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Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Proposed Metropolitan Greenhouse Gas Emission 
Reduction Targets Rules. With this letter, I am conveying the Metro Council’s support for the 
proposed rules and 20 percent target for the Portland metropolitan area, with the 
understanding that the region will pursue the target with a collaborative process that builds on our 
ongoing efforts to preserve farm and forest land, create jobs, build healthy communities and 
provide equitable access to jobs and affordable housing and transportation choices. 
 
I’m proud of the leadership the Commission and the Legislature have shown in establishing 
the process that led to these proposed rules and Metro’s scenario planning effort. It is in this 
context that I want to encourage the Commission to continue to provide statewide leadership on 
several aspects of the climate issue with the following comments. 
 
We need a more clearly defined explanation of the target, using real world examples of what 
it might mean from an individual perspective and community perspective. Translating the 
rules into an average number of vehicle miles of travel per capita per day and clarifying the 
assumptions around the fuel efficiency expected of the vehicle fleet will help the community 
understand what it might take to reach the target. The rule provides an estimate of the region’s 
share of emissions expected to be reduced with land use and transportation strategies, but does not 
include an estimate of the emissions reductions expected from vehicle technology improvements 
and cleaner fuels.  Without both pieces of information and real world examples of what it might 
mean, it is difficult to simply explain what the target means for our region. 
 
The draft rule undervalues the effectiveness of land use strategies in reducing emissions. As 
we develop more healthy communities, where walking, biking and public transit are accessible to 
meet daily household needs, we also reduce dependence on automobiles. This leads to reduced 
purchasing of vehicles, and corresponding reduction in emissions related to vehicle manufacturing. 
The draft rule ignores these embedded emissions from the transportation system. If the fleet and 
technology assumptions do not come to fruition as quickly as expected, these land use changes may 
be even more important to reaching our emission reduction goals. 
 
We need to continue to work together to ensure federal and state cooperation in meeting 
these goals. We need the state to continue to work with our region and our federal delegation and 
state representatives to ensure federal and state policies help us realize the draft rule’s technology 
assumptions. These assumptions are very aggressive and will require state and federal actions to 
implement incentives and regulations to be realized. This also means fighting any legislation that 
would have the effect of undermining environmental protections, reducing public transit funding or 
slowing the adoption of cleaner fuels and more efficient vehicles. 
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We need the state to acknowledge that all sectors of our economy contribute to the climate 
problem, and all need to be part of the solution. This rule only addresses a small part of the 
overall climate change issue – the emissions from cars, small trucks and SUVs. The state hasn’t set 
targets for emissions from industry, freight and consumer goods consumption. We need targets and 
efforts to reduce emissions in those sectors as well. 
 
But for now, we recognize the focus is on reducing emissions from cars, small trucks and SUVs. We 
have started our search for a regional solution that will build on our existing efforts, local 
plans and the region’s adopted desired outcomes. The strategies we’ve used to implement the 
2040 Growth Concept to make the metropolitan area a great place to live are among the same tools 
we’ll need to meet the state targets. 
 
We look forward to continued work with the Commission and the Oregon Transportation 
Commission in developing the Statewide Transportation Strategy.  It is important for the 
Statewide Transportation Strategy to provide timely policy direction on some of the tools that will 
help our region meet our target – such as interstate and intercity travel, high speed rail, commuting 
between rural and urban areas of the state and congestion pricing.  This will be critical to support 
the other metropolitan areas in their work as well. 
 
The draft rules ignore the problem of rural-to-urban commuting that puts urban traffic on 
rural roads, hampering farm operations and promoting long, automobile dependent trips. 
The draft rules only address travel within metropolitan planning organization boundaries, ignoring 
traffic in the larger travelsheds that surround and penetrate those boundaries. This commuting not 
only generates more congestion and emissions in our region, it also has the unintended 
consequence of adding traffic and urban land uses in agricultural areas. This is a challenge that all 
six MPOs in Oregon are struggling with in part due to the geographic scope of our respective 
planning responsibilities. In the Portland metropolitan area, our travelshed extends far beyond our 
urban growth boundary as you can see on the map attached to my testimony, and includes Clark 
County in SW Washington. 
 
We need more research on the potential impacts of climate change on rural economies and 
solutions that rural parts of the state can help implement.  So far, the climate discussion 
focuses on urban impacts and solutions but there are also real economic impacts that could be felt 
by rural parts of the state that need to be understood (e.g., crop and food production impacts). 
These areas also need to be part of the solution given that 50 percent of the state’s light vehicle 
carbon emissions come from rural parts of the state. We are all in this together and we all have a 
role to play at the state, regional and local levels. 
 
We need flexibility and a holistic approach. Page 11 of the draft rule lists a number of factors 
that should be considered when the Commission reviews the targets in 2015 and beyond.  These 
factors should also be considered during the 2012 rulemaking required by Oregon Laws 2009, 
chapter 865, section 37(8) and it is critical to continue bringing all the MPOs and other partners to 
the state table for this dialogue. It is also important for the 2012 rulemaking on preferred scenario 
selection and implementation to provide flexibility for each region’s preferred strategy to reflect 
local values and approaches, and not just focus achieving the target. 
 
Thank you for providing me with an opportunity to comment. On behalf of the Metro Council 
and the Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation, I look forward to our continued 
collaboration with the Commission and your staff as we move forward. 
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For much of its history, Or-

egon has been a rural state, 

with an economy centered on 

the timber, agriculture and 

mineral industries. Today, Or-

egon’s major urban areas have 

become the state’s economic 

engines and are increasingly 

the focus of growth and in-

vestment. These vital economic 

centers are concentrated in 

three areas of the state: 

and the Salem-Keizer regions, 

which together make up the 

largest urban corridor in Or-

egon. The following includes 

an overview of the greater 

and the issues that face this 

rapidly growing area.

Oregon’s Economic Engines

Unique geography

The Northern Willamette Valley region consists of two large metropolitan areas: the 

Portland metro area and the Salem-Keizer metro area. The region lies at the conflu-

ence of the Columbia and Willamette rivers and is defined by the Coast Range on 

the west and the Cascade Range on the east. Encompassing two of the five largest 

population centers in Oregon, the region serves as the state’s economic, cultural and 

political center and is a West Coast hub for trade, commerce and travel. Approximate-

ly half of Oregon’s agricultural production takes place in the region. 

NORTHERN WILLAMETTE VALLEY
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Local history

The earliest permanent Ameri-

can settlement in the Northern 

Willamette Valley appeared in 

the 1840s. The arrival of the 

steamboat in the1850s initiated 

travel on the Willamette River 

south to Eugene and north to 

Oregon City, facilitating the ex-

change of mail and the trade of 

goods and produce. With the 

advent of the steamboat and 

expansion of agriculture and 

logging, by 1850 the Portland 

area had more than 800 resi-

dents, and Salem’s population 

had grown to 2,500. Shortly 

after Oregon became a state in 

1859, voters selected Salem as 

its capital.

Due to the region’s unique 

location at the confluence of 

the Willamette and Columbia 

rivers, the Northern Willamette 

Valley emerged as a major hub 

for transportation and trade. 

The arrival of the Oregon and 

California Railroad in 1869 

continued to foster the region’s 

growth. By the end of the 19th 

century, the Northern Wil-

lamette Valley was home to 

more than 90,000 residents, 

and today remains one of the 

larger urban areas in the North-

west. The growth of the region 

is projected to reach well over 3 

million residents by 2025. 

Understanding 
the region 
The regional economy extends across 

city and county lines as residents 

commute up and down the Northern 

Willamette Valley corridor. Average 

commuting time throughout the 

Northern Willamette Valley ranges 

from 21 to 26 minutes.

In Multnomah County, 11 percent 

of the population uses carpools and 

another 11 percent takes public tran-

sit. This is the highest percentage for 

these two travel options of any county 

in the Northern Willamette Valley. 

Transportation facts

census data on commuting 

patterns, the four counties 

in Oregon with the high-

est rates of inbound and 

outbound commuters are 

Multnomah, Washington, 

Clackamas and Marion. 

Clackamas coun-

ties have the largest share 

of residents commuting 

outside the county for 

work.

counties exchange about 

3 to 4 percent of their 

respective residents as 

daily commuters. Similarly, 

3 to 4 percent of Marion 

County residents commute 

to Washington and 

Multnomah counties.



While Portland is Oregon’s larg-

est urban area, agriculture remains 

a significant part of the regional 

economy, with Clackamas, Mult-

nomah and Washington counties 

responsible for 17 percent of  

agricultural production for the state. 

Clackamas County is second only to 

Marion County in agricultural sales 

revenue of specialty products.

The regional economy is built on the 

area’s proximity to gateway facilities 

and supported by a growing popu-

lation. The regional port facilities 

provide 10 percent of all manufac-

turing jobs in Clark, Multnomah, 

Washington and Clackamas coun-

ties. Three-quarters of manufactur-

ing activity in the Portland metro 

area fall into the category of durable 

goods, with computer and electron-

ics manufacturing dominating that 

category. As the center of Oregon’s 

high-tech industry, the greater 

Portland metro area accounted for 

approximately 10 percent of the 

nation’s semiconductor output in 

2005. In addition, educational, 

health and government services 

have contributed thousands of 

new jobs to the regional economy, 

propelled in large part by a growing 

population. 

Looking ahead, the Portland metro 

area continues to add jobs at a rate 

that is consistent with the popula-

tion expansion projected for the 

next 25 years. The professional and 

business services sector is expected 

to grow due in part to a depen-

dence on temporary employment. 

High-wage professional and techni-

cal service industries, such as  

engineering, architecture and  

computer system design, will con-

tinue to see marked growth as well. 

The continued population growth 

throughout the metro region will 

fuel service-based industries such as 

retail and hospitality as well as edu-

cational and health services. Gov-

ernment and public sector jobs will 

be concentrated in public education, 

reflecting an expected increase in 

the school-aged population in grow-

ing areas like Washington County.

Portland Metro 
Employment and economy
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As the state capitol and county seat, 

employment by the local and state 

government drives much of Salem’s 

economy, employing 29 percent of 

the workers in 2000. The retail and 

service sector is the second largest 

employment block, with major em-

ployers in health care and banking. 

Education also bolsters the economy 

due to a prominent university pres-

ence.  The region contains two 

public and six private universities. 

Recent large developments in-

clude Keizer Station, the Mill Creek 

Industrial Park, Salem’s downtown 

Conference Center and multiple 

mixed-use developments in Salem’s 

downtown core. Surrounded by a 

rich variety of agricultural lands in 

Polk and Marion counties, process-

ing and distributing these products 

plays a significant role in the local 

economy. Manufacturing still plays a 

role in the local economy, although 

recent years have seen the depar-

ture and reduction of some manu-

facturing firms. 

Salem-Keizer  
Employment and economy
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non-urbanized areas, are still experi-

encing rapid population growth due 

in part to expanding employment 

opportunities and residential options. 

The Portland metro area is further de-

fined by a close relationship with the 

city of Vancouver and Clark County, 

Washington. The intermingling of 

population, employment and trans-

portation between the Portland metro 

area and Clark County adds to the 

complexity of the region and informs 

its overall character. The area contin-

ues to be characterized by growth. 

The tri-county area is projected to 

exceed 2.5 million residents by the 

year 2035. 

Population density Land covere

Home to more than 1,500,000 resi-

dents, the Portland metropolitan area 

is defined by Multnomah and parts of 

Washington and Clackamas counties 

and accounts for more than one-third 

of Oregon’s total population. Multno-

mah County is the state’s most popu-

lous county with a population density 

of 1518 per square mile,  much higher 

than the state average of 35.6 per 

square mile. Washington and Clacka-

mas counties, home to unincorporated 

Portland 
Metro 
A look inside
the 45-minute travelshed

64.2 percent of the popula-

tion within the travelshed 

boundary.

-

ized land within the trav-

boundary.

within the travelshed lies 

has four of Oregon’s largest 

Beaverton and Hillsboro.

30-45 minutes 
from city

Within 15
minutes of city

15-30 minutes 
from city

 Population     Density                  Total acres
                                               

Inside MPO            1,267,895 4.28  296,328  

Outside MPO 705,540 0.58  1,221,157

                               1,070,485 5.37   199,483   
  

    

 

 292,752 0.38  

*Population figures from 2000 US Census block groups

(pop/acre)

11

* Land cover classifications are aggregations of 2001 USGS NLCD classifications

Urban Low ForestUrban High Cultivated 
Crops

Barren, Rock, 
Ice

Water, 
Wetlands

Grass, Shrub

541,360

776,642

1.13 610,198

Seven quantile classes

0

45.0

eople/acre

Land cover distribution
(bar graph represents the percentage of each land cover class within each section)



Transportation needs

The Portland metropolitan area is 

governed by an elected regional 

government, Metro, which also 

serves as the Metropolitan Plan-

ning Organization (MPO) for the 

area.  Motivated by the population 

and employment growth projected 

for the region over the next ten 

to fifteen years, Metro is working 

with regional partners to preserve 

the area’s access to efficient and 

well-maintained transportation. A 

regional economy that is dependent 

on providing reliable access to gate-

way facilities requires a transporta-

tion system that supports the needs 

of local, national and international 

industries. The economic health of 

the Portland area is bolstered by the 

high quality of life that residents 

enjoy. This, along with an educated 

labor force and relatively low cost of 

living, helps attract industries to the 

region. Transportation investments 

must be designed to maintain the 

character and quality of life in the 

region while providing efficient ac-

cess to and movement of goods and 

people. 

Funding gaps 

Without any changes to the current 

transportation system, the needs 

of a growing population cannot 

be met. The demands on freight 

transportation alone are expected 

to double the amount of goods 

that travel through and around the 

region. The key challenge is a grow-

ing gap between funding available 

for new investmentsin addition 

to the need to maintain the exist-

ing transportation network. The 

Portland metro area must prioritize 

both investments and strategies that 

enhance mobility and quality of life. 

Looking ahead

Metro continues its long history of 

coordinating the decision-making 

process around transportation issues 

that affect the region. Currently, 

Metro and its regional partners are 

conducting an infrastructure inven-

tory to find new ways of paying for 

sewer, water, stormwater and trans-

portation services. With an urban 

growth boundary review scheduled 

for 2009, regional partners are 

already working together to decide 

which lands should and should not 

be urbanized in the coming decades 

and how to add capacity where 

services are available or feasible. As 

part of the state Regional Transpor-

tation Plan update, Metro and its 

partners are working to evaluate 

mobility on a regional corridor level 

and create new systematic perfor-

mance measures and criteria to help 

prioritize transportation investments 

throughout the region.

One challenge lies in the limited 

coordination among the grow-

ing communities outside the MPO 

boundaries, such as Canby, New-

berg and Sandy, which are often 

affected by the Portland metro 

region’s activities. Another chal-

lenge lies in an increasingly complex 

relationship between the Portland 

metro and Vancouver areas. These 

two areas are linked by shared 

commuters, residents and serious 

congestion. The MPOs for the two 

areas are working together to ad-

dress the transportation needs of 

the larger region; however, the lack 

of shared land use policies on both 

sides of the river presents a constant 

challenge.

Portland Metro 
Major issues and challenges
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Located at the southern end of the 

Northern Willamette Valley, the 

Salem-Keizer metropolitan area 

comprises Marion and Polk coun-

ties. The most recent growth rate 

for the area is 1.4 percent per year. 

In the next 20 years, the population 

of the Salem-Keizer area is fore-

cast to increase 40 percent from its 

2007 population of 228,839. The 

median age of 34.3 years for the 

Salem-Keizer urban area is slightly 

younger than the statewide 

median of 36.8 years.  The area 

is also characterized by a large, 

fast-growing Hispanic population.  

Hispanics made up 20 percent of 

the population in 2007, up from 

14.7 percent in 2000.  The His-

panic population grew four times 

faster between those years than 

the total population, increasing by 

an average of 6 percent a year. 

Salem-Keizer
A look inside
the 45-minute travelshed

• 62.6 percent of the popula-

tion within the travelshed 

boundary.

-

ized land within the trav-

boundary.

within the travelshed lies 

account for approximately 

59 percent of the region’s 

population.

30-45 minutes 
from city

Within 15
minutes of city

15-30 minutes 
from city

 Population     Density                  Total acres
                                               

Inside MPO              208,765 2.41  86,692  

Outside MPO 757,140 0.57  1,337,654

                                  221,229 1.60  138,417   
  

 156,661 0.34  

 588,015 0.72  819,125

*Population figures from 2000 US Census block groups

(pop/acre)
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Urban Low ForestUrban High Cultivated 
Crops

Barren, Rock, 
Ice

Water, 
Wetlands

Grass, Shrub

* Land cover classifications are aggregations of 2001 USGS NLCD classifications

466,804

Land cover distribution
(bar graph represents the percentage of each land cover class within each section)



Transportation needs

The population of the Salem-Keizer 

area is projected to increase by 40 

percent over the next 20 years. Due 

to its central location in the valley, 

the area serves as a major hub for 

commerce, service, culture and gov-

ernment services in the north end 

of the Willamette Valley, attracting 

trips from neighboring cities, such 

as Dallas, Monmouth, Woodburn 

and Stayton. As the area grows, 

Salem-Keizer is working to bal-

ance urban and rural transportation 

needs with the need to preserve the 

area’s quality of life so important to 

its residents.

The Salem-Keizer travelshed lies at 

the crossroads of the main north-

south corridor, Interstate 5, and 

the primary link to Central Oregon 

and the coast, Highway 22. As a 

consequence, the area’s highways 

handle a considerable amount of 

traffic that originates and is bound 

for destinations outside the Salem-

Keizer area.

Funding gaps

Funding for the infrastructure and 

transportation services to accommo-

date the area’s needs is inadequate. 

The recent increase in the cost of 

maintaining and constructing new 

infrastructure is exacerbated by the 

decrease in the purchasing power 

of the state and federal gas taxes 

due to inflation. In addition, infra-

structure improvements are needed 

along Interestate 5 and Highway 22, 

as are improvements to corridors 

serving local needs. Funding ad-

equate public transit services within 

the Salem-Keizer area poses a par-

ticular challenge: given the limited 

revenues available compared to the 

future needs of the Salem-Keizer 

area, bus and paratransit operations 

will quickly outstrip the resources 

available. 

Looking ahead

Coordinating and implementing 

transit service between the cities 

and attractions in the Willamette 

Valley will also prove challenging. 

The Salem-Keizer area is currently 

using planning and corridor studies 

to help anticipate and plan for the 

future mobility needs in the area. 

The region’s most visible planning 

study is the Salem Rivercrossing 

Environmental Impact Statement, 

conducted to determine the best 

travel option for crossing the Wil-

lamette River in Salem. Continued 

coordination between Salem-Keizer 

and its neighboring cities in assess-

ing and prioritizing future transpor-

tation needs is crucial to advancing 

an efficient and successful transpor-

tation system.

Salem-Keizer 
Major issues and challenges
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The Oregon MPO Consortium
A metropolitan planning organization 

(MPO) is a transportation policy-mak-

ing organization made up of repre-

sentatives from local government and 

transportation authorities. Congress 

created MPOs in 1962, establishing 

them in urban areas with a population 

of more than 50,000. Oregon has six 

MPOs located in the Portland, Salem-

Keizer, Eugene-Springfield, Rogue Val-

ley greater Bend and Corvallis areas.

Congress created MPOs to:

 
dollars appropriately

regional vision

 
governments, interested parties  
and citizens.

To achieve these goals, the U.S. 

Department of Transportation helps 

fund the technical operation of 

MPOs, including the development 

of complex transportation models 

and gathering of travel data, and 

oversees consistency among MPOs 

through federal regulations. MPOs 

are required to demonstrate consis-

tency annually.

MPOs also have a role in directly 

funding transportation projects 

through special grants from The 

United States Department of Trans-

portation. Each MPO develops a 

program of transportation improve-

ments using these funds, generally 

on a two- or four-year cycle. Be-

cause these funds are more flexible 

than Oregon’s traditional gas tax, 

Oregon’s MPOs have made creative 

use of these grants by targeting 

transportation dollars for urban 

revitalization, transit improvements, 

bicycle and pedestrian facilities and 

transportation-related environmen-

tal restoration projects. 

Oregon’s MPOs are also regulated 

by the state’s Transportation Plan-

ning Rule, which looks to MPOs to 

create local planning consistency 

across cities and counties in urban 

areas.

In 2005, Oregon’s six MPOs formed 

the Oregon MPO Consortium, a col-

laborative group that seeks to share 

knowledge and experiences on 

urban transportation and advance 

urban issues at the state and federal 

level.

Oregon Metropolitan Planning 
Organization Consortium
www.ompoc.org
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