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METRO MEMORANDUM 

Date: January 29 ,  1981 

To : Bi-State Task Force Members 

From : Mike Burton fl- B 
Regarding: Next Steps 

Shortly after our last Task Force meeting, the TAC received com- 
ments from FHWA on our proposed work program. These comments 
(see attached FHWA memo) questioned the proposed scope of work, 
given the limited funding available and the conclusions of the 
previous studies. Specifically, FHWA staff does not believe 
that the $200,000 available is sufficient to carry out an Al- 
ternatives Analysis substantial enough to convince FHWA or UMTA 
to fund preliminary engineering and environmental impact studies 
on major construction projects such as LRT or a third highway 
bridge. Since the WDOT and FHWA studies have concluded that a 
third bridge is not justifiable, FHWA questions the desirability 
of even undertaking such an analysis. Because of the importance 
of this work scope to the efforts of the Task Force, I have in- 
cluded this issue for discussion on the February agenda. 

To aid these discussions, I asked the TAC to outline options for 
further Task Force work. These options are described in detail 
in the attached memorandum. Based on this memo and an initial 
reading of Don Barney's report on the concerns of various policy- 
makers, I recommend that the Task Force consider option 2 as 
identified by the TAC. This option would appear to best meet 
the concerns summarized in Don Barney's report and would gener- 
ally provide the technical information necessary to move ahead. 

For discussion purposes, I suggest that we consider the following 
Task Force direction statement. Further, I suggest the Task 
Force adopt a statement on interstate travel at its March meet- 
ing. In order for the statement to accurately reflect the con- 
cerns of the entire Task Force, I urge all members to attend our 
February and March meetings. At our February meeting, we will 
need to identify a process for adoption and public announcement 
of our statement. 

Task Force ~irection on Interstate Travel (Draft) 

1. Concur with the WDOT report's highway recommendation that 
a third bridge should not be examined further at this time. 
TSM is the appropriate highway strategy in the foreseeable 
future. 
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2. It is expected that congestion will continue to be a char- 
acteristic of travel in the Bi-State corridor, particularly 
in the peak travel periods. In the short term, the level 
of congestion experienced will depend upon the TSM actions 
(such as ramp-metering) undertaken. 

3. In the long term, the level of congestion will also be af- 
fected by the type and amount of land development. While 
Clark County development will have the greatest impact on 
interstate corridor congestion, decisions concerning develop- 
ment of Hayden Island and similar areas will also affect con- 
gestion levels. 

4. With the TSM approach to highway operations in the Bi-State 
corridor, the most important priority is to ensure that the 
already "committed" projects are actually constructed. Of 
particular importance are ODOT1s Slough bridge and 1-5 North 
projects and the S.R. 14 interchange in Washington. The re- 
gion should make every effort to achieve federal and state 
funding for these projects. 

5. The arterial circulation patterns on each side of the Colum- 
bia River should be designed around access to two bridges 
(1-5 and 1-205). Arterial circulation needs should be 
studied by the appropriate local jurisdictions on each side 
of the river. 

6. Major transit service and rideshare expansions will be neces- 
sary to accommodate expected growth in interstate travel. 
The appropriateness of transitways in either or both of the 
1-5 and 1-205 corridors should be examined. In particular, 
the capital costs of LRT construction should be weighed 
against the potential for operating cost savings over bus 
operation. This issue should be examined as part of Metro's 
RTP effort. The analysis, similar to that already carried 
out for the McLoughlin Corridor, could be funded using UMTA- 
approved Interstate Withdrawal funds and the local match 
funds collected from members of the Bi-State Task Force. 

7. The FHWA study should not be pursued. 

8. The ECO final report should concentrate on the following 
issues: 

a. How should long-term policies or projects for the cor- 
ridor be developed? 

b. How should interstate transit and rideshare services 
be operated and financed? 
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c. What are the opportunities and constraints for inter- 
state cost sharing for TSM, transit and rideshare pro- 
grams? 

d. What mechanisms are necessary to insure a coordinated 
Bi-State TSM approach? 

I look forward to discussing these issues with you at our Febru- 
ary 5 meeting. 

Enclosures 
CC: Metro Council 



CrrY OF 
Mildred A Schwab, Commissioner 

PORTLAND, OREGON Teny D. Sandblast, Acting Director 
621 S.W. Alder 

Portland, Oregon 97205 
BUREAU OF PLANNING (503) 2484253 

27 January 1981 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Mike Burton, Task Force Chairman 

FROM : Anne Sylvester ,  TAC Co-Chairperson 
Steve Do t te r re r ,  TAC Co-Chairperson 

RE: Discussion Options f o r  February 5 t h  Task Force Meeting 

As you requested, we have developed several  op t i ona l  d i r e c t i o n s  f o r  t h e  B i -S ta te  
Task Force t o  pursue i n  t h e  coming months. Each op t i on  i s  based upon s l i g h t l y  
d i f f e r e n t  conclus ions by t h e  Task Force concerning t h e  WDOT and Transpo studies.  
These a l t e r n a t i v e  conclus ions r e s u l t  i n  d i f f e r e n t  s tudy needs f o r  t he  remainder 
o f  t h e  Task Force 's  work and each o f  t h e  op t ions  o u t l i n e s  the  nex t  steps neces- 
sary. As t h e  op t i on  chosen w i l l  a f f e c t  t h e  Task Force 's  a p p l i c a t i o n  f o r  addi -  
t i o n a l  s tudy funds, and w i l l  a l so  determine the  f i n a l  s tudy  elements and r e p o r t  
fo rmat  f o r  t he  ECO study, an o p t i o n  should be selected as q u i c k l y  as poss ib le .  
The presenta t ion  o f  Don Barney's d r a f t  p o l i c y  issues r e p o r t  a t  t h e  February 5 t h  
meeting should p rov ide  a i d  i n  se lec t i ng  an opt ion.  

The remainder o f  t h i s  memo descr ibes th ree  suggested opt ions.  It i d e n t i f i e s  
several  o ther  important  conclus ions concerning i n t e r s t a t e  t r a v e l  which we sug- 
gest t h e  Task Force consider.  We have no t  prepared a d r a f t  r eso lu t i on ,  as was 
suggested a t  t he  l a s t  Task Force meeting. However, these or  s i m i l a r  statements 
could be included i n  any Task Force r e s o l u t i o n  o r  p u b l i c  statement on i n t e r s t a t e  
t r a v e l  needs and so lu t i ons .  The memo concludes w i t h  a l i s t  o f  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  
issues which we suggest t h e  f i n a l  ECO r e p o r t  should address. 

Opt ion 1: Ma in ta in  E x i s t i n g  D i r e c t i o n  

A t  t h e  present time, t h e  Task Force has app l ied  t o  FHWA f o r  approval o f  a 
$200,000 study c o n s i s t i n g  o f  two major elements. F i r s t ,  t h e  long term opt ions  
f o r  i n t e r s t a t e  t r a v e l  ( t h i r d  br idge, t r ans i tway  o r  cont inued TSM) would be ex- 
amined and an appropr ia te  a1 t e r n a t i v e  recommended. Second, t he  Task f o r c e  
would i d e n t i f y  s p e c i f i c  TSM measures, based on t h e  WDOT work and the  conclu- 
s ions from t h e  f i r s t  p a r t  o f  t h e  study. FHWA s t a f f  has questioned t h e  e f f i c i e n c y  
o f  t h i s  approach f o r  several  reasons (see attached l e t t e r ) .  The i r  pr imary con- 
cerns are t h a t  adequate s tudy and cons t ruc t i on  fund ing  i s  no t  a v a i l a b l e  and t h a t  
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the study will be repetitious of previous studies, particularly the WDOT and 
FHWA studies, both of which concluded that a third bridge should not be ex- 
amined further. They make no comments on the TSM portions of the proposed 
study. 

Further consideration of this approach in our opinion, requires that the Task 
Force reject the WDOT study's conclusions and identify areas where additional 
analysis is necessary. It may also be necessary for the two MPO's to identify 
potential funding sources for a major investment such as a third bridge or LRT. 
Additionally, the TAC would need to prepare a more detailed Scope-of-Work. 

Option 2: Include In Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 

In considering previous Task Force and TAC discussions, it appears that TSM, 
and not a third bridge, is the preferredhighway alternative for the foresee- 
able future but that further examination of transitway alternatives is desire- 
able. The desire to examine these transit alternatives, however, is not based 
on the belief that they will provide substantial relief to existing river 
crossings. Rather, the concern is whether a major capital investment in tran- 
sit will provide long-term operating cost savings and/or a strong focus for 
other development activities on each side of the river. The RTPs currently 
being prepared by both MPO's would appear to be the appropriate mechanism to 
address these questions. 

If the Task Force follows this approach, a portion of the funding (both federal 
interstate withdrawal and local match) could be used, primarily by METRO, to do 
analysis of a transitway in the 1-5 and 1-205 corridors. This analysis would 
determine the ridership levels needed for cost-effective LRT operation and iden- 
tify other benefits. The analysis would be similar in scope to the recent 
McLoughlin Corridor LRT analysis which identified operating costs and a recom- 
mended alignment. The Task Force would not pursue the FHWA study further. The 
Task Force would need approval of a revised scope of work by agencies providing 
local match and a request to UMTA for use of the interstate withdrawal funds 
for the study. If UMTA approval is not forthcoming, a reduced study effort using 
local funds could be pursued. 

Option 3: Endorse WDOT Conclusions 

The final option would be simply to endorse all of the WDOT report conclusions, 
including those related to transit operations. These conclusions were that TSM 
is the appropriate strategy for both highways and transit. Under this option, 
the remaining questions are the specific TSM measures and the institutional and 
funding mechanisms needed for implementation of both TSM and substantially 
increased transit service. Under this alternative, the last phase of the ECO 
study could be targeted to answer these questions and the Task Force would 
apply to FHWA for approval of a TSM preliminary engineering study. 
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Additional Conclusions 

In addition t o  the conclusions embodied in the three options above, there are 
several other subject areas which have been raised by Task Force members or 
consultant studies. We recommend tha t  the Task Force consider the following 
additional conclusions in any statement on in ters ta te  travel . 
1. In the Bi-State corridor, the most important pr ior i ty  i s  t o  insure that  the 

already "committed projects are actually constructed. Of particular impor- 
tance are ODOT's 1-5 North project and the equivalent project i n  Washington. 
During PE for  both of these projects, the TSM actions suggested by the 
WDOT report should be examined for  f eas ib i l i t y .  

2. Major t r ans i t  service and rideshare expansions will be necessary to  accommo- 
date expected growth in in te rs ta te  travel.  

3 .  I t  i s  expected that  congestion will continue t o  be a characteristic of 
travel in the Bi-State corridor, particularly i n  the peak travel periods. 
In the short term, the level of congestion experienced will depend upon the 
TSM actions (such as ramps metering) undertaken. 

4. In the long term, the level of congestion will also be affected by the type 
and amount of land development. While Clark County development will have 
the greatest impact on in ters ta te  corridor congestion, decisions concerning 
development of Hayden Island and similar areas will also affect congestion 
levels.  

5. Arterial circulation needs should be studied by the appropriate local jur is-  
dictions.  The ar te r ia l  circulation patterns on each side of the Columbia 
River should be designed around access to  two bridges (1-5 and 1-205). (This 
conclusion would be altered if Option 1 was followed.) 

Insti tutional Issues 

A t  the present time, the ECO work program covers a wide range of insti tutional 
issues. A t  a minimum, however, the E C O  f inal  report should address the follow- 
ing issues: 

1. How should long-term policies or projects for  the corridor be developed? 

2. How should transit /r ideshare operation and cost sharing be arranged for  
in te rs ta te  services? 

3. What mechanisms are necessary to  insure a coordinated, bi-state TSM 
approach? 

SD:AS:db 

Attachment 

cc: Bi-State TAC 
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Scope o f  Work for Portland-Vancouver 
S b j ~ c t :  Corridor Project memorandum 

From: G .  L. Green, Division Administrator Reply to HRP-OR/724.4 
Attn. of: HPD-OR 

TO: Mr. H. Coulter, S ta te  Highway Engineer 
Oregon Sta te  Highway Divis ion  

The scope of work, transmitted w i t h  Mr. Bothman's Decemb-er 11, 1980 
l e t t e r ,  f o r  a Portland-Vancouver Corridor Project proposed by the 
Bi-State Task Force has been reviewed by FHWA and br ief ly  discussed 
w i t h  UMTA. The proposed project could be e l ig ib le  for  funding w i t h  
In t e r s t a t e  t ransfer  funds. We would l ike  t o  offer  several comments 
f o r  consideration by the Task Force before the project is submitted . 
fo r  funding approval. 

The project  appears t o  be another i n  a se r i e s  of studies aimed a t  
analyzing transportation problems i n  the Port1 and-Vancouver corridor, 
Each study has made recommendations but there has been l i t t l e ,  i f  any, 
concensus on the reuls t s  of those studies.  This corridor project is 
purportedly d i f ferent  from those e a r l i e r  studies i n  tha t  i t s  purpose 
is t o  again analyze the corridor al ternat ives and se lec t  a program of 
projects fo r  wh ich  State  and/or local agencies will  subsequently 
proceed in to  fur ther  project development. While this is a desirable 
objective, i t  appears tha t  this project could be no more successful 
than past e f f o r t s  i n  defining a c lear  course of action. 

O u r  concern over the  proposed work is based on several i tems - (1) the 
level of e f f o r t  of the  project, (2)  reliance on a consultant t o  do the  
bulk of the work ($135,000 out of a $200,000 project) ,  (3)  avai labi l i ty  . 
of funding f o r  implementation, and (4) the continuing analysis of a 
th i rd  bridge. 

The proposed work appears t o  provide some additional refinements to  past 
studies.  However, i f  serious consideration is intended fo r  advancing a 
major investment in to  the project development phase, the scope of work 
appears too 1 imited. A work e f f o r t  s imilar  to  UMTA's A1 ternative Analysis 
process (especially w i t h  the inclusion of an LRT a1 ternative) would be 
necessary t o  permit advancement t o  a d r a f t  EIS, To obtain tha t  level of 
de ta i l  would of course require considerably more than a $200,000 budget, 
I f  one can accept the recommendations of the WSDOT study, then further  
analysis of a wide range o f  a1 ternatives is unnecessary, The focus of 
this e f f o r t  would be more concerned w i t h  project development of feasible  
a l te rna t ives  i n  the corridor such as  TSM improvements. 
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Mr. H. S. Coulter (12-17-80) 

We have no background on the reasons fo r  using a consultant t o  do - most of the work. I t  seems t h a t  the fami l ia r i ty ,  detailed knowledge, 
and technical capabi 1 i t i e s  of the several involved agencies would 
suggest t ha t  only some supplemental special ized consultant services 
would be needed. 

Funding f o r  implementation must be seriously considered. The area 's  
experience w i t h  ava i lab i l i ty  and use of In t e r s t a t e  t ransfer  and o ther .  
Federal-aid highway and t r a n s i t  funds have shown the 1irnitations.in 
those sources of funds. Without additional new funding, the area will  
need t o  reevaluate i t s  p r i o r i t i e s  i f  any major investments a re  t o  be 
imp1 emented i n  the Port1 and-Vancouver corridor. 

As a f ina l  comment, we a re  surprised tha t  a th i rd  bridge is being 
retained as  an a1 ternative.  Both the FHWA and \4SDOT studies  have 
concluded . a  th i rd  Columbia River bridge is not cost-effective.  Further 
analysis  of the  need, jur isdict ional  support, and funding f e a s i b i l i t y  
does not appear warranted. 

Ori~Inal Signed ay 
E. J. VALACH 

Frogram Development 
Engineer 

G. L. Green 

cc: 
(METRO (R. Bothman) 
Region (R,  Boeglin) 
MA Division (Lyle Renz) 
UMTA (Pat Levine) 
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29 January 1981 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: B i -S ta te  Task Force and TAC 

FROM : T e r r y  Moore 

SUBJECT: Agenda f o r  February Meetings 

The Task Force w i l l  meet a t  noon, Thursday, February  5, a t  METRO. The TAC 
w i l l  meet a t  10 a.m., Tuesday, February  3 a t  METRO. The t e n t a t i v e  agenda 
f o r  those  meet ings i s  presented below. Please r e c a l l  t h a t  lunches f o r  
Thursday 's  meet ing must be ordered i n  advance and purchased a t  t h e  meet ing.  
TAC members should g i v e  me a count a t  t h e  Tuesday meet ing.  

AGENDA 

I. C a l l  t o  Order 
11. Minutes 

111. E l e c t i o n  o f  Co-Chair 
I V .  P resen ta t  i o n  o f  Technica l  Memorandum #2 : Pol  i c y  Issues (Ma i led  

sepa ra te l y )  
V. D iscuss ion o f  Next Steps (See a t tached  memorandum f rom Mike Bur ton)  

V I .  Other 
V I I .  Adjournment 

872 East 13th. Eqgene, Or- 974-01 / telephone (503) 687-0051 


