid downtown.
Build dedicated lanes for commuters and freight trucks, and have those users pay for the cost
of improvements.
New Interchange that connects Cornelius Pass Rd to 99W.
Add many safe bicycle and pedestrian crossings over new throughways.

Comments on proposed investment ideas
•

•

•
•
•
•
•

•

•
•

Support/prioritize the new limited access road between Hillsboro, Sherwood and I-5/I-20.5 (10)
o With added new connection to Hwy 30, will free up capacity on existing freeways. (2)
o Prioritize the new limited access road soon and reserve right of way (4)
Concern about new limited access road between Hillsboro, Sherwood and I-5/I-205. (21)
o Do not support, generally. (8) Has already been vetted and dismissed during the
Western Bypass process. (5)
o Impact to high-producing farmland and forest, and quality of life. (8)
o Make this an elevated road with no exits to avoid impacts to sensitive lands.
o Will bring increased traffic to the area. (2)
o Concern about impacts to land between Dairy Creek and McKay Creek (natural habitat
for migratory birds).
o It does not address congestion issues for existing, closer-in communities.
o Instead, upgrade Hwy 219 (save farmland).
o Would not serve the major employment centers (Intel and Nike) because its terminus is
too far away from place of work.
Prioritize widening Hwy 217. (4) Needs improvement, especially to move freight trucks.
Prioritize widening Hwy 26. (3)
Concern about widening Hwy 26 and Hwy 217, which will never have enough capacity.
Prioritize a new connection to Hwy 30 from US 26.
Concern about new connection to Hwy 30 and Columbia Blvd via Germantown. (18)
o Impacts to farmland, important wildlife habitat, and Forest Park. (10)
o Kaiser Road was not designed to handle the volume of traffic that a new road or tunnel
would generate.
o Does not seem necessary. Trucks should not be using Cornelius Pass Road.
o Need to protect rural areas and build within UGB, per legal agreements. (2)
Widening roads and freeways will cause more people to drive and contribute to more
congestion. (14)
o New capacity for transit and trucks should be exclusively for these uses, without added
auto capacity.
o We can’t build our way out of congestion.
o Building new roads and acquiring right of way is extremely costly and time consuming.
o Goal should be to reduce vehicle traffic, not encourage it. (3)
Support throughway widenings, generally. Should be our top priority.
Prioritize the Around the Mountain concept first. (16)
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•

•
•
•

o Then build the new limited access road between Hillsboro, Sherwood and I-5/I-205. (10)
o Then focus on some of these longer term throughway improvements. (6)
Good long term plan, but need short term relief now. (4)
o Especially in South Cooper Mountain area. (2)
o Need to improve Sherwood to Hillsboro connection in short term.
Autonomous vehicles will increase the need for roadway capacity.
Do not increase population density and extend UGB in a way that threatens farm and
agricultural resources. (2)
Concern about financial implications of all of these improvements.

Comments that pertain to other modal categories
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Increased rail to move people and goods, to reduce need for capacity improvements.
Invest in ped/bike improvements. (4)
Improve mass transit. (6)
Support congestion pricing.
Focus on reducing number of cars and building denser development.
Prioritize major road/arterial improvements before building the new North-South throughways.
The more urgent need is to manage congestion to high-growth areas. (2)
Focus on incentivizing off-peak freight travel.
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8. Other Challenges
The online open house asked if there are there other transportation challenges the study should
consider. 37 people provided a response.
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Look at short term improvements, not just long term.
Figure out how we can make the best use of existing infrastructure.
Connect the existing road network wherever possible. (2)
Look more seriously at reducing single occupancy vehicle travel. (4)
o Incentives or requirement for large employers to encourage employees to commute in
ways other than SOV travel.
o Learn why people travel alone, and address the root cause. (3)
o Incentives to employers who encourage telecommuting.
Plan for a future where vehicles that run on fossil fuels will become obsolete.
Incorporate solar technology into roadways.
Find ways to encourage non-peak travel.
Build a complete, safe bike/ped network.
Build more sidewalks.
Incorporate more traffic calming and speed regulation.
Make transit more affordable for users (ticket prices). (2)
Improve transit service.
Increase transportation safety for all users (Vision Zero).
Integrate land use.
o More neighborhoods with complete services, to encourage walking and biking. (2)
o Allow farms to co-exist with housing.
o Develop transportation plans for new residential and growth communities.
Consider earthquake resiliency.
Figure out how to fund improvements.
Find dedicated funding for non-road projects.
Increase the cost of driving by implementing a carbon or highway tax.
All modes should pay the true cost of their chosen travel mode.
Reduce the amount of urban traffic on rural roads.
Provide additional parking for vehicles.
Reduce the number of cars on 175th. (3)
Find ways to reduce congestion.
Plan for impacts of climate change.
Protect natural resources (clean air, water, farms, forests). (2)
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Question #3: Do you have any other comments?
30 people provided additional comments on the online house, and 21 people provided comments
through emails, letters, and the online comment form.
Many of the comments supported prioritizing some mode or transportation challenge
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Focus on reducing congestion and improving traffic flow. (2)
Improve bike infrastructure. (2)
Better planning for public transportation.
Prioritize sidewalks and safe walking. (2)
Prioritize active transportation.
Prioritize maintenance and fixing existing infrastructure.
Focus on pricing strategies, with all modes paying for their mode. (2)
o Develop innovative pay-as-you go pricing for all travel modes.
Important to bring land use and transportation strategies together, rather than looking at them
separately.

Some supported specific improvements
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Support the North-South limited access freeway to address congestion. (2)
North-South limited access freeway should be within the Urban Reserves.
Building a new road through the West Hills would affect farmland and wildlife areas. (2)
o Alternative: Tunnel under the Tualatin Mountains to connect to Hwy 30.
Reduce travel speeds and traffic on 175th.
Focus on traffic calming and redistributing hours of traffic.
New road from Tualatin to East Lake Oswego.
Better visibility of paint lines on roads.
Prioritize coordinated traffic signals, especially along Hwy 217 and Scholls Ferry Rd.
Need better bike/ped facilities in Helvetia and other rural parts of Washington County to
provide transportation options other than driving.
Support the Around the Mountain concept to improve safety. (2)

Some provided suggestions for collaborations and partnerships
•
•

Collaborate with cities to encourage multi-use zoning.
Collaborate with other jurisdictions and private companies to develop smart Transportation
Demand Management strategies.

Comments related to values
•
•
•

Important to prioritize saving productive farmland and natural areas. (3)
o This including keeping freight and urban traffic on urban—not rural—roads
Maintain small town atmosphere of Hillsboro.
Prioritize safety and health of communities. Implement Vision Zero. (2)
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Comments related to evaluation process and measures
•

•

•
•

For the modeling to be informative, structure investment packages that are substantially
different and can show the different impact of travel demand reduction strategies (including
bike, ped, and transit projects) versus road capacity projects.
The study should answer the following questions with regard to land use:
o Effect on farmland and rural areas.
o Impact to growth and density in centers versus outlying areas.
o Costs for public agencies and individuals.
o Which areas of the County will be affordable.
o How much land would be used for roads and parking.
The study should determine if and to what extent the investment packages challenge or
contradict the rural reserves commitment (HB 4078). (3)
The evaluation should help determine how the investment packages relate to: walkability;
health and healthcare costs; equitable investment in neighborhoods of all income levels; safety
of children walking to school; and the time/cost to drivers who chauffeur non-drivers to
destinations because of lack of transportation options.

Comments on the three Transportation Investment Options
•

Option C has the real potential to take significant farm acreage, bisect multiple agricultural
communities, bring additional conflicts to the movement of farm machinery, among other
negative agricultural impacts.

Other comments
•
•
•
•
•
•

Concern that the study has too big of an assumption that Intel will have the same or larger
economic and demographic impact as today.
The study has done a good job of including the best improvements to study (2)
Involve the whole community in this study, beyond the online survey tool
Rural interests appear underrepresented on the Study Advisory Committee
Concern that the online open house questions appear biased against vehicle travel
Thank you! (2)
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Question #4: Demographic and travel-related information
The online open house asked participants to provide information about the way they travel, how they
heard about the online open house, and select demographic information.
9. ZIP Code of Primary Residence
279 people provided their zip codes. Most said they live in the Beaverton, Hillsboro, and Tigard/Tualatin
areas. The following chart lists all zip codes provided by participants.
Zip Codes

Corresponding Area

Number of responses

97003, 97005, 97006, 97007, 97008,
97078

Beaverton-Aloha

98

97113, 97116, 97119, 97133

Cornelius/Forest Grove,
Gaston, North Plains

20

97123, 97124

Hillsboro and surrounding
areas

56

97062, 97140, 97223, 97224

Tigard, Tualatin,
Sherwood, King City,
Durham

31

97229

Bethany/NW Portland

22

97070
97106
97225
97201, 97202, 97203, 97204, 97205,
97231, 97211, 97213, 97214, 97219,
97281, 97221, 97239
97056

Wilsonville
Banks area
Beaverton/SW Portland
Portland

2
2
7
29

Scapoose/Vernonia

1

10. Do you live in Washington County?
265 respondents answered this question. 226 (85%) said they live in Washington County, and 39 (15%)
said they do not live in Washington County.

11. Do you work or go to school in Washington County?
260 respondents answered this question. 175 (67%) said they work or go to school in Washington
County, and 86 (33%) said they do not work or go to school in Washington County.
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12. How long is your typical one-way commute to work or school?
257 respondents answered this question. 126 (49%) said their commute is less than 30 minutes, and 67
(26%) said their commute is between 30 and 60 minutes. 22% said they don’t commute.

Number of responses

How long is your typical one-way commute to
work or school?
140
120
100
80
60
40
20
0

126
67

Less than 30
minutes

30-60 minutes

57
7

0

More than 1
hour, less than
2 hours

More than 2
hours

I don’t
commute

13. How do you usually commute to work or school?
270 respondents answered this question. Most (60%) said that they drive alone. 10% carpool, 12% take
transit, 10% bike, and 7% walk.

Number of responses

How do you usually commute to work or school?
200

161

150
100
50

28

33

28

20

Drive with
others

Take public
transportation

Bicycle

Walk

0
Drive alone

Mode

Mode Other: Some people said they usually commute using other modes, including:
•
•
•
•

Work at home (6)
Retired (5)
Public transportation limited with poor parking access at Sunset transit center (2)
Drive during winter, mostly bike the rest of the time
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14. How did you hear about this online open house?

How did you hear about this online open house?
Other
21%

Email from
Washington
County
37%

Word of
Mouth
38%

News Article
4%

Most people heard about the online open house via email and by word of mouth. Some said they heard
about the online open house through some “other” means, including:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Email (12)
175th Ave. Neighborhood Assn. (3)
Westside Economic Alliance (2)
BTA (2)
City of Hillsboro (5)
Norwood neighborhood blog
SW Trails email newsletter (2)
Save Helvetia (2)
Social Media (7)
Nextdoor (4)
Other (2)
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

CPO mailing
CPO-6
Flyer in my door
Ibach CIO
Paper notice at Sherwood, OR City Hall.
PMAR
Postcard handout
Rob Dixon COH (2)
Was paid to do this
Web Site
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15. What is your age?
204 respondents indicated their age range. They most commonly said that they are between 55 to 64
years old.

How old are you?
Number of responses

60
50

49

46

42

40

35

30

20

20
10

3

3

12-17

18-24

6

0
25-34

35-44

45-54

55-64

65-74

75 and
older

16. With which gender do you identify?
219 respondents answered this question. 112 (52%) said they are male, and 103 (47%) said they are
female.

17. What is your total annual household income?

$100,000 to $149,999

55

Income

$75,000 to $99,999

27

$50,000 to $74,999

44

$35,000 to $49,999

20

$25,000 to $34,999

8

Less than $25,000

6
0
0

10

20

30

40

50

60

Number of responses
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18. What languages do you speak at home?
223 people answered this question. 202 (91%) said they speak only English at home. 14 people (6%) said
they speak Spanish at home, and 7 people (3%) said they speak some other language at home.
Other languages listed include: Russian, French, German, Hebrew, Farsi and Punjabi.

What languages do you speak at home?
6%

3%

91%
English

Spanish

Other

19. What is your race/ethnicity?
214 people answered this question. Most (84%) said they are Caucasian. 6% said they are Hispanic, and
3% said they are Asian.
Asian
3%
Hispanic
6%

Other Unknown/Decline
1%
5%

African-American
(Not of Hispanic
origin)
1%

Caucasian (Not of
Hispanic origin)
84%
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Online Open House Survey Report
December 2016

I. OVERVIEW & OUTREACH SUMMARY
Introduction
Washington County evaluated long-term transportation investments and strategies as part of the
Transportation Futures Study. The purpose of the Study was to identify tradeoffs between alternative
transportation investments to inform future choices and decisions.
The public was asked to participate in an online open house that was held between November 7th and
December 2nd, 2016. The online open house consisted of a survey which asked participants to reflect on
the Study key findings, answer questions about tradeoffs between different projects and policy choices,
and prioritize which kinds of projects best meet the needs and values of the County. A total of 5,445
people participated in the survey with a majority answering the primary questions.

Purpose & Design
The purpose of the online open house and survey was to present the results of the Study as well as
gather informed public feedback. The survey was designed to allow for participation at all levels, casual
to in-depth.

Outreach & Notification
Notice of the online open house was extended using several methods. Planned outreach included:
• Interested parties email
• News media
• Advertising
• Outreach to community groups
A county-wide postcard mailing was added following the planning efforts as well as an incentive where
participants were entered in a raffle to win an annual TriMet pass, $1,100 in gas or an $1,100 gift card to
a bike shop.

Notification
5000
4000
3000
2000
1000
0

3890

Postcard

590

434

287

181

0

Email

Other

Word of
Mouth

News

TV Radio

As the graph above shows, the majority of participants found out about the online open house through
the mailed postcard.
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II. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This report is based on feedback from members of the public received from the online open house. The
survey was intended to evaluate and determine the needs and priorities of transportation users in
Washington County to help inform allocation of funding. Here are some key findings:
•

•

A majority of survey participants felt that transit, freeways, new roads and bike/pedestrian
facilities are a priority, demonstrating support for a multi-modal system. They gave highest
priority to transit improvements, followed closely by freeways. The highest values in selecting
priorities were improved traffic flow, followed by availability of transportation alternatives and
access to essential destinations.
People support traditional ways of paying for improvements. 68% support or strongly support a
gas tax, and 59% support/strongly support paid parking. There is less support for user charges
(46%) and tolling (44%).

The survey showed the following levels fo support for proposed transportation investments:
•
•

•

•

•

•

•

Smart technology: 80% support/strongly support exploring ways to use smart technologies to
reduce the need for widening or building new roads.
Programs to reduce vehicle trips: 80-90% support/strongly support programs to increase
telecommuting and ride sharing and manage parking. There less support for tolls (43%) or user
charges (39%).
Transit: Between 82-91% support/strongly support each of the following: completing planned
bus services, more frequent bus service, more MAX trains, express MAX, and park and rides and
shuttle connections. Only about half support/strongly support investments that would impede
vehicle traffic flow (buses priority at intersections and separated bus lanes).
Bike/ped: Approximately 3 in 4 people support or strongly support each of the bike/ped
investments proposed: complete bike lanes and sidewalks, protected bikeways on roads, offroad facilities, and safety features.
Arterial network: 81% support/strongly support connecting existing arterials with new arterials,
75% support/strongly support expanding existing arterials with additional vehicle lanes, and
68% support/strongly support managed access. There is less support for reducing traffic speeds
(52%).
New roadways: 76% support/strongly support a new limited access road connecting Highway 26
with Highway 30 and North Portland; and 64% support/strongly support a new limited access
north/sound road through rural Western Washington County connecting Hillsboro and
Wilsonville. There were a fair amount of undecided participants for both roadways (15-17%).
New freeway lanes: 62% support/strongly support restricting access on new freeway lanes to
freight, bus and HOV only; whereas 52% support/strongly support general access for all vehicles.
Fewer (46%) support/strongly support charging tolls on new lanes.
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III.

SURVEY RESULTS

This portion of the report summarizes responses to each of the online open house questions.
1. Investment Priorities

Considering the trade-offs, how would you prioritize these transportation options to best meet
the County’s quality of life and economic health in the long term?
Participants were given 28 points to distribute among seven transportation investment areas.
No more than seven points could be assigned to any one investment area. The chart below
shows how participants prioritized the seven investment areas.

•

Priorities by Point Total
30000

24249

25000
20000

16476

18136

20626

20516

21519

17142

15000
10000
5000
0

Reduce
Trips

Smart Tech Bike Ped
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•

The chart below illustrates how participants distributed their points (i.e., how many people gave
0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 or 7 points to each investment area).

Priorities by Point Distribution
100%
90%

941

80%

302
467

70%
60%

583

50%

589

40%

557

30%

529

20%
10%

1064

1883

1499

315
529

1639

346
527

408

651

529

564

617

523

573

627

565

532

620

586

482

420
302
205

496

492
390

454
426
328

1365

1113

1079

Arterials

New Roads

Freeway

586

564

572

1473

968

1461

471

471
380

1224

1054

820

410

468
508
539

0%

Reduce
Trips

Smart Tech Bike Ped

0

1

2

Transit

3

4

5

6

7

2. Funding Sources

To fund the priorities you listed on the previous tab, which of the following revenue sources
would you support?
The online open house asked participants to indicate their support for four revenue sources.
Road user charges and tolling had the least amount of positive support, and a gas tax and paid
parking were more highly supported.
2500
2000
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1000
500
0

Gas Tax

Tolling
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Oppose

Strongly Oppose

Paid Parking
Unsure
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Key themes from the open-ended comments regarding funding sources were:
•
•
•

•
•
•

Explore methods for making bikes pay
Consider raising the vehicle registration fee
Consider implementing a sales tax for:
o Everything
o All vehicles
o Electric vehicles
o Bicycles
Charge higher taxes on companies and development that generate increased traffic
Increase the Gas Tax
Increase fees and taxes on commercial and freight vehicles

3. Transportation Objectives

Which of these objectives did you consider in selecting your investment priorities from the
previous question?
The online open house asked participants which objectives they considered in selecting their
investment priorities (with 1=highest priority and 9=lowest priority). Participants ranked
improving traffic flow as the highest followed by having transportation options.

Transportation Objectives (Unweighted)
Mean Rank
1.8

2.4

2.4

1

3.5

3.0

2

3
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4. Reducing Trips

Which of these options would you support exploring further to manage demand?
Online open house participants were provided with information about five options to manage
vehicle demand and reduce vehicle trips. They expressed a high amount of support for policies
and programs to increase telecommuting and ride sharing. There was not a lot of support for
tolls or user charges.
3000
2500
2000
1500
1000
500
0

Parking Mgmt

Tolls

User Charges

Strongly Support

Support

Oppose

Ridesharing

Strongly Oppose

Telecommuting
Undecided

Key themes from the open-ended comments regarding reduction of trips were:
•

•
•
•
•

Increase frequency and destinations of transit
o Forest Grove
o Tigard
o Salem
Expand or build freeways
Encourage and incentivize telecommunications
Increase park-and-ride locations
Incentivize alternative work hours to reduce commutes during peak hours

5. Smart Technology

How strongly do you support the following statement: "We should explore ways to use safer and
more efficient smart technologies to reduce the need for widening or building new roads."
Participants expressed a high amount of support for using smart technology as a way to reduce
the need for widening or building new roads. A fair amount of participants were undecided
Washington County Transportation Futures Study
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2000
1500
1000
500
0
Strongly Support

Smart Tech Explore

Support

Oppose

Strongly Oppose

Undecided

Key themes from the open-ended comments regarding smart technology were:
•
•
•
•
•

Improve traffic signal synchronization for vehicles and bikes
Employ smart technology to reduce congestion for vehicles and transit
Enhance transit apps
Explore and support autonomous vehicle technology and focus on safety
Smart technology and autonomous vehicles are not viable yet

6. Transit

Which of the following would you support exploring further to meet the county’s increasing
transit demand?
The online open house asked participants to indicate their level of support for eight types of transit
investments. Participants expressed a lot of support for transit overall, without a lot of opposition to
increases in bus, MAX, and WES service. There was a fair amount of opposition for investment in transit
lanes and transit priorities that reduced traffic lanes.
2500
2000
1500
1000
500
0

Complete
More
Planned Frequent

Transit
Priority
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Key themes from the open-ended comments regarding transit were:
More parking is needed at MAX stations
Increase express light rail options
Transit is not efficient enough
Expand light rail and increase frequency
Increase safety:
o At transit stops
o On the bus or MAX

•
•
•
•
•

7. Bike & Pedestrian Facilities

Which of the following bicycle/pedestrian improvements would you support exploring further?
Participants showed mostly support and strong support for each of the four bicycle/pedestrian
improvements.
2500
2000
1500
1000
500
0

Complete Lanes
Strongly Support

Protected Bikeways
Support

Oppose

Off Road Facilities
Strongly Oppose

Safety Features
Undecided

Key themes from the open-ended comments regarding bike and pedestrian facilities were:
•
•
•
•

Increase safety for bikes and explore ways to separate bike lanes when possible
Examine options that gather revenue from bicyclists
Be diligent about enforcing bike laws
Don’t decrease vehicle infrastructure for bike use
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Use Europe as a model for how bike infrastructure can be integrated into the transportation
system

•

8. Arterials

What additional arterial improvements would you support exploring further?
The online open house presented information about four types of arterial investments.
Participants expressed support for most of the improvements suggested, aside from reducing
speeds in urban areas. Unlike the bike/ped and transit categories, a greater percentage of
respondents said they were undecided or unsure about investments.
2500
2000
1500
1000
500
0

Restrict Access
Strongly Support

Expand Existing
Support

Oppose

Connect Existing
Strongly Oppose

Reduce Speeds
Undecided

Key themes from the open-ended comments regarding arterials were:
•
•
•
•
•

Do not decrease speed limits
Expand and improve existing arterials
Separate active transportation from vehicle infrastructure
Add new arterials
Avoid expanding or building new arterials
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9. New Roadways

Which new roadway investments would you support exploring further?
Many participants expressing a lot of support for three new roadway options presented: a “North
Connector” that would connect US 26 with North Portland, new roads in rural areas, and new roads in
urban areas. At the same time, there were a fair amount of undecided participants.

2000
1500
1000
500
0

North Connector
Strongly Support

Roadways in Rural Areas
Support

Oppose

Roadways in Urban Areas

Strongly Oppose

Undecided

Key themes from the open-ended comments regarding new roadways were:
•
•
•
•
•

Build or expand roadways, connectors and highways
Create connections and address congestion on US-26
Address congestion on Hwy-217
Building or expanding automobile infrastructure will not effectively address issues
Preserve and protect natural habitats

10. Freeways

Which new freeway lane investments would you support exploring further?
Participants expressed more polarization for investments that would widen freeways and install
tolling facilities. Participants were generally supportive of HOV lanes on freeways.
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Undecided

Key themes from the open-ended comments regarding freeways were:
•
•
•
•
•

Enforce land speed management
Add lanes
Restrict freight in HOV lanes 24/7
Provide HOV lanes on more freeways
Do not toll freeways

11. Open-Ended Comments

Do you have any thoughts or concerns to share with decision-makers as they consider strategies
and investments to improve transportation outcomes for the future of Washington County?
Key themes from the overall open-ended responses were (ranked beneath each heading from most to
least common):
Transit
• Increase frequency and destination of public transit
• Increase and expand light rail
• Increase appeal of public transit
Infrastructure
• Improve automobile infrastructure
Washington County Transportation Futures Study
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•
•
•

Increase and improve alternative and active transportation infrastructure
Seek solutions that address housing, economic development and transportation
Increase density to promote shorter commutes

Traffic
• Reduce congestion
• Reduce single-occupancy commutes (HOV lanes, car-share platforms, carpooling platforms, etc.)
• Incentivize carpooling and shuttle services for big companies to reduce single occupancy
commutes
Safety
• Increase safety for active transportation users
• Increase safety for all modes
• Increase safety at transit stops (lights, shelters, etc.)
Miscellaneous
• Protect and preserve rural communities and natural habitats
• Seek long-term, comprehensive solutions
• Incentivize or require facilities at companies for active transportation users (bike racks, showers,
etc.)
Funding
• Do not toll roads
• Consider and explore methods for charging bikes
• Charge C Class corporations higher taxes to pay for their transportation needs

IV.

DEMOGRAPHICS

The online open house asked participants to provide voluntary demographic information. Below is a
summary of their responses.

Age
This graph compares census data on the age of Washington County residents to the ages information
submitted by open house participants. Online open house participants represented a slightly older
population than Washington County in general.
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Income
This graph compares the census data to the open house results. Participants were slightly wealthier than
Washington County in general.
> $150,000
$100,000 to $149,999
$75,000 to $99,999
$50,000 to $74,999

Open House

$35,000 to $49,999

Census

$25,000 to $34,999
< $24,999
0.00%

5.00% 10.00% 15.00% 20.00% 25.00%

Zip Codes
When comparing the zip codes of the participants to the zip code population from the census data,
these were the findings:
•
•

Locations of the participants were predominantly representative of the census population data
Key outliers were:
o There was less participation from Aloha by population
o There was more participation from Hillsboro/Helvetia by population
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Gender
Below is the comparison between participants and census data regarding gender:

Census

Male
49%

Open House

Female
48%

Male
52%

Female
51%

Race
The chart below shows the how participants identified their race.
African American
57
American Indian
1%
76
2%

Pac. Islander
37
1%

Hispanic/Latino
226
Unknown
5%
305

Alaska Native
5
0%

Other
88
2%

6%

Asian
327
7%

Caucasian
3659
76%

Primary Commute
Participants were asked how they commute; 65% said they drive alone as their primary means of
transportation.
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Walk
96
2%
Drive w/ others
164
4%

Primary Commute

Bicycle
405
9%

Public transportation
594
13%
Drive alone
3034
65%

Work from home
342
7%

Secondary Commute

Secondary Commute

Other
334
6%

Bicycle
600
11%

Walk
415
7%

Drive w/ others
771
13%
Public
transportation
885
15%
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Drive alone
1673
29%

Work from home
1111
19%
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Primary Language

Primary Language
Spanish
203
4%

Other
233
5%

English
4547
91%

Number in Household

Number in Household

5
248
5%

6+
133
3%

4
740
16%

3
798
18%
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1
655
15%

2
1907
43%
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V. DEMOGRAPHIC COMPARISONS
Baby Boomers vs. Millennials
Participants from the Baby Boomer generation had differing opinions from Millennials in several areas:
•
•

•

Both agree on the order of the six highest transportation objectives
On funding:
o Millennials were more opposed to each category than Baby Boomers, for example: 1/3
of Millennials either opposed or strongly opposed increasing the Gas Tax compared to
the less than 1/4 of Baby Boomers.
Both ranked transit as the top priority, but investment priorities differed.

Investment Area Comparison

Baby Boomers

Millenials

7058

4831
3770

5238

5614

5894

5245

4874

3959

6144

6047

4409

3957
2910

Reduce Trips Smart Tech

Transit

Bike/Ped

New Roads

Arterials

Freeways

Gas Tax vs. Tolls on Investment Priorities
Comparing supporters of Gas Tax increase and supporters of tolling showed:
•
•
•

Both were most supportive of transit
Supporters of tolls were slightly more supportive of new roadways and freeways
Supporters of a Gas Tax increase were slightly more supportive of bike and pedestrian
infrastructure and reducing trips

Washington County Transportation Futures Study
Online Open House Survey Report
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Low vs. High Incomes on Investment Priorities
Higher income earners were better represented in the survey. Lower income earners favored non-auto
transportation (transit and bike/ped) investments. Road oriented investments ranked higher with higher
income participants
25%

Low income

High income

20%

15%

10%

5%

0%

Reduce trips Smart tech

Bike/ped

Transit

Arterials

New roads

Freeways

Minorities vs. Overall on Investment Priorities
Participants’ minority status did not seem to make a difference in how they ranked investment
priorities. Transit ranked equal between those who said they identify as an ethnic minority and other
overall participants.
18%
16%

Minorities

Overall

14%
12%
10%
8%
6%
4%
2%
0%

Reduce trips Smart tech

Bike/ped

Washington County Transportation Futures Study
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Transit

Arterials

New roads

Freeways
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VI.

GEOGRAPHIC COMPARISONS

Note: A number of single zip codes encompassed large sections of both urban and rural areas,
thus it was not possible to divide the county into rural and urban areas.
Results were remarkably consistent across the county, regardless of where participants lived in
the county (as analyzed by zone). There was no significant difference between the zones in
support for smart tech and bike/ped investments, and only slight differences between the
zones in the other investment areas.
Participants who live in the western zone expressed a more notable opposition to road user
fees than participants from other zones.
There is strong support for MAX from participants who live in areas where MAX currently runs.
There is a little less strong support for MAX in zones that are not yet served by it, but still high
levels of support.
Participants
northeastern
stronger
roads than
live in other

who live in the
zone expressed
support for new
participants who
zones

4

2
1
3

The following charts show participants’ level of support for projects and strategies in the transportation
investment areas, based on which of the four zones they live in.

Washington County Transportation Futures Study
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Strategies to Reduce Trips
600
500

Zone 1 – Beaverton +

400
300
200
100
0

Parking Mgmt

Tolls

Strongly Support

Support

User Charges
Oppose

Ridesharing
Strongly Oppose

Telecommuting
Undecided

700

Zone 2 - Northeast

600
500
400
300
200
100
0

Parking Mgmt

Tolls

Strongly Support

Support

User Charges
Oppose

Ridesharing
Strongly Oppose

Telecommuting
Undecided

600
500

Zone 3 - Southeast

400
300
200
100
0

Parking Mgmt
Strongly Support

Tolls
Support
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User Charges
Oppose

Ridesharing
Strongly Oppose

Telecommuting
Undecided
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800
700

Zone 4 - West

600
500
400
300
200
100
0

Parking Mgmt

Tolls

Strongly Support

Support

User Charges
Oppose

Ridesharing
Strongly Oppose

Telecommuting
Undecided

Smart Technology

Zone 1 - Beaverton +
400

Zone 2 - Northeast
450

350

400

300

350

250

300
250

200

200

150

150

100

100

50

50

0

0

Strongly Support

Support

Strongly Support

Support

Oppose

Strongly Oppose

Oppose

Strongly Oppose

Undecided
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Zone 3 - Southeast

Zone 4 - West

350

600

300

500

250

400

200
300

150

200

100
50

100

0

0

Strongly Support

Support

Strongly Support

Support

Oppose

Strongly Oppose

Oppose

Strongly Oppose

Undecided

Undecided

Transit

600

Zone 1 – Beaverton +

500
400
300
200
100
0

Complete
Planned

More
Frequent

Strongly Support

Transit
Priority

Transit
Lanes

Support
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More MAX

Oppose

Express Extend WES Station
MAX
Access

Strongly Oppose

Undecided
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Zone 2 - Northeast

600
500
400
300
200
100
0

Complete
Planned

More
Frequent

Strongly Support

500

Transit
Priority

Transit
Lanes

Support

More MAX

Oppose

Express Extend WES Station
MAX
Access

Strongly Oppose

Undecided

Zone 3 - Southeast

450
400
350
300
250
200
150
100
50
0

Complete
Planned

More
Frequent

Strongly Support

Transit
Priority

Transit
Lanes

Support
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More MAX

Oppose

Express Extend WES Station
MAX
Access

Strongly Oppose

Undecided
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900

Zone 4 - West

800
700
600
500
400
300
200
100
0

Complete
Planned

More
Frequent

Transit
Priority

Strongly Support

Transit
Lanes

Support

More MAX

Oppose

Express Extend WES Station
MAX
Access

Strongly Oppose

Undecided

Bike & Pedestrian Facilities

Zone 1 - Beaverton +
500
450
400
350
300
250
200
150
100
50
0

Complete Lanes
Strongly Support

Protected Bikeways
Support

Washington County Transportation Futures Study
Online Open House Survey Report

Oppose

Off Road Facilities
Strongly Oppose

Safety Features
Undecided
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Zone 2 - Northeast
500
400
300
200
100
0

Complete Lanes
Strongly Support

Protected Bikeways
Support

Off Road Facilities

Oppose

Strongly Oppose

Safety Features
Undecided

Zone 3 - Southeast
450
400
350
300
250
200
150
100
50
0

Complete Lanes
Strongly Support

Protected Bikeways
Support

Off Road Facilities

Oppose

Strongly Oppose

Safety Features
Undecided

Zone 4 - West
700
600
500
400
300
200
100
0

Complete Lanes
Strongly Support

Protected Bikeways
Support
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Oppose

Off Road Facilities
Strongly Oppose

Safety Features
Undecided
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Arterials

Zone 1 - Beaverton +
600
500
400
300
200
100
0

Restrict Access
Strongly Support

Expand Existing
Support

Oppose

Connect Existing
Strongly Oppose

Reduce Speeds
Undecided

Zone 2 - Northeast
600
500
400
300
200
100
0

Restrict Access
Strongly Support

Expand Existing
Support

Oppose
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Strongly Oppose

Reduce Speeds
Undecided
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500
400
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200
100
0

Restrict Access
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Support
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Zone 4 - West
800
700
600
500
400
300
200
100
0

Restrict Access
Strongly Support

Expand Existing
Support

Oppose

Connect Existing
Strongly Oppose

Reduce Speeds
Undecided

New Roadways
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400
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Strongly Oppose

Undecided
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Zone 3 - Southeast
400
350
300
250
200
150
100
50
0

North Connector
Strongly Support

Roadways in Rural Areas
Support

Oppose

Roadways in Urban Areas

Strongly Oppose

Undecided

Zone 4 - West
600
500
400
300
200
100
0

North Connector
Strongly Support

Roadways in Rural Areas
Support
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Freeways

Zone 1 - Beaverton +
500

Zone 2 - Northeast
450

450

400
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Strongly Support

Support

Oppose

Strongly Oppose

0
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Support

Oppose
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Undecided

Zone 3 - Southeast

Zone 4 - West

400
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0
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Freeway
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Support

Oppose

Strongly Oppose

Undecided
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VII. SPANISH LANGUAGE SURVEY RESULTS
A Spanish-language survey was conducted with the help of Centro Cultural, who administered the
survey and distributed it to Spanish-speakers. 42 people submitted completed surveys. As compared to
the online survey:
•
•
•

Investments – The Spanish speaking survey showed more support for reducing trips, smart
technology and bike/ped; transit received the least support.
Funding – there is more support of tolls and less support for gas tax.
Objectives – there is less support of traffic flow and more for environment.

The charts below show the results of the Spanish-language survey.

Investment Priorities

Reduce Trips
Smart Tech
Bike/ped
Transit
Arterials
New Roads
Freeways
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Funding

Gas Tax

User Charge

Strongly Support
Support
Oppose
Strongly Oppose
Undecided
Tolls

Parking

Strongly Support
Support
Oppose
Strongly Oppose
Undecided
Objectives
There was less support for improving traffic flow and more support for protecting the environment.

Essential destinations
Traffic flow
Alternatives to driving
Neighborhood livability
Low Income accessibility
Environment
Freight
Bike/Ped
Safety
Washington County Transportation Futures Study
Online Open House Survey Report
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Appendix A: Online Open House Screenshots
December 2016

This appendix contains screenshots from the online open house in order.

Below are the dialogue boxes that pop-out when the participant clicked “more info” for each
investment priority.

TELEPHONE SURVEY RESULTS
January, 2017
A summary of findings from a telephone survey among a representative
random sample of Washington County residents age 18 years and older
to assess opinions related to the Transportation Futures Study.

Objectives
• Assess values and goals for transportation in future
decades.
• Assess opinions about specific projects beyond
those tested in the online open house.
• Determine support for a north/south road from
Hillsboro to I-5 and a northern connector from
Highway 26 to Highway 30, I-5 and the airport.
• Evaluate willingness to pay for improvements.
• Rate priorities for future investments.

Methodology
• CFM Strategic Communications designed the survey
questions with input and final approval from the future
studies team and SAC co-chairs.
• Telephone survey among 400 Washington County
residents age 18 years and older; margin of error: +/- 5%.
• Interviews conducted January 16-19 and 31, 2017.
• Telephone numbers were generated using random digit
dialing. Screening questions were used to ensure those
interviewed are county residents.
• 20% of the interviews were completed on cell phones.
• It took an average of 15.6 minutes to complete each
interview.

Methodology
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General Perspectives

Expected Transportation
Problems

To what extent do you think
transportation will be a
problem in Washington County
during the coming decades?
Would you say transportation
will be:

53%

A critical problem
Somewhat of a problem

35%

Total critical/somewhat
problem
Total not much/not a
problem
Not much of a problem

Almost everyone perceives
transportation will be a
problem in the future.
88%

11%
9%

Not a problem at all

2%

Not sure

1%

At least two-thirds of all subgroups rate the issue as
critical/somewhat a problem.
Ratings range from 65%
critical/somewhat among
residents age 18 to 34 to 94%
critical/somewhat among
men age 45+.

In your opinion, how important is it for
Washington County to achieve the following
values and goal related to transportation over
the coming decades?

Rating Values and Goals

Reduce freeway congestion within Washington County,
such as Highways 26 and 217

Total very/
somewhat

Ranked by very important
Very important

Somewhat important

79%

Improve traffic flow on major roads such as 99W, TV
Hwy, Murray, Cornell and Tualatin-Sherwood Road

72%

Reduce congestion on freeways connecting Washington
County with other parts of the region, e.g. I-5, 205, 405

71%

17%
24%
21%

58%

Improve access and safety for pedestrians

31%
39%

96%
95%
92%
89%
81%

Increase bus service throughout the county

42%

Expand light rail service throughout the county

40%

Increase capacity at transit park-and-ride lots

39%

Improve access and safety for cyclists

37%

39%

76%

Reduce commuter traffic on residential streets

35%

40%

75%

Improve transportation for freight

33%

41%

74%

34%
40%

Totals vary due to rounding

74%
78%

Rating Values and Goals
• Reducing congestion on highways, major roads and
connectors to the region are rated the most
important goals.
• Goals related to active transportation and public
transportation are important but not as much as
reducing congestion.
• About three-in-four residents rate all values and
goals as very or somewhat important.

Rating Values and Goals
Everyone very
important

Reduce freeway congestion within Washington County, such as
Highways 26 and 217
Improve traffic flow on major roads such as 99W, TV Hwy,
Murray, Cornell and Tualatin-Sherwood

Groups most likely to rate “very important”

79%

Women (86%), East (86%), Central (85%),
Hispanic (88%)

72%

Similar among all groups

Reduce congestion on freeways connecting Washington County
with other parts of the region, such as I-5, 205 and 405

71%

Age 55-64 (79%)

Improve access and safety for pedestrians

58%

Age 18-34 (65%), Women 45+ (65%), West
(65%), Hispanic (88%)

Increase bus service throughout the county

42%

Age 65+ (53%), Women 45+ (49%), North
(50%), West (48%), Income <$75K (50%),
Hispanic (67%)

Expand light rail service throughout the county

40%

Men 18-44 (47%), Women 45+ (48%), West
(48%), Income <$50K (53%), Hispanic (46%)

Increase capacity at transit park-and-ride lots

39%

Age 65+ (49%), Women 45+ (47%), East
(50%), North (48%), Income <$75K (45%)

Improve access and safety for cyclists

37%

Age 18-34 (48%), Central (44%), Hispanic
(71%), Income <$50K (49%)

Reduce commuter traffic on residential streets

35%

Women (41%), East (43%), Hispanic (46%),
Income <$50K (43%)

Improve transportation for freight

33%

Age 65+ (40%), Hispanic (42%)

City and county governments and local business are already
thinking about Washington County’s long-term transportation
needs. Those needs would include improved roads and highways,
improved access to pedestrian and bike paths, public
transportation and technology investments. Would you be willing
to pay about $300 more per year in taxes and fees to fund
transportation improvements in Washington County?

Price Elasticity
It is assumed those willing to pay a higher
amount would also be willing to pay less.

Cumulative

Yes, $300 per year
(IF NO $300, ASK) What about an additional $200 per
year in taxes and fees to fund transportation
improvements in Washington County? Yes, $200 per year
(IF NO $200, ASK) What about an additional $100 per
year in taxes and fees to fund transportation
improvements in Washington County? Yes, $100 per year
Not willing to pay $100 or more (Not read)
Not sure (Volunteered)

48%

48%

11%

59%

16%

74%

20%

20%

6%

6%

Up to 74% would be willing to pay $100 per year to improve transportation
in Washington County.

City and county governments and local business are already
thinking about Washington County’s long-term transportation
needs. Those needs would include improved roads and highways,
improved access to pedestrian and bike paths, public
transportation and technology investments. Would you be willing
to pay about $300 more per year in taxes and fees to fund
transportation improvements in Washington County?

Price Elasticity

More willing to pay

Less willing to pay

Would pay $300

Men 18-44 (56%), North (61%),
West (54%), Hispanic (58%),
$100K+ (56%), Dem (57%)

55-64 (40%), South (34%), GOP
(40%), Independent/Other
(31%)

Would pay $200+

Age 18-34 (70%), North (73%),
Hispanic (67%), Dem (69%)

GOP (52%),
Independent/Other (42%)

Would pay $100+

At least 60% of all groups
would pay $100 or more

Above $200, willingness to pay varies by age, area, ethnicity and party preference.

Assessing Specific Projects

Support for
North/South Road

Do you favor or oppose building
a new limited access
north/south road through rural
Western Washington County
from Hillsboro to Wilsonville?

Strongly favor

36%

Somewhat favor

32%

Total favor

68%

Total oppose
Somewhat oppose
Strongly oppose
Not sure/undecided

23%
13%
10%
9%

Two-in-three residents
favor building a new
limited access road
connecting Hillsboro and
Wilsonville.
Support is similar among
all demographic groups. At
least 60% favor building
the road; no more than
30% oppose it.
Almost everyone has an
opinion about the road.
Totals vary due to rounding

Why Favor
North/South Road

IF FAVOR: What are the primary reasons you
favor building a limited access north/south
road through rural Western Washington
County from Hillsboro to Wilsonville?

Volunteered, multiple responses accepted

Will reduce traffic/congestion
Improve traffic flow
Offers alternative route
Travel faster/quicker
It is needed
Population growth
It will be safer
Will provide freight access
Will help the economy
Other
Don't know

N=272

52%
20%
12%
8%
6%
6%
3%
2%
1%
10%
4%

Reducing congestion and
improving the flow of traffic
dominate as the primary
reasons people favor building
a limited access north/south
road through rural Western
Washington County from
Hillsboro to Wilsonville.

Why Oppose
North/South Road

IF OPPOSE: What are the primary reasons
you oppose building a limited access
north/south road through rural Western
Washington County from Hillsboro to
Wilsonville?

Volunteered, multiple responses accepted

N=93
24%

No need for it
22%

Affects the environment/farmland
11%

It would increase taxes
I don't travel that way

9%

Preserve rural areas

9%

Lack of information about it

9%

Other projects are more important

8%

Existing roads should be improved first

6%

Affects people's home/property value

6%

Will create traffic congestion

5%

General negative mentions

5%

Waste of money

2%

The traffic exists in other places

2%

Not a lot of people will use the road

2%

It will take too long to get it done

2%

Would ruin Western Washington Co.
Other

1%
4%

People opposed have multiple
concerns about a north/south
road. Questions about need
and the environmental impact
are most frequently
mentioned.

Undecided
North/South Road

IF UNDECIDED: What concerns or hesitations
do you have about building a limited access
north/south road through rural Western
Washington County from Hillsboro to
Wilsonville?

Volunteered, multiple responses accepted

Affects the environment/farmland

14%

Cost/expenses

14%

Affects the homeowners

11%

Need more information

11%

Traffic congestion

9%

Nothing/no concerns or hesitations

9%

Other
Don't know

N=35

People undecided about the
north/south road have a
variety of concerns but none
dominate. A large share aren’t
sure what their concerns are.

11%
29%

Would you favor or oppose
building a new limited access
north/south road through rural
Western Washington County
from Hillsboro to Wilsonville if:

Impact of Information on
Support for North/South Road
Total favor

Total oppose

Not sure

A new road through rural Washington County would
reduce travel time between I-5 and Hillsboro.

78%

16% 6%

A new road would reduce north and south commuter
and commercial traffic on rural roads.

78%

17% 5%

Land use regulations would limit development along
the north/south route.

60%

A new road through rural Washington County would
be paid for in part by tolls from those who use it.

54%

A new road will cost each Portland metro region
household about $125 per year.

53%

A new road may not impact traffic on Highway 217.

47%

Greenhouse gas emissions may increase if a new
road is built.

43%

A new road through the rural area would impact
farm and forest land.

43%

26%
43%
40%
43%
44%
51%
Totals vary due to rounding

14%
3%
7%
11%
13%
7%

Impact of Information on
Support for North/South Road
• Information impacts support for the north/south road.
– Strongest support is based on reduced travel time (78% favor)
and fewer commuters and freight on rural roads (78%).
– More than half express support knowing development would
be limited (60%), it would be paid in part by tolls (54%) or it
would cost each metro region household $125/year (53%).
– Less than half support the road knowing there may be no
impact on Highway 217 traffic (47%), greenhouse gas
emissions may increase (43%) and the road may impact farm
and forest land (43%).

Would you favor or oppose a new limited
access north/south road through Western
Washington County from Hillsboro to
Wilsonville if the road was located within
the Urban Growth Boundary and not rural
areas?

Support for North/South
Road within UGB

Support within UGB
Strongly favor

32%
Rural

Within
UGB

Dif

Total favor

68%

71%

+4

Total oppose

23%

21%

-2

Undecided

9%

8%

-1

40%

Somewhat favor

71%

Total favor
Total oppose

21%

Somewhat oppose

11%

Strongly oppose

10%

Undecided

Support by road location

8%

Support for the north/south road is
similar whether it is located inside
or outside the Urban Growth
Boundary.

Support for Northern
Connector

Do you favor or oppose building
a new limited access road
connecting Highway 26 with
Highway 30 and North Portland?

Strongly favor

29%

Somewhat favor

31%

Total favor

60%

Total oppose
Somewhat oppose
Strongly oppose
Not sure/undecided

24%
15%
9%
16%

Six-in-ten residents favor
building a new limited access
road connecting Highway 26
with Highway 30 and North
Portland.
Supports ranges from high
among men 18-44 (68%) to
low among women 18 to 44
(49%).
A large share are undecided.

Why Favor Northern
Connector

IF FAVOR: What are the primary reasons you
favor building a new limited access road
connecting Highway 26, Highway 30 and
North Portland?

Volunteered, multiple responses accepted
It will reduce traffic/congestion
Easy access/travel
It will build/expand new road
Safer/fewer accidents
Will save time
The people will benefit/use it
A new road will connect highways
Other roads are a mess to use
To have alternative routes
Positive mentions, general
To accommodate population growth
To increase growth/development
It is needed
It will be good for commuters
It will improve the economy
Other
Don't know/not sure

N=239
56%

13%
7%
5%
4%
4%
4%
4%
3%
3%
3%
2%
2%
2%
1%
7%
3%

Reducing congestion
dominates as the primary
reason residents support
building a northern
connector.

Why Oppose
Northern Connector

IF OPPOSE: What are the primary reasons
you oppose building a new limited access
road connecting Highway 26, Highway 30
and North Portland?

Volunteered, multiple responses accepted

Don’t need it

26%

Not many people will use the route

14%

Taxes will increase

13%

It doesn't affect me

10%

Need more information about it

9%

Causes traffic

8%

Rural areas will be affected

7%

Fix existing roads

6%

It doesn't solve anything

4%

Money should be spent elsewhere

2%

Takes too long to complete

2%

Nothing/positive mentions

1%

Other
Don't know

N=97

6%
4%

People opposed are primarily
concerned the road isn’t
needed and won’t be widely
used. The cost is also an issue.

Why Undecided
Northern Connector

IF UNDECIDED: What are the primary
hesitations or concerns you have about
building a new limited access road
connecting Highway 26, Highway 30 and
North Portland?

Volunteered, multiple responses accepted

34%

Not familiar with area

13%

Environmental impact

11%

Don't use the road

5%

None/doesn't affect me

8%

Other

8%

Don’t know

A large portion of county residents
who are undecided about the
northern connector are not
familiar with the route or don’t
use roads in the area.

9%

Can cause traffic/congestion
Increases taxes

N=64

16%

Would you favor or oppose
building a new limited access
road connecting Highway 26,
Highway 30 and North Portland
if:

Impact of Information on
Support for Northern Connector
Total Favor

The new road would improve traffic flow on Highway
26.
The new road would provide an alternate route to
the airport and I-5 North from Washington County.
The new road would improve commercial and freight
access to I-5 North and the airport.
The new road would reduce truck traffic at the Vista
Ridge Tunnel.
The new road would reduce traffic on Cornelius Pass
and Germantown Road.
The new road will cost each Portland metro region
household about $50 per year.
The new road would reduce traffic through Portland
and on the St. Johns Bridge.
The new road would be paid in part by tolls from
those who use it.
Greenhouse gas emissions may increase if the new
road is built.

Total Oppose

Not sure

86%

12% 3%

80%

17%

3%

80%

15%

5%

79%

13%

72%

18%

71%

10%

23%

70%

6%

19%

55%
46%

9%

11%

42%
41%

3%
14%

Totals may vary due to rounding

Impact of Information on
Support of Northern Connector

• Support for the northern connector increases when
residents learn about improved traffic flow and the
$50 cost per metro regional household.
• Support drops knowing greenhouse gas emissions
may increase.

Now, I would like you to think about transportation
investments that will impact future generations who
may live in Washington County. From the following
list, rank first to fourth the priority you would give the
investments we should make in transportation to
maintain and improve the livability of Washington
County for future generations. The investment
options are:

Roads and highways
Public transportation
Transportation technology
Lanes and pathways for pedestrians
and cyclists

Investment Priorities
--------------Priority-------------Cumulative
First
Second
First/Second
44%
19%
62%
28%
32%
59%
13%

25%

38%

12%

22%

33%

Totals may vary due to rounding

Roads and highways are the top priority for all groups except:
Public transportation is the first priority among age 18 to 34 (67%), East
(74%), incomes <$75K (65%), Dem (66%).
Lanes/pathways for peds/cyclists is the first priority among Hispanics
(67%).

Investment Priorities
Investment priorities vary by demographic groups
Highest first/second ratings

Lowest first/second ratings

Roads and highways

Income $100K+ (70%), GOP
(81%)

Age 18 to 34 (50%), West
(54%), Income <$50K
(52%), Dem (53%)

Public transportation

Age 18-34 (67%), East
(74%), North (71%), Dem
(66%)

Central (51%), South
(47%), Hispanic (42%),
GOP (48%)

Transportation
technology

Men 45+ (48%), Central
(46%)

Women 18-44 (26%), East
(19%), Hispanic (21%)

Lanes/pathways for
pedestrians/cyclists

Women 18-44 (49%),
Hispanic (67%)

Age 65+ (22%), Men 45+
(25%), GOP (26%)

Key Findings

Key Findings
• Almost all county residents expect transportation
will be a problem in the future.
• Residents recognize it is necessary to invest in a
variety of transportation options to maintain the
county’s livability for future generations.
– Roads, highways and public transportation are top
priorities, but active transportation and technology
solutions are also important.
– Preference for transportation options vary by age,
income, area, party preference and ethnicity.
– About three-in-four would pay $100 a year in taxes and
fees to fund transportation improvements in Washington
County.

Key Findings
• Residents support building a north/south road and
a northern connector.
– Opinions vary based on what people learn about the
projects.
• Support increases when residents learn the new roads will
address congestion and traffic flow.
• Support drops when residents learn road construction may have
a negative impact on the environment, may affect rural areas and
does not improve traffic flow on some highways in the county.

Participant Profile

Participant Profile
Age

Ethnicity

Employment status

18 to 34

14%

White

85%

Full time

46%

35 to 44

23%

Hispanic

6%

Part time

13%

45 to 54

17%

Other

5%

A student

4%

55 to 64

24%

Party Preference

Not working at this time

21%

65+

21%

Dem

49%

Retired

15%

GOP

31%

Disabled, not able to work

1%

Independent/other

9%

Primary commute

Gender
Male

50%

Female

50%

Income

Drive alone

75%

Take public transportation

10%

Less than $25,000

8%

Drive with others

8%

$25,000 to $34,999

8%

Bicycle

2%

$35,000 to $49,999
$50,000 to $74,999
$75,000 to $99,999
$100,000 to $149,999
$150,000 or more

11%
17%
15%
20%
14%

Walk
Other

2%
3%

Gender and income for phone participants are similar to the
census; age is slightly older; whites are somewhat over
represented while Hispanics and other ethnicities are under
represented. Party is based on preference, not registration.

Totals may not equal 100% because declined to respond results are excluded or rounding.

Addendum
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Would you favor or oppose
building a new limited access
north/south road through rural
Western Washington County
from Hillsboro to Wilsonville if:

Impact of Information on
Support of North/South Road

A new road through rural Washington
County would reduce travel time between
I-5 and Hillsboro.
A new road would reduce north and south
commuter and commercial traffic on rural
roads in Western Washington County.
Land use regulations would limit
development along the north/south
route.
A new road through rural Washington
County would be paid for in part by tolls
from those who use it.
A new road will cost each Portland metro
region household about $125 per year.
A new road may not impact traffic on
Highway 217.
A new road through the rural area would
impact farm and forest land.
Greenhouse gas emissions may increase if
a new road is built.

Strongly
favor

Somewhat
favor

Total
favor

Total
oppose

Somewhat
oppose

Strongly
oppose

Not
sure

45%

34%

78%

16%

9%

8%

6%

38%

40%

78%

17%

10%

8%

5%

28%

32%

60%

26%

16%

11%

14%

25%

30%

54%

43%

16%

28%

3%

21%

32%

53%

40%

19%

21%

7%

19%

27%

47%

43%

21%

22%

11%

18%

25%

43%

51%

26%

25%

7%

18%

26%

43%

44%

24%

20%

13%

Totals may vary due to rounding

Support by Area for
Northern Connector

Do you favor or oppose
building a new limited access
road connecting Highway 26
with Highway 30 and North
Portland?

East

Central

North

South

West

Strongly favor

29%

24%

18%

33%

32%

Somewhat favor

38%

35%

32%

23%

33%

Total favor

67%

60%

50%

56%

65%

Total oppose

29%

27%

30%

21%

21%

Somewhat oppose

21%

13%

23%

12%

12%

Strongly oppose

7%

13%

7%

9%

8%

Not sure/undecided

5%

13%

20%

23%

14%

Totals may vary due to rounding

Would you favor or oppose
building a new limited access
road connecting Highway 26,
Highway 30 and North
Portland if:

Impact of Information on Support
for Northern Connector

The new road would improve traffic flow on
Highway 26.
The new road would provide an alternate route
to the airport and I-5 North from Washington
County.
The new road would improve commercial and
freight access to I-5 North and the airport from
Washington County.
The new road would reduce truck traffic at the
Vista Ridge Tunnel.
The new road would reduce traffic on Cornelius
Pass and Germantown Road.
The new road will cost each Portland metro
region household about $50 per year.
The new road would reduce traffic through
Portland and on the St. Johns Bridge.
The new road would be paid in part by tolls from
those who use it.
Greenhouse gas emissions may increase if the
new road is built.

Strongly
favor

Somewhat
favor

Total
favor

Total
oppose

Somewhat
oppose

Strongly
oppose

Not
sure

56%

30%

86%

12%

6%

5%

3%

49%

32%

80%

17%

10%

7%

3%

40%

40%

80%

15%

9%

6%

5%

47%

32%

79%

13%

6%

7%

9%

36%

36%

72%

18%

11%

7%

10%

36%

35%

71%

23%

11%

12%

6%

36%

34%

70%

19%

12%

7%

11%

28%

27%

55%

42%

17%

25%

3%

18%

28%

46%

41%

25%

16%

14%

Totals may vary due to rounding

Would you favor or oppose
building a new limited access
road connecting Highway 26,
Highway 30 and North
Portland if:

Support by Area for
Northern Connector
East

Central

North

South

West

The new road would improve traffic flow on Highway 26.

88%

83%

80%

89%

87%

The new road would provide an alternate route to the airport and I5 North from Washington County.

81%

76%

77%

85%

84%

The new road would improve commercial and freight access to I-5
North and the airport from Washington County.

86%

68%

79%

88%

80%

The new road would reduce truck traffic at the Vista Ridge Tunnel.

90%

73%

75%

82%

79%

The new road would reduce traffic on Cornelius Pass and
Germantown Road.

69%

70%

64%

69%

78%

The new road will cost each Portland metro region household about
$50 per year.

74%

72%

66%

65%

78%

The new road would reduce traffic through Portland and on the St.
Johns Bridge.

74%

70%

66%

71%

70%

The new road would be paid in part by tolls from those who use it.

57%

49%

63%

55%

58%

Greenhouse gas emissions may increase if the new road is built.

48%

45%

46%

46%

47%

Totals may vary due to rounding

Questionnaire with Results

Washington County Transportation Futures Survey (N=400)
Hello, this is ___________ of CFM Research, a public opinion research company. Have
I reached (# from list)? IF NO: TERMINATE.
We are conducting a survey about transportation issues in Washington County. May I
please speak with a member of the household who is eighteen years or older? IF NOT
AVAILABLE: THANK YOU AND TERMINATE.
IF YES: Do you have a few minutes to answer some questions about transportation
issues?
S1.

First, are you a resident of Washington County?
1.
2.
3.

1.

Yes
No
Don't know

CONTINUE
TERMINATE
TERMINATE

To what extent do you think transportation will be a problem in Washington
County during the coming decades? Would you say transportation will be: (READ
1-4, 4-1)
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

A critical problem
Somewhat of problem
Not much of problem
Not a problem at all
(DON’T READ) Not sure

53%
35%
9%
2%
1%

1

In your opinion, how important is it for Washington County to achieve the following
values and goal related to transportation over the coming decades? Just say if it is very
important, somewhat important, not too important or not important at all. (RANDOMIZE)

2.

Reduce commuter traffic on
residential streets
3. Improve access and safety for
pedestrians
4. Improve access and safety for
cyclists
5. Expand light rail service
throughout the county
6. Increase bus service
throughout the county
7. Improve transportation for
freight
8. Improve traffic flow on major
roads such as 99W, TV
Highway, Murray, Cornell and
Tualatin-Sherwood Road
9. Increase capacity at transit
park-and-ride lots
10. Reduce freeway congestion
within Washington County,
such as Highway 26 and 217
11. Reduce congestion on
freeways connecting
Washington County with other
parts of the region, such as I-5,
205 and 405

Very
important

Somewhat
important

Not too
important

Not at all
important

Not
sure

35%

40%

17%

6%

2%

58%

31%

9%

1%

2%

37%

39%

18%

5%

1%

40%

34%

13%

12%

2%

42%

39%

11%

3%

5%

33%

41%

12%

4%

9%

72%

24%

3%

1%

1%

39%

40%

12%

3%

7%

79%

17%

3%

1%

1%

71%

21%

5%

2%

2%

Totals may vary due to rounding.
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12.

City and county governments and local business are already thinking about
Washington County’s long-term transportation needs. Those needs would
include improved roads and highways, improved access to pedestrian and bike
paths, public transportation and technology investments. Would you be willing to
pay about $300 more per year in taxes and fees to fund transportation
improvements in Washington County?
Yes, $300 per year (IF YES GO TO Q13 OR Q26; IF NO ASK:)
What about an additional $200 per year in taxes and fees to fund
transportation improvements in Washington County?

48%

11%

Yes, $200 per year (IF YES GO TO Q13 OR Q26; IF NO ASK:)
What about an additional $100 per year in taxes and fees to fund
transportation improvements in Washington County?

16%

Yes, $100 per year (IF YES GO TO Q13 OR Q26)
(DON’T READ: IF TO ALL, RECORD) Not willing to pay $100 or more

20%

(DON’T READ) Not sure

6%

Now let’s focus on two specific projects. (ROTATE SECTIONS 1 AND 2)
Section 1
13.

Do you favor or oppose building a new limited access north/south road through
rural Western Washington County from Hillsboro to Wilsonville? WAIT AND ASK:
Is that strongly favor/oppose or just somewhat favor/oppose?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Strongly favor
Somewhat favor
Somewhat oppose
Strongly oppose
(DON’T READ) Not sure/undecided

GO TO Q14
GO TO Q14
GO TO Q15
GO TO Q15
GO TO Q16

36%
32%
13%
10%
9%

3

14.

IF FAVOR IN Q13: What are the primary reasons you favor building a limited
access north/south road through rural Western Washington County from
Hillsboro to Wilsonville? (OPEN END)

Will reduce traffic/congestion
Improve traffic flow/easily travel from one area to desired place
Will provide an alternative route
Travel faster/quicker
It is needed/people will benefit from it
Population growth
It will be safer
Will provide freight access
Will help the economy/business growth
Other
Don't know

15.

N=272
52%
20%
12%
8%
6%
6%
3%
2%
1%
10%
4%

IF OPPOSED IN Q13: What are the primary reasons you oppose building a
limited access north/south road through rural Western Washington County from
Hillsboro to Wilsonville? (OPEN END)
N=93

No need for it/doesn't make sense to make more/there are enough routes to choose
from
Affects the environment/farmland
It would cost more/Increase taxes
I don't travel/use that way
Lack of information about it
Prefer to remain rural/oppose urban sprawl
Other things are more important/other projects that need more funding
Affects people's home/house/property value
Existing roads should be improved first
Will create traffic congestion
It will take too long to get it done
Not a lot of people will use the road
The traffic exists in other places/not around the area
Waste of money
It would ruin the character of Western Washington Co.
General negative mentions (don't like it, bad, etc.)
Other

24%
22%
11%
9%
9%
9%
8%
6%
6%
5%
2%
2%
2%
2%
1%
5%
4%

4

16.

IF UNDECIDED IN Q13: What concerns or hesitations do you have about
building a limited access north/south road through rural Western Washington
County from Hillsboro to Wilsonville? (OPEN END)
N=35
14%
14%
11%
11%
9%
9%
11%
29%

Cost/expenses
Affects the environment/farmland
Don't know enough about it/need more info
Affects the people/homeowners
Traffic congestion
Nothing/no concerns or hesitations
Other
Don't know/refused

Would you favor or oppose building a new limited access north/south road through rural
Western Washington County from Hillsboro to Wilsonville if: WAIT AND ASK: Is that
strongly favor/oppose or just somewhat favor/oppose? (READ AND RANDOMIZE)

17. A new road through the rural
area would impact farm and
forest land.
18. A new road would reduce
north and south commuter and
commercial traffic on rural
roads in Western Washington
County.
19. A new road may not impact
traffic on Highway 217.
20. A new road through rural
Washington County would
reduce travel time between I-5
and Hillsboro.
21. Land use regulations would
limit development along the
north/south route.
22. A new road will cost each
Portland metro region
household about $125 per
year.
23. A new road through rural
Washington County would be
paid for in part by tolls from
those who use it.
24. Greenhouse gas emissions
may increase if a new road is
built.

Strongly
favor

Somewhat
favor

Somewhat
oppose

Strongly
oppose

Not
sure

18%

25%

26%

25%

7%

38%

40%

10%

8%

5%

19%

27%

21%

22%

11%

45%

34%

9%

8%

6%

28%

32%

16%

11%

14%

21%

32%

19%

21%

7%

25%

30%

16%

28%

3%

18%

26%

24%

20%

13%

Totals may vary due to rounding.
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25.

Would you favor or oppose a new limited access north/south road through
Western Washington County from Hillsboro to Wilsonville if the road was located
within the Urban Growth Boundary and not rural areas?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Strongly favor
Somewhat favor
Somewhat oppose
Strongly oppose
(DON’T READ) Not sure

32%
40%
11%
10%
8%

Section 2
26.

Do you favor or oppose building a new limited access road connecting Highway
26 with Highway 30 and North Portland? WAIT AND ASK: Is that strongly
favor/oppose or just somewhat favor/oppose?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

27.

Strongly favor
Somewhat favor
Somewhat oppose
Strongly oppose
(DON’T READ) Not sure/undecided

GO TO Q27
GO TO Q27
GO TO Q28
GO TO Q28
GO TO Q29

29%
31%
15%
9%
16%

IF FAVOR IN Q26: What are the primary reasons you favor building a new
limited access road connecting Highway 26, Hwy 30 and North Portland? (OPEN
END)

It will reduce traffic/congestion
Easy access/easy to drive/easy to travel
It will build/expand new road
Safer/fewer accidents
Faster/quicker way to travel/saves time
Building a new road will connect highways
The people will benefit from it/people will use the road
Other roads are a mess to use/prefer to have a better one
To have more options/alternative routes
To accommodate the growing population
It will be good for commuters
It is needed/the only way to address the issue/solve the problem
To increase the growth/development/improvement
It will improve the economy
Positive mentions (good, better, etc.)
Other
Don't know/not sure

N=239
56%
13%
7%
5%
4%
4%
4%
4%
3%
3%
2%
2%
2%
1%
3%
7%
3%

6

28.

IF OPPOSE IN Q26: What are the primary reasons you oppose building a new
limited access road connecting Highway 26, Hwy 30 and North Portland? (OPEN
END)

Already have enough roads/don’t need it
It is barely used/not many people use the route
Cost/taxes will increase
It doesn't affect me/pointless
Need more information about it
Causes traffic
Mountain/rural areas will be affected
Fix existing roads
It will create problems/doesn't solve anything
Takes too long to complete/slow construction progress
Money should be spent elsewhere/other issues should be fixed first
Nothing/positive mentions
Other
Don't know

29.

N=97
26%
14%
13%
10%
9%
8%
7%
6%
4%
2%
2%
1%
6%
4%

IF UNDECIDED IN Q26: What are the primary hesitations or concerns you have
about building of a new limited access road connecting Highway 26, Hwy 30 and
North Portland? (OPEN END)

Need more information about the area/not familiar
Environmental impact
Don't utilize/use the road
Can cause traffic/congestion
Costs too much/increase taxes
None/doesn't affect me
Other
Don’t know

N=64
34%
13%
11%
9%
5%
8%
8%
16%

7

Would you favor or oppose building a new limited access road connecting Highway 26,
Hwy 30 and North Portland if: WAIT AND ASK: Is that strongly favor/oppose or just
somewhat favor/oppose? (READ AND RANDOMIZE)

30. The new road would reduce
traffic through Portland and on
the St. Johns Bridge.
31. The new road would reduce
traffic on Cornelius Pass and
Germantown Road.
32. The new road would reduce
truck traffic at the Vista Ridge
Tunnel.
33. The new road would provide an
alternate route to the airport and
I-5 North from Washington
County.
34. The new road would improve
commercial and freight access to
I-5 North and the airport from
Washington County.
35. Greenhouse gas emissions may
increase if the new road is built.
36. The new road will cost each
Portland metro region household
about $50 per year.
37. The new road would be paid in
part by tolls from those who use
it.
38. The new road would improve
traffic flow on Highway 26.

Strongly
favor

Somewhat
favor

Somewhat
oppose

Strongly
oppose

Not
sure

36%

34%

12%

7%

11%

36%

36%

11%

7%

10%

47%

32%

6%

7%

9%

49%

32%

10%

7%

3%

40%

40%

9%

6%

5%

18%

28%

25%

16%

14%

36%

35%

11%

12%

6%

28%

27%

17%

25%

3%

56%

30%

6%

5%

3%

Totals may vary due to rounding.
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39.

Now, I would like you to think about transportation investments that will impact
future generations who may live in Washington County. From the following list,
rank first to fourth the priority you would give the investments we should make in
transportation to maintain and improve the livability of Washington County for
future generations. The investment options are: (RANDOMIZE; RE-READ LIST
IF NECESSARY)

Public
transportation
Roads and
highways
Lanes and
pathways for
pedestrians and
cyclists
Transportation
technology

First

Second

Third

Fourth

All

Not
sure

28%

32%

26%

12%

1%

3%

44%

19%

18%

16%

1%

3%

12%

22%

26%

37%

1%

3%

13%

25%

27%

32%

1%

3%

Thank you for your feedback. I have just a few demographic questions.
40.

What is your age?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

18 to 34
35 to 44
45 to 54
55 to 64
65+
(DON’T READ) Declined to respond

41.

What is your residential Zip code?

42.

Which for the following categories bests describes you annual household
income? (READ LIST)
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Less than $25,000
$25,000 to $34,999
$35,000 to $49,999
$50,000 to $74,999
$75,000 to $99,999
$100,000 to $149,999
$150,000 or more
(DON’T READ) Declined to respond/not sure

14%
23%
17%
24%
21%
1%

8%
8%
11%
17%
15%
20%
14%
9%
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43.

Are you employed full-time or part-time, are a student or not working at this time?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

44.

Full time
Part time
A student
Not working at this time
(DON’T READ) Retired
(DON’T READ) Disabled, not able to work
(DON’T READ) Declined to answer/not sure

GO TO Q44
GO TO Q44
GO TO Q44
GO TO Q46
GO TO Q46
GO TO Q46
GO TO Q46

46%
13%
4%
21%
15%
1%
<1%

Approximately, how much time is your typical one-way commute to work or
school?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

45.

Less than 30 minutes
30-60 minutes
More than 1 hour, less than 2 hours
More than 2 hours
I don’t commute
(DON’T READ) Declined to answer/not sure

GO TO Q 46
GO TO Q 46

58%
33%
4%
<1%
5%
1%

How do you most often commute to work or school? Do you: (READ 1-6)
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

46.

Drive alone
Drive with others
Take public transportation
Bicycle
Walk
(DON’T READ) Other
(DON’T READ) Declined to respond

75%
8%
10%
2%
2%
3%
--

Are you of Hispanic or Latino origin or descent?
1.
2.
3.

47.

Yes, Hispanic or Latino
No, not Hispanic or Latino
Decline to respond

6%
92%
2%

IF NOT HISPANIC: What is your race?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

White
Black or African American
Asian
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander
American Indian or Alaska Native
(DON’T READ) Other
(DON’T READ) Declined to respond

85%
1%
2%
<1%
2%
-4%
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48.

Which of the following best describes how you usually vote? (READ 1-4, 4-1)
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

49.

Mostly or only Republican
A few more Republicans than Democrats
A few more Democrats than Republicans
Mostly or only Democrats
(DON’T READ) The person/Independent
(DON’T READ) Don’t know

23%
8%
10%
39%
9%
12%

Is your gender male or female?
1.
2.
3.
4.

Male
Female
(DON’T READ) Other
(DON’T READ) Declined/prefer not to specify

50%
50%
---
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