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Preliminary travel demand modeling was conducted to compare the relative performance of each 
Connector alternative.  The results of this modeling are shown in Table 2.  The modeling indicated 
that Alternatives 4D and 5A performed noticeably worse than the other Connector alternatives in 
terms of serving regional and through traffic.  This lower performance was not off-set by 
substantive benefits such as improved travel time, or reductions in through travel on Tualatin-
Sherwood Road.  
  
Table 2. Preliminary Travel Demand Modeling  

 4A 4B / 4C 4D 4E 5A 5B 
Corridor demand for 
regional and through 
travel east of 124th 
Avenue* 

70K 69K 59K 69K 56K 64K 

Reduction in traffic 
on Tualatin-
Sherwood Road* 

-3K -5K -2K -8K -3K -5K 

* Two-way average daily volume 
 
From a land use perspective, alternatives 4A, 4B, 4C, and 5A would create substantial impacts to a 
densely developed area of southern Tualatin in order to connect directly to the I-205 Interchange.  
300-plus properties would be displaced and the new highway would create a major barrier within 
the community.  Table 3 shows an estimate of the number of properties displaced by each 
Connector alternative.  Most of the displaced properties under alternatives 4A, 4B, 4C, and 5A are 
in the vicinity of the I-205 Interchange, west of I-5.  A tunnel option through the developed Tualatin 
area, suggested through public input, was found to be roughly 2 to 5 times the cost of constructing a 
surface connection to I-5 and was, therefore, not recommended for further consideration by the 
PMT.   
 
Table 3. Estimate of Property Displacements  

Number of Properties 
4A 4B 4C 4D 4E 5A 5B 
326 356 348 79 156 403 71 

 
In view of the above performance characteristics and land use impacts, the PMT recommended 
dropping alternatives 4A, 4B, 4C, 4D, and 5A.  The EMT and SWG did not concur with dropping 
4D because it offered another location option for connecting to 99W north of Sherwood. 
 
PSC Adoption of the ROA 
On August 22, 2007, the PSC adopted Alternative 1 (No-Build), Alternative 2 (TSM/TDM), 
Alternative 3 (Expanded Existing System), Alternatives 4D and 4E (Connector corridors within the 
UGB), and Alternative 5B (connector corridor outside of the UGB) as the ROA to be evaluated in 
the Alternatives Analysis. Alternatives 4D, 4E, and 5B are shown in Figures 31, 32, and 33. 
Alternative 2 is shown in Figures 24-26 and Alternative 3 is shown in Figure 27. 
 
The Collaborative Environmental Transportation Agreement on Streamlining (CETAS) committee 
was given an opportunity to comment on the ROA on August 21, 2007 prior to adoption by the 
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PSC. The CETAS group did not request any changes to the alternatives that the PSC adopted on 
August 22, 2007. 
 
It is important to note that the actual Phase 1 solution selected after the Alternatives Analysis and 
Public Hearing may not match any one alternative concept in the adopted ROA but could be a mix-
and-match of studied alternatives.  The purpose of the ROA is to create an adequate range of 
evaluation scenarios so that the Alternative Analysis can effectively inform the public and decision 
makers on the consequences and benefits of different possible choices. 
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Figure 31. Connector Corridor Alternative 4D  
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Figure 32. Connector Corridor Alternative 4E 
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Figure 33. Connector Corridor Alternative 5B  



Appendix A.  Summary Timeline of Public Involvement Events 
through August 2007 

 
DATE EVENT PURPOSE 

October 2005 Stakeholder Working Group 
Meeting #1 

• Project Introduction 
• Protocols 
• Project Goals and Objectives 

November 2005 Newsletter #1 • Purpose and Need 
• Introduce Community Forums 

November 2005 
 

Stakeholder Working Group 
Meeting #2 

• Protocols 
• Purpose and Needs 

November 2005 Community Forum #1 - 
Tualatin 

• Scoping – Concerns & 
Questions  

• Purpose and Needs   
November 2005 Community Forum #2 - 

Sherwood 
• Scoping – Concerns & 

Questions  
• Purpose and Needs   

 
December 2005 

Stakeholder Working Group 
Meeting #3 

• Purpose and Needs 
• Project Goals & Objectives 

January 2006 Stakeholder Working Group 
#4 

• Open House Findings 
• Transportation Modeling 

Background 
• Purpose and Needs/Goals & 

Objectives 
February 2006 Stakeholder Working Group 

#5 
• Purpose and Needs/Goals & 

Objectives 
February 2006 Stakeholder Working Group 

#6 
• Purpose and Needs/Goals and 

Objectives 
• Guidance for the PSC 

April 2006 Stakeholder Working Group 
#7 

• Land use and environmental 
reconnaissance Report 

• Project Schedule 
June 2006 Stakeholder Working Group 

#8 
• Alternatives development and 

evaluation 
• Draft Screening Criteria 

August 2006 Stakeholder Working Group 
#9 

• Purpose statement update 
• Draft screening criteria input 

October 2006 Stakeholder Working Group 
#10 

• Screening Criteria 
• Solution Concepts 

November 2006 Stakeholder Working Group 
#11 

• Solution Concepts Workshop 
• Traffic Analysis 

November 2006 Newsletter #2 • Project Scope 
• Alternative Development 



November 2006 Community Forum #3 - 
Tualatin 

• Alternatives Development 
• Screening Criteria 

November 2006 Community Forum #4 - 
Sherwood 

• Alternatives Development 
• Screening Criteria 

December 2006 Community Forum #5 - 
Wilsonville 

• Alternatives Development 
• Screening Criteria 

February 2007 Stakeholder Working Group 
#12 

• Concept Themes 
• Screening Results 

March 2007 Stakeholder Working Group 
#13 

• Concept Elements and Themes 
• Screening Results 

May 2007 Stakeholder Working Group 
#14 

• Project Process Update 
• Range of Alternatives 

June 2007 Stakeholder Working Group 
#15 

• Range of Alternatives 
• Project Process 

June 2007 Stakeholder Working Group 
#16 

• TDM and EESA Alternatives 
• Range of Alternatives 

August 2007 Stakeholder Working Group 
#17 

• Range of Alternatives 
Guidance 

• Evaluation Criteria 
 




