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MEETING:    JOINT POLICY ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION   
 

DATE:  August 14, 2008 
 

TIME:  7:30 A.M. 
 

PLACE:  Council Chambers, Metro Regional Center 
 
 

7:30 AM 1.  CALL TO ORDER AND DECLARATION OF A QUORUM 
 

Rex Burkholder, Chair 
7:32 AM  2.  INTRODUCTIONS 

 
Rex Burkholder, Chair 

7:35 AM 3.  CITIZEN COMMUNICATIONS ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS  
7:40 AM 4.   

* 
 

    

COMMENTS FROM THE CHAIR & COMMITTEE MEMBERS 
• Regional Choices Engagement Architectures – Robin McArthur 
• Upcoming JPACT Meetings & Retreat 

 

Rex Burkholder, Chair 
 

7:55 AM 5.  CONSENT AGENDA  Rex Burkholder, Chair 

 5.1  

* 
 

Consideration of the JPACT minutes for July 10, 2008 
 

 

 6.  INFORMATION ITEMS  
7:55 AM 6.1 ** TriMet Investment Program – INFORMATION  Fred Hansen 
8:10 AM 6.2 * Oregon Transportation Commission Reauthorization Project List – 

FEEDBACK; Approval in September 
Jason Tell 
Travis Brouwer 

8:25 AM 6.3 * Draft Federal Authorization Policy & Project – PRELIMINARY 
DIRECTION 

Andy Cotugno 

8:45 AM 6.4 * PDX Master Plan – INFORMATION Chris Corich 
Jay Sugnet 

9:00 AM 7.  ADJOURN 
 

Rex Burkholder, Chair 
 
 
*     Material available electronically.                                                 
** Material to be emailed at a later date. 
# Material provided at meeting. 
 All material will be available at the meeting. 
 

For agenda and schedule information, call Kelsey Newell at 503-797-1916, e-mail: kelsey.newell@oregonmetro.gov.  
To check on closure or cancellations during inclement weather please call 503-797-1700. 

mailto:kelsey.newell@oregonmetro.gov


2008 JPACT Work Program 
8/7/2008 

August 14, 2008 – Regular Meeting  
• ODOT federal earmark draft 
• Draft federal authorization Policy & Project – 

Discussion  
• TriMet Investment Plan 
• PDX Masterplan – Overview 

February 12, 2009 – Regular Meeting 
 
 
 
February 13th – Joint JPACT/Council Hearing on MTIP 

September 11, 2008 – Regular Meeting  
• Regional Flexible Fund Allocation, Step 2 – 

Briefing  
• Intro ODOT STIP Project List 
• ODOT federal earmark List – Approval  
• Regional Infrastructure Analysis  

March 12, 2009 – Regular Meeting 
• Final MTIP Approval 

 
 
March 10 – 12th

Washington, DC Trip 

JPACT Retreat and Regular Meeting – October 17th  
• MTIP – First Cut and Public Release  
• State Legislative Agenda 
• Federal Reauthorization – Policy & Project 

Priorities, DC Trip Planning 
• JPACT Membership for Cities 
• At the Lunch Break: Report from OTREC – 

The Oregon Transportation Research Center 
 
October 8th – Taking Stock Regional Forum 
 
October 22nd – Additional Meeting 

• Joint JPACT/MPAC Meeting – RTP Scenarios 
Review 

April 9, 2009 – Regular Meeting 
• Portland Metropolitan Area Compliance with 

Federal Transportation Planning 
Requirements – Certification  

• Federal Fiscal Year 2010 Unified Planning 
Work Program – Adoption  

 
 

November 12, 2008 – Additional Meeting  
• Joint JPACT/MPAC Meeting – RTP Scenarios 

Direction  
 

November 13th – Regular Meeting 
 
November 19th – Additional Meeting 

• Joint MPAC/JPACT Meeting 
• Review of Governor's Transportation Package 

 
MTIP Hearings 

May 14, 2009 – Regular Meeting 
• Direction on Regional Funding Package 

 

December 11, 2008 – Regular Meeting  
• Adopt regional position on state and federal 

funding strategy  
• Confirm RTP system development-principles 

and criteria 

June 11, 2009 – Regular Meeting  
 
 
 
 

January 8, 2009 – Regular Meeting 
• Policy Direction on MTIP Final Narrowing 
• Report on Federal Quadrennial Certification 

July 9, 2008 – Regular Meeting  

 
Parking Lot:  

• When to Consider LPA/RTP Actions for Sunrise, I-5/99W, Sellwood Bridge 
• ODOT Tolling Policy 
• ODOT Study of MPOs and ACTs 
• Involvement with Global Warming Commission  
• AOC Annual Conference = Nov. 17-21st  
• LOC Annual Conference = Oct. 2- 4th  



Identify environmental, financial, 
economic, employment  
and demographic trends

Assess progress in 
achieving the 2040 
Growth Concept

Analyze alternative land 
use, transportation and 
investment strategies 
through scenarios

Metro Council 
Reviews and shares past 
performance and future 
conditions with partners 
and stakeholders and 
frames land use, trans-
portation and investment 
choices

Local elected officials 
• Review findings and   

provide feedback on 
how local priorities inte-
grate with land use, 
investment and trans-
portation choices

• MPAC/JPACT review 
land use, transportation 
and investment sce-
narios and help frame 
choices for future local 
and regional decisions

Stakeholders/public 
and private sectors 
and agencies  
Review findings and 
provide feedback to local 
officials and Council on 
future land use, trans-
portation and investment 
choices

Define draft transportation 
and infrastructure invest-
ment priorities and funding 
and implementation  
strategies

Stakeholders/public 
and private sectors 
and agencies   
Review strategies and 
provide feedback to local 
officials and Council on
priorities and strategies

Phase 1: Frame Choices
Use scenarios and other tools to identify and 
illustrate trends 

Develop preferred land 
use, transportation and 
investment scenario

Local elected officials 
•  Decide preferred land use, transpor-

tation and investment strategies

•  Work with Metro to agree on 
rural reserves adoption

•  JPACT/MPAC adopt transportation 
strategy and RTP to guide future 
investment and set regional 
direction on land use and 
investment strategies

Stakeholders/public and 
private sectors and agencies  
Review recommendations and 
provide feedback to local officials 
and Council on implementation 
strategies

Begin concept planning for 
urban reserves

Other government officials

•  LCDC acknowledges Regional 
Transportation Plan

•  LCDC acknowledges local and regional 
growth management decisions

• LCDC acknowledges urban and rural 
reserves

•  LCDC/OTC amend state plans, if needed

• US DOT approves RTP conformity

Regional Choices Engagement Architecture (2008 – 2011)              

July 2008 – December 2008

Evaluate high capacity 
transit (HCT)  alternatives

Release 2030 population 
and employment range 
forecast

Develop strategies to meet 
regional infrastructure 
needs (i.e. water, sewer 
and parks)

Link community vision 
to regional capacity 
(evaluate existing centers 
and corridors and their 
development potential)

Finalize reserves study map

Develop Regional Trans-
portation Plan investment    
criteria, funding targets 
and performance measures

Release preliminary 
estimates of employment 
and residential capacities 
and housing demand

Evaluate land use, trans-
portation and investment 
strategies using scenarios

Metro Council 
Facilitates discussion on 
land use, transportation 
and investment choices 
with local governments and 
stakeholders to develop 
implementation strategies

Local elected officials 
• Decide which land use, 

transportation and 
investment strategies 
best support their com-
munity’s vision

• MPAC/JPACT advise on
  combinations of land 

use, transportation and 
investment that support 
capacity needs and local 
and regional visions 

Revise Regional Transporta-
tion Plan

Refine estimates of centers, 
corridors and employment 
areas based on local 
governments’ commitments 
and transportation 
investments

Revise urban and rural 
reserve recommendations

Metro Council 
•  Adopts estimate of 20-year 

capacity for urban area

•  Works with counties to agree on 
urban reserves adoption

•  Adopts RTP

•  Establishes regional direction 
on land use transportation and 
investment strategies 

Implement land use, transpor-
tation and investment choices 
that best support the region’s 
vision and are consistent with 
local community priorities

Define regional and local 
roles for implementation 
(performance standards, 
incentives and/or regulations)

Document Regional Transpor-
tation Plan compliance 
with federal air quality 
requirements

Integrate land use, transporta-
tion and investment decisions 
with regional framework and 
functional plans

Metro Council 
•  Demonstrates that 50 percent of 

20-year capacity for population and 
employment has been met by 2010 
and 100 percent by 2011

•  Revises framework and functional 
plans, if needed

•  Modifies Urban Growth Boundary, 
 if needed

Local elected officials 

•  Enact and implement land use, 
transportation and investment 
strategies

Stakeholders/public and 
private sectors and agencies 
• Collaborate on implementation with 

local officials and Council on which  
land use and investment actions best 
support priorities

• Continue investing and building to
 implement the vision

Phase 2: Refine Choices
Debate strategies to achieve the region’s 
long-range vison

Phase 3: Make Choices
Select recommended future vision and investment 
priorities

Phase 4: Implement Choices
Implement integrated state, regional and local land use, 
transportation and investment strategies

January 2009 – June 2009 2010 – 2011

Draft, July 18, 2008

Define high capacity 
transit (HCT) priorities and 
incorporate into the RTP

08
32

7j
g

Define performance indica-
tors to evaluate land use, 
transportation and invest-
ment strategies

Develop and pursue 
regional legislative and 
regional funding strategies

Develop and pursue regional 
legislative and regional funding 
strategies

Recommend urban and 
rural reserves

July 2009 - December 2009
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Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation 
M I N U T E S 
July 10, 2008 

7:30 a.m. – 9:00 a.m. 
Council Chambers 

 
MEMBERS PRESENT  AFFILIATION 
Rex Burkholder, Chair  Metro Council 
Robert Liberty, Vice Chair  Metro Council 
Sam Adams    City of Portland 
James Bernard    City of Milwaukie, representing Cities of Clackamas Co. 
Fred Hansen    TriMet 
Kathryn Harrington   Metro Council 
Lynn Peterson    Clackamas County 
Royce Pollard    City of Vancouver 
Roy Rogers    Washington County 
Jason Tell    Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT-Region 1) 
Paul Thalhofer    City of Troutdale, representing Cities of Multnomah Co. 
Don Wagner    Washington DOT 
Ted Wheeler    Multnomah County 
 
MEMBERS EXCUSED  AFFILIATION
Rob Drake    City of Beaverton, representing Cities of Washington Co. 
Dick Pedersen    DEQ 
Steve Stuart    Clark County 
Bill Wyatt    Port of Portland 
 
ALTERNATES PRESENT  AFFILIATION
Andy Ginsberg   DEQ 
Tom Hughes    City of Hillsboro, representing Cities of Washington Co. 
Susie Lahsene    Port of Portland 
 
 
STAFF 
Andy Cotugno, Richard Brandman, Kim Ellis, Scott Robinson, Joyce Felton, Brian Monberg, 
Mark Turpel, Bridget Wieghart, Josh Naramore, Beth Cohen, Hannah Dandy-Koplan, Kelsey 
Newell 
 



1. CALL TO ORDER 
 
Chair Rex Burkholder declared a quorum and called the meeting to order at 7:31 a.m. 
 
2. INTRODUCTIONS 
 
Chair Burkholder introduced Oregon DEQ's JPACT alternate Andy Ginsberg.  
 
3. CITIZEN COMMUNICATIONS ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS 
 
There were none.  
 
4. COMMENTS FROM THE CHAIR & COMMITTEE MEMBERS 
 
Chair Burkholder briefly presented the Walk There! book. Copies of the publication are 
available for pick-up at the Metro Data Resource Center.  
 
5. CONSENT AGENDA 
 
Consideration of the JPACT meeting minutes for June 12, 2008 
 
Resolution No. 08-3913, For the Purpose of Amending the 2008-11 Metropolitan 
Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP) to Reduce the ODOT Region 1 
Modernization Program 
 
Resolution No. 08-3926, For the Purpose of Amending the 2008-11 Metropolitan 
Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP) to Add the Sundial Road and Swigert 
Way Project 
 
MOTION: Mayor Jim Bernard moved, Ms. Susie Lahsene seconded, to approve the consent 
agenda. 
 
ACTION TAKEN:  With all in favor, the motion passed. 
 
6. ACTION ITEMS 
 
6.1 Resolution No. 08-3960, For the Purpose of Endorsing the Locally Preferred 

Alternative for the Columbia River Bridge Project and Amending the Regional 
Transportation Plan with Conditions  

 
Mr. Brandman overviewed Resolution No. 08-3960 and attachments, which would endorse 
the Columbia River Crossing (CRC) locally preferred alternative and amend the 2035 
Regional Transportation Plan. 
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Committee discussion included the foundation of an oversight committee, Pearson Field, 
health and environmental impact mitigation, the Portland International Airport and tolling 
process, types, public involvement opportunities and traffic diversion onto I-205.  
 
MOTION: Mayor Bernard moved, Mr. Fred Hansen seconded, to adopt Resolution No. 08-
3960.  
 
AMENDMENT #1: Commissioner Lynn Peterson moved, Councilor Robert Liberty 
seconded, to add language to both Resolution No. 08-3960 and Exhibit A stating that 
consideration should be given to potential diversion of traffic from tolling I-5 alone to I-205 
and should consider tolling I-5 and I-205 with use of the revenue on both I-5 and I-205 in the 
Portland-Vancouver area.  
 
ACTION ON AMENDMENT #1: With all in favor, amendment #1 passed.  
 
AMENDMENT #2: Councilor Liberty moved, Commissioner Sam Adams seconded, to 
amend Resolution 08-3960, Section 2.a to read, "a replacement bridge with three northbound 
and three southbound through lanes, with tolls used both for finance and for demand 
management, as the preferred river crossing option..."  
 
ACTION ON AMENDMENT #2: With all in favor and two opposed (Harrington and 
Thalhofer), amendment #2 passed.  
 
AMENDMENT #3: Councilor Liberty moved, Mayor Tom Hughes seconded, to add the 
following language to Resolution No. 08-3960 Section 2:  
 

1. "2. Support a Columbia River Crossing locally preferred alternative:  
d. that costs no more that $4.2 billion, requires no more than $725 million in 
financing from Oregon fuel taxes or other Oregon sources and does not 
displace funding for other needed regional transportation investments."  
 

And to Exhibit B: 
 

2. "The July 2008 amendments to the Regional Transportation Plan endorsing the 
locally preferred alternative will be submitted to JPACT and the Metro Council for 
reconsideration if any of key financing assumptions are proven wrong in the 
following ways: 

• total project costs exceed $4.2 billion; 
• the 2009 Oregon and Washington Legislatures fail to provide combined 

state funding within the range of $823 million to $1.45 billion;  
• the 111th Congress fails to authorize and appropriate at least $400 million 

for the project; 
• new calculations show that toll bond proceeds will fall below $1.070 

billion; 
• total requested contributions from Oregon fuel taxes and other Oregon 

sources exceed $725 million; or 

07.10.08 JPACT Minutes     
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• financing the locally preferred alternative for the Columbia River Crossing 
will displace other, more important,  regional transportation investments. 

 
Discussion: Committee members were concerned that the amendment would restrict the 
project from moving forward. Members emphasized that the project is not fully designed and 
therefore only a rough budget estimate is available. At this time, project staff are only able to 
identify cost estimates through funding mechanisms/options (e.g. tolling). Additionally, 
Chair Burkholder highlighted that JPACT and the Metro Council will have an opportunity to 
review and discuss the final financial plan prior to amending the 2035 RTP.  
 
ACTION ON AMENDMENT #3: Councilor Liberty, supported by Mayor Hughes, withdrew 
amendment #3.  
 
AMENDMENT #4: Councilor Liberty moved, Commissioner Peterson seconded, to add the 
following "new area of concern" to Exhibit A: 

• "L.  Independent Analysis of Land Use Impacts: As a part of the Final 
Environmental Impact Analysis the oversight committee will commission an 
independent analysis of the land use impacts in the four-county region of the locally 
preferred alternatives, including any resulting change in development and 
redevelopment patterns and associated environmental impacts including development 
of farm and forest lands, and air and water quality, including impacts resulting from 
additional vehicle generated pollution. "  

 
Discussion: The project oversight committee will determine how to proceed with an 
independent analysis. Commissioner Adams emphasized developing a dynamic model that 
will achieve the project goals (e.g. congestion pricing).  
 
ACTION ON AMENDMENT  #4: With seven in favor and seven opposed, amendment #4 
failed.  
 
AMENDMENT #5: Councilor Liberty moved to add the following "new area of concern" to 
Exhibit A:  

• "M. Tolling Impacts on Low Income Bridge Users: The oversight committee 
shall consider what adverse impacts bridge tolls may have on low-income bridge 
users and recommend, to the state legislatures, ways in which these impacts can 
be mitigated through income tax credits, toll discounts or other means."  

 
ACTION ON AMENDMENT #5: With no second, amendment #5 failed.  
 
Discussion on the Motion: Commissioner Roy Rogers stated although he personally 
supported the resolution, he would abstain from voting on the main motion until Washington 
County has an opportunity to discuss the project in further detail.   
 
ACTION ON MOTION: With all in favor, one opposed (Liberty) and one abstained 
(Rogers), Resolution No. 08-3960 passed with the amended language.  
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6.2 Resolution No. 08-3959, For the Purpose of Approving the Portland to 
Milwaukee Locally Preferred Alternative and Finding Consistency with the 
Metro 2035 Regional Transportation Plan 

 
Councilor Liberty provided a brief historical overview of the project. Ms. Bridget Wieghart 
of Metro briefly overview Resolution No. 08-3959, which would adopt the Portland to 
Milwaukie light rail Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA). She highlighted the Willamette 
River Bridge crossing, light rail alignment and southern terminus recommendations including 
the minimum operable segment.  
 
Committee members thanked Metro and jurisdictional partner staff including TriMet, the 
Cities of Portland and Milwaukie and Clackamas and Multnomah Counties and others for 
their hard work on the project. In addition, Mayor Bernard acknowledged a potential conflict 
of interest, as he is a local property and business owner in Milwaukie.  
 
MOTION: Mayor Bernard moved, Commissioner Peterson seconded, to adopt Resolution 
No. 08-3959.  
 
Discussion: Commissioner Peterson stated that Clackamas County is committed to helping 
find funding to extend the Portland – Milwaukie light rail to Park Avenue.  
 
ACTION ON MOTION: With all in favor, Resolution No. 08-3959 passed.  
 
7. INFORMATION ITEMS 
 
7.1 Input on Reauthorization of the Federal Transportation Bill 
 
Mr. Andy Cotugno briefly introduced a draft policy proposal on the Portland metropolitan 
area federal transportation authorization priorities. He highlighted metropolitan mobility, 
freight and safety, and system preservation and operations as the Policy and Revenue 
Committee's key program focus areas to be addressed. In addition, the proposal identified 
important issues for the Portland metropolitan region including the New Starts and Small 
Starts program process, project delivery and highway design standards.  
 
JPACT is scheduled to discuss how to proceed with the reauthorization process (e.g. identify 
which types and how many projects each jurisdiction can submit) in August.   
 
8. ADJOURN 
 
Chair Burkholder stated that staff would like to schedule a JPACT retreat in the fall to 
address the state legislative agenda. Details to follow.  
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Seeing no further business, Chair Burkholder adjourned the meeting at 9:00 a.m.  
 
Respectfully submitted,  
 
 
Kelsey Newell 
Recording Secretary 
 
ATTACHMENTS TO THE PUBLIC RECORD FOR JULY 10, 2008
The following have been included as part of the official public record: 
 

ITEM TOPIC DOC 
DATE 

DOCUMENT DESCRIPTION DOCUMENT 
NO. 

 Work Program 7/7/08 Updated JPACT Work Program 071008j-01 
4. Book N/A Walk There!: 50 Treks in and around 

Portland and Vancouver 
071008j-02 

5.2 Attachment N/A Attachment 1 to Res. No. 08-3913. 071008j-03 
5.3 Attachment  N/A Attachment 1 to Res. No. 08-3926 071008j-04 
6.1 Attachment 6/24/08 Final CRC Task Force resolution. 

Attachment 1 to Res. No. 08-3960. 
071008j-05 

6.1 Handout N/A Proposed amendments to Res. No. 
08-3960 submitted by Councilor 
Robert Liberty 

071008j-06 

6.1 Letter 7/1/08 To: John McAvoy & Linda Gehrke 
From: Christine B. Reichgott 
RE: EPA & CRC Project 

071008j-07 

6.1 Letter 7/9/08 To: JPACT 
From: Jill Fuglister & Ron Carley 
RE: CRC 

071008j-08 

6.1 Summary N/A Executive Summary of CRC DEIS 
Comments submitted by J. Fuglister 
and R. Carley 

071008j-09 

6.2 Letter 6/27/08 To: JPACT Members 
From: Chair Ted Wheeler 
RE: Portland – Milwaukie Light Rail 

071008j-10 

6.2 Letter 7/9/08 To: JPACT Members 
From: Chair Ted Wheeler 
RE: Portland – Milwaukie Light Rail 

071008-11 

7.1 Handout 7/8/08 Draft Portland Metropolitan Area 
Federal Transportation 
Authorization Priorities distributed 
by Andy Cotugno 

071008-12 

 Memo 7/9/08 To: JPACT 
From: Michael Jordan 
RE: Sustainable Metro Initiative  

071008j-13 
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Date:   August 14, 2008 
 
To:   JPACT 
 
From:   Jason Tell, ODOT Region Manager 
 
Subject:  JPACT Earmark Recommendation List to OTC 

 
In the Oregon Transportation Commission’s policy on Federal Reauthorization Highway 
Program Earmark Requests (approved May 2008), Area Commissions on Transportation (ACTs) 
and ACT-like bodies, including JPACT, are asked to consider reauthorization project proposals 
submitted by ODOT staff and local governments and make recommendations on which projects 
should be selected by the Oregon Transportation Commission to request as earmarks from 
Congress.   
 
In response to a request from ODOT for project proposals, local governments and ODOT staff 
submitted proposals for projects they wish to see the OTC include on its Earmark Request List to 
the congressional delegation.  ODOT has reviewed all proposals and screened them based on a 
number of factors.   
 
At this early stage in the process, the primary screening mechanism for these projects is whether 
earmark funding plus additional available funding (in the STIP and from other sources) is likely 
to be sufficient to complete the project or a project phase.  When a project is put on the 
Commission’s Earmark Request List, the Commission makes a commitment to deliver the 
project or a project phase if an earmark of an adequate size is secured, so it is important that all 
projects are financially feasible. 
 
Based on financial feasibility and other factors, including benefit to the state’s transportation 
system, ODOT has assigned each project into one of three categories: projects that likely will be 
recommended for the JPACT list (Tier 1); projects that may be recommended for the JPACT list 
(Tier 2); and projects that will probably not be recommended for the JPACT list (Tier 3).   
 
ODOT has divided the High Priority Project proposals as follows: 
 
Tier 1: Likely to recommend to JPACT 

• I-205/I-5 interchange (ODOT, $14.4 million) 
• I-84 eastbound to I-205 northbound merge lane (ODOT, $14.4 million) 

 
Tier 2: Possible recommendations to JPACT 

• Airport Way to northbound I-205 interchange (Port of Portland, $13 million) 
• Sunrise Corridor Phase 1 (Clackamas County, $15 million) 
• OR 99W Corridor Phase 3 (City of Tigard, $4.5 million) 

 
Tier 3: Unlikely to recommend to JPACT 

• US 26 Springwater interchange (City of Gresham, $18.7 million) 
• I-84/257th Avenue (Troutdale Interchange) (Port of Portland, $12 million) 



 
In addition to these High Priority Project recommendations, ODOT will ask JPACT to endorse 
ODOT’s request for megaproject earmark funding for the I-5 Columbia River Crossing from a 
discretionary earmark program such as Projects of National and Regional Significance.  
Requesting funds in this manner will ensure that CRC competes at the national level against 
other similar megaprojects rather than competing against other regional priorities for federal 
funds. 
 
ODOT also recommends that TPAC/JPACT direct the TSMO group to review an ITS proposal 
from the City of Gresham.   
 
ODOT will present a proposed earmark recommendation list for action by JPACT at its 
September meeting. 
 
High Priority Project Proposals 
Tier 1: Likely to recommend to JPACT 
I-205 southbound to I-5 southbound merge lane 
Project cost:  $16 million 
Earmark request:  $14.4 million 
Project description:  This project would build an acceleration/auxiliary lane that would allow 
traffic from the I-205 southbound ramp additional time to safely merge onto I-5 without slowing 
traffic in the travel lanes.  ODOT would also explore building an extended exit lane on 
northbound I-5 that would allow vehicles to more efficiently exit I-5 and enter northbound I-205. 
Explanation:  This project would have significant benefit to traffic flow at relatively little cost.  
Moreover, the project could be constructed with an earmark and additional resources from the 
STIP.  If full funding is not received, the project can be phased. 
 
I-84 eastbound to I-205 northbound merge lane ($14.4 million) 
Project cost:  $16 million 
Earmark request:  $14.4 million 
Project description:  This project would extend the exit lane from eastbound I-84 to northbound 
I-205 back to the Halsey exit to the junction with the I-205 northbound on-ramp. 
Explanation:  This project would have significant benefit to traffic flow at relatively little cost.  
The project could be constructed with an earmark and additional resources available in the STIP 
with only minimal risk of facing a significant shortfall that would need to be covered from the 
STIP.   
 
Tier 2: Possible recommendations to JPACT 
Airport Way to northbound I-205 interchange 
Project cost:  $33.1 million 
Earmark request:  $14.4 million 
Project description:  The project will expand the capacity and efficiency of the intersection at the 
foot of the on-ramp from Airport Way to I-205 north, the I-205 mainline, and related surface 
streets. 
Explanation:  ODOT will work with the Port of Portland to determine whether this project 
should be recommended to JPACT.  Key questions to be answered include whether ODOT and 



the Port can determine how to appropriately phase the project and agree how to share the cost of 
closing any funding gaps that remain after securing an earmark. 
 
Sunrise Corridor Phase 1 
Project cost:  To be determined 
Earmark request:  $15 million 
Project description:  Funding could be used for purchase of right of way for the Sunrise project 
or to construct improvements on the Highway 212/224 corridor. 
Explanation:  Clackamas County presented ODOT a menu of options for potential use of an 
earmark on the Sunrise Corridor project.  ODOT will work with the county to determine which 
of these options are financially viable and potentially scalable or phasable. 
 
OR 99W Corridor Phase 3 
Project cost:  $5 million 
Earmark request:  $4.5 million 
Project description:  This project would improve capacity and address additional problems at the 
intersection of Highway 99W with Gaarde and McDonald Streets in Tigard. 
Explanation:  ODOT will work with the City of Tigard to determine financial responsibility for 
any funding shortfalls on this project. 
 
Tier 3: Unlikely to recommend to JPACT 
US 26 Springwater interchange 
Project cost:  $59.8 million 
Earmark request:  $18.7 million 
Project description:  This project would purchase right of way to eventually build a high 
capacity, grade separated interchange on US 26 just south of the current at-grade intersection of 
US 26 and 267th. 
Explanation:  Because of this project’s size, an earmark would be unlikely to cover a substantial 
portion of the project’s cost, and ODOT would bear significant risk of having to make up a large 
shortfall out of limited STIP resources or risk failing to deliver the project. 
 
I-84/257th Avenue (Troutdale Interchange) 
Project cost:  $30.3 million 
Earmark request:  $12 million 
Project description:  This project would make improvements to the I-84 Troutdale interchange. 
Explanation:  This project may have limited opportunities for phasing, and very few resources 
have been dedicated to the project to date.  Unless a phasing strategy can be developed that is 
acceptable to all parties, an earmark may not be able to cover much of the cost of building the 
project, leaving a significant funding gap that could not be filled out of limited STIP resources. 
 
ITS Project 
The City of Gresham proposed an earmark for a multi-element ITS project that would improve 
signal timing and traveler information in Gresham and on the I-84 corridor.  Rather than having 
JPACT endorse the only ITS project proposed without considering other ITS needs, ODOT 
proposes that TPAC/JPACT ask the TSMO group to review this project in the context of the 
regional ITS plan.   



 
Additional Information 
Due to the large number of projects proposed across the state, the OTC may not include all of the 
projects on JPACT’s Earmark Recommendation List on its Earmark Request List. 
 
No local agency would be precluded from requesting projects on or connected to the state 
highway system that are not on the OTC Earmark Request List, though ODOT cannot make any 
commitment that projects that are not on the OTC’s list will be delivered if partial funding is 
received. 



DRAFT 
 

Portland Metropolitan Area 
Federal Transportation Authorization Priorities  

July 8, 2008 
 
 
Preamble  
 
Americans are confronting a new era of high gas prices, rapidly escalating construction 
costs, deteriorating infrastructure, global climate change and the need to reduce 
greenhouse gases, the virtual bankruptcy of the federal highway trust fund, an aging 
population and increased global competition.  Not since President Thomas Jefferson 
commissioned the Gallatin Report or since the energy crisis of the 1970’s has our country 
more urgently needed a new approach to our national transportation policy and an 
increased federal investment.   
.   
 
The Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for 
Users (SAFETEA-LU) was enacted August 10, 2005. SAFETEA-LU authorizes the 
Federal surface transportation programs for highways, highway safety, and transit for the 
5-year period 2005-2009, expiring September 30, 2009.  The House Transportation and 
Infrastructure Committee has initiated the authorization process for the new 5-6 year 
period through a series of hearings to solicit input and share proposals.   
 
As Congress considers transportation priorities for a new era, the Portland, Oregon, 
Metropolitan Region offers the following proposals.  Our approach is based on both our 
experience with the integration of transportation and land use policy and our regional 
concern for livable communities and a healthy environment.  We strongly believe that 
future investments in transportation must preserve our existing assets, protect our 
environment and provide modal choices for the movement of goods and people. 
 
Program Focus 
 
Today, too much funding is distributed without regard to whether the funding is 
accomplishing the goals of the Transportation Bill.  In the next authorization, the policy 
direction and funding programs should more directly be linked to desired outcomes that 
support the national interest rather than simply be administered as a grant program for 
state and local governments.  The key areas of importance are to ensure the programs 
support the national economy through economically successful metropolitan areas, 
through the efficient movement of freight to and through metropolitan areas and 
international ports and through the safe and efficient management of the existing built 
system.   While meeting these transportation objectives, there should be strong 
integration with national initiatives to increase the energy security of the country and 
meet climate change mandates.  Since the transportation sector is such a large consumer 
of petroleum products and emitter of greenhouse gases, it is essential that the nation’s 
transportation investments reinforce these national goals.  Federal investment in the 
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transportation system should be dependant upon reduction in transportation related 
carbon emissions.  The next authorization bill should begin to address the need for 
efficient and safe transportation with the need to reduce carbon emissions. 
 
Program Funding 
 
The federal transportation program is woefully underfunded with respect to what is 
needed both to continue the current program and to adequately address the desired 
program direction.  Based upon the program direction that is adopted, funding for the 
program should: 

1. Be adequate for the defined program outcomes; 
2. Be linked to those program outcomes; 
3. Be diversified across a broader base of revenue sources; 
4. Begin to transition from principal reliance on a gas tax to a VMT fee. 

 
Program Direction  
 
The following are the key program areas of highest priority to the Portland region: 
 

1. Metropolitan Mobility – To support the health of the nation’s economic base, 
provide funding to address the multi-modal transportation needs in the 50 largest 
metropolitan areas. 

2. Freight – Establish a program targeted at effective and efficient freight movement 
by truck, rail, marine and air transport.  Capitalize a Freight Trust Fund with 
existing and new taxes and fees on trucks and other freight-related activities and 
services. 

3. Safety, System Preservation & Operations – Adequately fund a program to ensure 
the multi-modal system is kept in good condition, reduces fatalities and injury 
accidents and incorporates technology to efficiently operate the system. 

4. Bridges – Revise the bridge program to ensure critical bridges are replaced or 
rehabilitated, including seismic retrofit. 

5. Intercity Passenger Rail – Increase funding to improve the frequency and 
reliability of intercity passenger rail. 

6. Transit – Increase funding for bus and rail transit expansion and fleet 
replacement. 

7. New Starts/Small Starts – Adequately fund and streamline the procedures for 
funding New Starts and Small Starts rail projects. 

8. Project Delivery – Streamline environmental review and permitting procedures 
while maintaining a high standard for environmental protection. 

9. Critical Highway Corridors – Maintain a special discretionary funding program 
for large-scale highway projects such as the “Projects of National and Regional 
Significance” program that was funded in SAFETEA-LU.   

10. Highway Design Standards – Revisions to design standards are needed to more 
appropriately provide for highway and street improvements compatible with an 
urban environment, including “Main Street” or “Boulevard” designs, Parkways, 
conversion of old state highways to urban streets and incorporation of green 
design elements. 
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1. Program Focus  
 

a. Energy Security and Global Warming -  
 
At the same time that the transportation bill is up for reauthorization for 
the next six-year period, the Congress is also considering or has recently 
enacted legislation related to energy security and reducing greenhouse 
gases to support national climate change initiatives.  It is important that 
these legislative initiatives be linked and that the transportation program 
reinforces and helps implement energy and greenhouse gas goals.  In 
particular, if there is a carbon tax and/or a carbon cap and trade program 
established, it should be structured to allow use of these funds on 
transportation projects that reduce greenhouse gases based upon the merits 
of those projects.  Furthermore, if the carbon tax extends to motor vehicle 
fuel, these funds should be dedicated to transportation projects that reduce 
greenhouse gases.  Finally, much like the transportation Clean Air Act 
link, investments from the transportation bill should be consistent with 
energy and climate change mandates. 
 

b. Clearly establish the National Interest -  
 
Since the completion of the Interstate system, the national purpose of the 
federal transportation program has been a shifting target.  While ISTEA, 
TEA-21 and SAFETEA-LU have brought considerable state and local 
flexibility, the national debate has been dominated by funding equity 
issues (i.e.donor/donee)– which while very important – have crowded out 
a discussion of a performance based funding system.  A lack of clarity in 
the program’s mission has led to inadequate funding for the program.  The 
key priorities for the Portland region that would help define the federal 
program’s mission are as follows: 
 

i. Metropolitan Mobility – ensure the multi-modal transportation 
system supports the economic vitality of the nation’s largest 
metropolitan areas where most of the economic activity exists. 

ii. Interstate Commerce – ensure freight can be efficiently moved 
across the nation and globally through a multi-modal freight 
network providing for the movement of goods to and through 
metropolitan areas and connecting to international air cargo and 
marine ports. 

iii. Manage the Asset – ensure that the substantial past federal, state 
and local investment in the transportation system is maintained in 
good condition and is operated in an efficient manner. 

iv. Safety – ensure the multi-modal transportation system moves 
goods and people in a safe manner. 
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2. Program Funding 
 

a. Adequately fund the system –  
 
There has been considerable erosion of the gas tax from construction 
inflation, increased fuel efficiency of the fleet and reduced fuel 
consumption as gas prices rise.  As a result, there is a substantial shortfall 
in the Highway Trust Fund’s Highway Account and Mass Transit 
Account, both to maintain current programs and to expand programs to 
meet actual need.  In the next authorization bill (starting in Federal Fiscal 
Year 2010), a 10-cent gas tax increase or equivalent is needed to simply 
maintain current program funding levels in SAFETEA-LU.  Furthermore, 
according to the National Surface Transportation Policy and Revenue 
Commission, a 25 to 40-cent gas tax increase over the next 5-years plus 
indexing for inflation is needed to fully meet the Preservation, Safety and 
Expansion needs of the national transportation system.   
 
Clearly, a substantial increase in federal funding is needed.  Regardless of 
the overall funding level, the authorization bill should be clear about 
expected outcomes and provide a sufficient funding level to meet those 
outcomes. 
 

b. Take steps toward transitioning to a VMT fee -  
 
Although Oregon was the first to implement a gas tax as the primary 
method for funding transportation infrastructure, it is apparent that this 
mechanism is not sufficient in the future.  It is an inelastic revenue source 
that has historically lost value to inflation and improvements in fuel 
efficiency and is currently losing revenue due to reductions in driving.  As 
the national fleet continues to convert to higher fuel efficiency and electric 
vehicles in response to energy security and global warming concerns, the 
long-term viability of the revenue source is greatly threatened. 
 
ODOT carried out a successful pilot project demonstrating that it is 
feasible to implement a VMT-based fee system as a long-term 
replacement for the gas tax.  They demonstrated that the system is 
technically feasible, can be implemented at the gas pump, preserves 
individual privacy and can be implemented with variable rates accounting 
for time of day and geography.   
 
To advance the concept, the Congress should: 

i. Provide funding to the National Academy of Sciences to fund 
additional pilot projects to further test and develop the concept; 

ii. Direct the National Academy of Science to define the architecture 
and implementation protocol and schedule; and 
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iii. Provide authorization to USDOT to implement the program upon 
completion of the above. 
 

3. Program Direction  
 

a.  Metropolitan Mobility -  
 
A Metropolitan Mobility Program should be established in the 50 largest 
metropolitan regions to ensure a focus on supporting the movement of 
goods and people in the metropolitan regions of the nation, which generate 
60% of the value of US goods and services.  An adequate transportation 
system is vital to continued productivity in our nation’s metropolitan areas 
and therefore the economic well being of the nation.  Funds from the 
program should be distributed for use in metropolitan areas in partnership 
between metropolitan planning organizations, states, transit operators and 
local governments to implement a comprehensive set of strategies to 
manage demand, improve operations, and expand multi-modal capacity, 
while meeting goals for the reduction of greenhouse gases.  Performance 
standards should be set and serve as the basis for certification of 
compliance with federal requirements in those areas.  Coordination with 
agencies responsible for land use and natural resources should be 
mandatory.   
 

b. Freight - 
 
One of the most important and constitutionally established  functions of 
the federal government is to ensure the free-flow of interstate commerce, 
which is central to the transport of freight.  Because of this mandate, the 
U.S. Department of Transportation should develop a national multi-modal 
freight transportation plan that articulates a vision and strategies for 
achieving national freight transportation objectives.  Associated with that 
plan, the next authorization bill should establish an integrated freight 
transportation program within the U.S. Department of Transportation, and 
coordination between the Transportation Department and other 
transportation-related federal agencies should be strengthened.  Federal 
policies and funding should strengthen the capacity of all U.S. gateways to 
handle the increasing volume of international trade.  Creating the capacity 
to move more freight on mainline and shortline railroads and waterways 
would generate cost, efficiency, and environmental benefits.   
 
To implement the Freight Program, a multi-modal Freight Trust Fund 
should be established within the Highway Trust Fund, capitalized with 
traditional truck user fees, fuel taxes on railroads and customs and cargo 
fees (those that are not already dedicated to waterways improvements and 
maintenance). 
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c. Managing the Existing System –  
 
To protect the substantial investment in the nation’s transportation system, 
it is essential that the federal program manage the existing asset to the 
greatest extent possible.  This includes: 
 

i. System preservation to ensure the existing system doesn’t 
deteriorate so severely as to compromise its function and lead to a 
backlog of higher costs,  

ii. Implementation of safety measures across all parts of the system to 
reduce fatalities and injuries, and  

iii. Implementation of Intelligent Transportation Systems equipment to 
extract the greatest efficiency out of the system that has already 
been built. 

iv. Funding for new transportation system improvements must include 
adequate resources to manage and mitigate their environmental 
impacts, and incorporate sustainable stormwater management 
systems into their design.   

v. Funding investments in the rehabilitation and enhancement of 
historic inter-modal facilities. 
 

d. Bridges -  
 
Although Oregon has addressed the condition of many bridges statewide 
through the Oregon Transportation Investment Act, there is a continuing 
need to address deficient bridges in order to avoid impacting commerce 
and safety.   This requires a sustained and increased funding commitment 
and legislative changes to ensure investment in the highest priority 
bridges.  Specific changes include: 
 

i. Elimination of the 10-year rule which removes any bridges that 
have been partially rehabilitated with federal funds from the 
formula used to apportion funds to the state; 

ii. Allowing states that share an adequate amount of bridge funding 
with local agencies to waive the requirement to spend a minimum 
of 15% of the federal bridge funds on bridges that are off the 
federal-aid highway system.  This provision was created to ensure 
federal bridge funds are sub-allocated to bridges under the 
jurisdiction of local governments and agencies.  However, all local 
government bridges on the arterial and collector systems are “on-
system,” leading to a requirement to spend a disproportionately 
high funding level on very low priority bridges. 

iii. Creation of a Seismic Retrofit Program within the federal bridge 
program. 
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e. Intercity Passenger Rail –  
 
The Pacific Northwest Cascades Corridor from Eugene to Vancouver, BC 
is one of 10 major corridors nationally that have been designated for 
improvements that would increase the frequency and reliability of high-
speed rail service.  More frequent and reliable service could make intercity 
passenger rail a more viable travel alternative for trips between the 
Northwest’s urban areas and reduce pressure on I-5.  The Winter 
Olympics to be held in British Columbia in 2010 afford the country an 
opportunity to showcase that High Speed Rail can succeed in the United 
States and the Pacific Northwest corridor should be a major investment 
focus in the next bill.  The region should support programs designed to 
carry this out and in particular should guarantee a robust funding level for 
Amtrak. 
 

f. Transit and Greenhouse Gases -  
 
With the Nation facing higher oil prices, insecure oil supplies, and 
greenhouse gas reduction targets, the Transit Program needs new direction 
and emphasis.  The nation now needs to build sustainable and energy-
resilient cities so that the metropolitan areas responsible for two-thirds of 
our nations economic output remain strong.  Transit also needs to serve 
the growing numbers of aging citizens.  To make substantial progress 
toward these goals, the transit program needs to grow aggressively, as 
suggested below: 

i. Increase funding for transit as recommended by the National 
Commission from $10.3 billion annually in FFY 2009 to a range of 
$21 to $32 billion.  (Note: FFY 09 transit funding is $8.3 billion 
from the trust fund, and $1.98 billion from the general fund for 
new and small starts).  Cover the current general fund portion of 
the total from an augmented trust fund. 

ii. The Fixed Guideway Modernization program should increase from 
$1.6 billion annually to between $4 billion and $6 billion; growing 
at a rate which reflects the addition of eligible rail miles 
throughout the nation and the aging of the nation’s essential urban 
transit infrastructure.   

iii. Increase the funding for Section 5307 Urbanized Area formula 
funds to reflect the growth in employment and the travel needs of 
the demographic tsunami of aging citizens.  Funding should be 
increased from $4 billion to between $8.5 billion and $11 billion. 

iv. Increase the New Starts overall funding from $1.6 billion to a 
range of $6 billion to $11 billion annually; and Small Starts from 
$200 million to $500 million to $1 billion annually. 

v. Turn the Section 5309 Bus and Bus Facilities into the ‘Very Small 
Starts’ competitive program per current FTA guidelines (which 
establishes minimum ‘warrants’ for cost effective bus 
investments), and combine it with other miscellaneous grant 
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programs such as the intermodal terminals program.  Increase 
funding from $1 billion annually to between $2 billion and $3 
billion. 
 

g. New Starts/Small Starts -  
 
The New Starts program has been important to building the Portland 
region’s regional rail infrastructure, including light rail (MAX), streetcar, 
and commuter rail (WES).  The New Starts program under the current 
administration has discouraged the local/federal partnership in transit, as 
evidenced by the decline of rail projects in the New Starts pipeline and 
failure to streamline smaller projects as intended by the Small Starts 
Program.  Given the nation’s need to build stronger cities, address energy 
security and sustainability, this must be reversed.  Reauthorization 
priorities must focus on improving project evaluation and streamlining 
project delivery. 
 

h. Highway Project Delivery - 
 
Federal transportation and environmental laws contain rigorous 
protections that ensure transportation projects do not unnecessarily harm 
the human and natural environment.  Too often, however, these 
requirements add time and cost to projects without a corresponding 
improvement in environmental outcomes. Oregon, with its strong green 
ethos and focus on sustainability, has been a leader in ensuring that 
transportation projects complement rather than compromise the natural 
and human environment.   
 
In order to further streamline the regulatory process, Congress should 
consider a number of steps: 

i. Focus on accountability for overall environmental outcomes, not 
following processes that may or may not make sense for a 
particular project. 

ii. Move FHWA from a permitting role to a quality assurance role, so 
the federal government would ensure environmental outcomes 
without having to approve every action. 

iii. Enable and encourage states to use programmatic permits that 
provide a single set of terms and conditions for a specific type of 
work and specify expected environmental outcomes. 

iv. Enable and encourage states to use a streamlined environmental 
review process that brings regulatory agencies into the project 
development process to identify and address issues at an early 
stage, such as the Collaborative Environmental and Transportation 
Agreement for Streamlining (CETAS) program that was pioneered 
by ODOT. 
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i. Critical Highway Corridors - 
 
The next authorization bill should create a discretionary funding category 
for large, complex projects that generate benefits of national significance 
or of significance beyond the area within which they are located.  
Congress should continue the “Projects of National and Regional 
Significance” program created under SAFETEA-LU and also consider 
creating a program focused on the high-priority trade corridors such as 
Interstate 5 that carry most of the nation’s commerce and are 
disproportionately impacted by rapidly rising truck volumes.  Any project 
to address the Columbia River Crossing will depend on this program for 
funding and should not be expected to be funded through the customary 
federal funding formulas to states and metro areas. 
 

j. Urban Highway Design Standards –  
 
Federal design standards as they are applied in urban areas lead to 
conflicts between the land use and environmental objectives of the 
community and the design for roadway improvements.  Of particular 
concern are the following circumstances: 

i. Boulevards/Main Streets – As a state highway built to operate as 
an arterial-type facility passes through a compact downtown type 
area, it is essential that the design treatment shift from an objective 
to move traffic quickly to an objective of slowing traffic, 
minimizing impacts and creating a compatible urban streetscape.  
These designs are chronically difficult to obtain approval for 
through FHWA.  Design standards need to be revised to allow 
development and approval of these types of projects on a more 
routine basis. 

ii. Parkways – New or expanded expressways through rural and 
urbanizing areas on the outskirts of metropolitan areas are 
increasingly difficult to build due to their environmental impacts.  
As an alternative to a conventional 60-70 mph fully limited access 
facility, there should be the option of developing a fully or partially 
limited access facility built to a 35-45 mph standard.  This would 
allow tighter vertical and horizontal curves and a smaller cross-
section, thereby allowing a project that can be more readily 
accommodated following the contours of the land and minimizing 
impacts.  

iii. Orphaned or Abandoned Highways – It is common for an old 
arterial-type state highway to be functionally inadequate for 
through traffic due to the development pattern that has been 
established over time.  In many cases, these state highways were 
bypassed by higher speed limited access facilities.  In these 
circumstances, the old state highway generally falls into a state of 
disrepair since it no longer is of highest priority for the state 
transportation department.  A program could be established to 
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transfer these facilities from the state agency to the local 
government in recognition of their defacto function as a local 
facility.  Funding should be provided to bring the state highway to 
an urban street standard in exchange for a transfer of ownership. 

iv. Green Infrastructure – One of the biggest sources of polluted 
stormwater run-off is from streets and highways.  Since state and 
local governments are under the federal mandate of the Clean 
Water Act to address this issue, there should be further assistance 
through the federal transportation program to develop green 
infrastructure approaches, including stormwater infiltration design 
guidelines, research and development of improved green 
techniques, funding eligibility for green techniques and 
performance monitoring to evaluate the effectiveness of these 
techniques over time. 
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M  E  M  O  R  A  N  D  U  M 

 
 
DATE:  August 6, 2008 
 
TO:  JPACT 
 
FROM: Metro Councilor Kathryn Harrington 
 
RE:  Walking and Cycling in Federal Reauthorization Policy Paper 
 
I would like to propose that JPACT include a paragraph in our Portland Metropolitan 
Area Federal Transportation Authorization Priorities document in support of an 
increased federal commitment to cycling and pedestrian infrastructure and multimodal 
trails.  

Rising gas prices, increasing congestion and the need to reduce greenhouse gas emissions 
have increased interest in “green” transportation generally and in cycling and walking 
specifically. The increased receptivity and interest among policymakers is matched by 
residents as increasing numbers leave their cars parked and walk or ride instead. Several 
recent initiatives have led to soundly reasoned, well documented and broadly supported 
plans for increasing mode share for cycling and walking and left us in need of and well-
positioned for federal investment: 

• In late 2007 and early 2008 Metro, local governments and nonprofit groups 
identified, mapped, collected key data and developed preliminary cost estimates 
for twenty multi-modal trail “packages” regionwide, engaging constituencies and 
creating the basis for much better informed cost-benefit analysis.  

 
• The Metro Council, as part of the “Connecting Green” initiative, appointed a Blue 

Ribbon Committee on Trails made up of prominent civic, elected and private 
sector leaders. The committee is evaluating the costs and benefits of the multi-
modal trails network and developing a strategy for accelerating its development. 
The group will complete its work in October, and many members intend to serve 
as champions for regional, state, and federal agendas. 

 
• Metro is discussing with other Oregon MPOs a statewide multi-modal trails 

agenda for consideration at the state and federal levels.  



 
• Several local leaders, the City of Portland and Metro are participating in the Rails 

to Trails Conservancy’s “2010 Campaign for Active Transportation,” which has 
developed the most compelling case ever that cycling and walking should receive 
a larger federal investment. The City of Portland and Metro partnered to submit a 
“case statement” to the RTC in June that documents the significant increases in 
mode share for walking and cycling that are possible with increased federal 
investment. The RTC proposes to build on a walking and cycling pilot program 
enacted during the last reauthorization and is proposing $50 million for each of 40 
metropolitan areas as part of the upcoming reauthorization. 

 
• Recent increases in cycling and walking in the region have demonstrated the 

potential, viability and demand for walking and cycling infastructure. 
 
Given the considerable groundwork that has been completed, the initiatives underway 
and the serious environmental and fiscal challenges we are facing, walking and cycling 
infrastructure should be considered an essential part of our region’s federal agenda. I 
propose the following paragraph be added to the “Program Direction” section of the 
Portland Metropolitan Area Federal Transportation Authorization Priorities document. 
 

Walking and Cycling 
 
A number of converging trends – increasing gas prices, worsening congestion, growing 
health problems related to inactivity, climate change – all argue for increasing our 
national commitment to active transportation. Safer and more convenient on-street routes 
and off-street trails lead to substantial increases in mode share for walking and cycling, 
which, in addition to addressing the issues cited above, also reduces wear and tear on our 
nation’s aging infrastructure. Metro, working with government and nonprofit partners 
throughout the region, has convened a Blue Ribbon Committee for Trails that is 
developing strategies to create the most complete urban trails network in the US. The 
Rails to Trails Conservancy (RTC) has launched a “2010 Campaign for Active 
Transportation” that aims to double federal funding for walking and biking infrastructure 
in the upcoming federal transportation reauthorization. The City of Portland and Metro 
took the lead in submitting a “case statement” to the RTC that includes a list of projects 
that illustrate the potential impact of walking and cycling investments. Congress should 
support the RTC’s proposal to invest at least $50 million in each of 40 metropolitan areas 
in the US as a means to substantially increase mode share for cycling and walking. 
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Airport Futures is a collaborative effort between the City of Portland, Port of Portland, and the 
Portland-Vancouver metropolitan community to create an integrated long-range development plan for 
Portland International Airport (PDX). Beginning in fall 2007 and concluding in spring 2010, the Port will 
update the airport master plan and the City will create a land use plan recognizing PDX’s role in the 
regional economy while managing City infrastructure and livability. The three-year process will 
reinforce Portland’s planning legacy and PDX’s reputation as one of the premier airports in the 
country, and incorporate principles of sustainability and livability. The City and Port are committed to 
planning for future cargo and passenger aviation needs of the region while using reasonable efforts to 
avoid, reduce, or mitigate potential impacts to the community.  
 
Joint Planning Process 
PDX currently operates as a “conditional use” in an industrial zone. This process requires the Port to 
apply for a permit from the City every 8-10 years to operate PDX as an airport. In 2003, the City and 
Port agreed to replace the current conditional use process with a legislative process which would 
recognize the airport as an “allowed use” as part of a planning process that addresses the complex 
issues of growth at the airport. This process will be guided by a 2004 City-Port Intergovernmental 
Agreement, and a joint City-Port Public Involvement Program. 
 
Public Involvement  
To support the integrated planning process, the City and Port have developed a comprehensive Public 
Involvement Program. A centerpiece of the process is the joint 30-member Planning Advisory Group 
(PAG) to serve as an advisory body to the City and Port. The PAG will be comprised of community, 
government, and commercial interests. In addition to the PAG, public involvement will be sought to 
inform decision-making at key milestones in the joint planning process. Those milestones are: 
 

• Scope of Work Development and Project Initiation 
• PAG Kick-off, Issue Identification and Goal Setting  
• Aviation Demand Forecasts 
• City Early Land Use Proposal and Forecasted PDX Facility Requirements 
• PDX Follow-on Studies 
• Airport Alternatives Analysis and City Land Use Alternatives 
• Adoption of PDX Master Plan and City Land Use Plan 

 
To ensure adequate input at these milestones, the City and Port plan to schedule 19 PAG meetings, 
14 public meetings, six City of Portland Planning Commission meetings, four Portland City Council 
meetings, six Vancouver City Council meetings, and five briefings of the Port Commission. There will 
also be ongoing meetings with neighborhood coalitions and key stakeholder groups to provide regular 
updates and receive input. A project web site at www.pdxairportfutures.com will provide additional 
opportunities for public input and information throughout the planning process. 
 

Need more information?  
Jay Sugnet, Portland Planning Bureau, 503-823-5869, jsugnet@ci.portland.or.us

Lise Glancy, Port of Portland, 503-460-4018, lise.glancy@portofportland.com
 

www.pdxairportfutures.com

http://www.pdxairportfutures.com/
mailto:jsugnet@ci.portland.or.us
mailto:lise.glancy@portofportland.com
http://www.pdxairportfutures.com/


  



 



 
 

Materials following this page were distributed at the meeting. 



2008 JPACT Work Program 
8/13/2008 

August 14, 2008 – Regular Meeting  
• ODOT federal earmark draft 
• Draft federal authorization Policy & Project – 

Discussion  
• TriMet Investment Plan 
• PDX Masterplan – Overview 

February 12, 2009 – Regular Meeting 
 
 
 
February 13th – Joint JPACT/Council Hearing on MTIP 

September 11, 2008 – Regular Meeting  
• Regional Flexible Fund Allocation, Step 2 – 

Briefing  
• Intro ODOT STIP Project List 
• ODOT federal earmark List – Approval  
• Regional Infrastructure Analysis  

March 12, 2009 – Regular Meeting 
• Final MTIP Approval 

 
 
March 10 – 12th

Washington, DC Trip 

JPACT Retreat and Regular Meeting – October 17th  
• MTIP – First Cut and Public Release  
• State Legislative Agenda 
• Federal Reauthorization – Policy & Project 

Priorities, DC Trip Planning 
• JPACT Membership for Cities 
• At the Lunch Break: Report from OTREC – 

The Oregon Transportation Research Center 
 
October 8th – Taking Stock Regional Forum 
 
October 22nd – Additional Meeting 

• Joint JPACT/MPAC Meeting – Land Use 
Scenarios Review and Discussion  

April 9, 2009 – Regular Meeting 
• Portland Metropolitan Area Compliance with 

Federal Transportation Planning 
Requirements – Certification  

• Federal Fiscal Year 2010 Unified Planning 
Work Program – Adoption  

 
 

November 12, 2008 – Additional Meeting  
• Joint JPACT/MPAC Meeting – RTP Scenarios 

Direction  
 

November 13th – Regular Meeting 
 
MTIP Hearings 

May 14, 2009 – Regular Meeting 
• Direction on Regional Funding Package 

 

December 10, 2008 – Additional Meeting 
• Joint JPACT/MPAC Meeting – Framing all of 

the choice – scenario policy implications and 
choices – Discussion  

 
December 11, 2008 – Regular Meeting  

• Adopt regional position on state and federal 
funding strategy  

• Principles for Guiding RTP System 
Development – Discussion  

June 11, 2009 – Regular Meeting  
 
 
 
 

January 15, 2009 – Regular Meeting 
• Policy Direction on MTIP Final Narrowing 
• Report on Federal Quadrennial Certification 
• Confirm Principles for Guiding RTP System 

Development – Action  

July 9, 2008 – Regular Meeting  

 
Parking Lot:  

• When to Consider LPA/RTP Actions for Sunrise, I-5/99W, Sellwood Bridge 
• ODOT Tolling Policy 
• ODOT Study of MPOs and ACTs 
• Involvement with Global Warming Commission  
• AOC Annual Conference = Nov. 17-21st  
• LOC Annual Conference = Oct. 2- 4th  
• Status Reports from TOD, RTO, ITS 
• Freight System Plan Adoption  









Portland area Federal Authorization “Policy” Priorities 
 

1. Recognize metropolitan mobility as a key area of federal interest and set expected 
outcomes that provide the metropolitan area guidance on funding multi-modal 
improvements. 
 

2. Retain a New Starts/Small Starts program as a significant funding tool (rather 
than folding it into the Metropolitan Mobility program). 
 

3. Provide funding to maintain and manage the existing transportation asset. 
 

4. Provide a realistic funding increase tied to the outcomes that the federal 
legislation calls for.  If there isn’t a funding increase, the program will have to be 
reduced by some 40%.  If this is the case, managing and maintaining the existing 
asset will be all the program can fund.  An increase in funding is needed to fund 
improvements. 
 

5. Provide a clear integration with federal climate change policy.  Individual projects 
cannot be held accountable for meeting regional greenhouse gas reduction targets.  
However, the overall regional system can be held accountable and the federal 
transportation programs should ensure this accountability (much like the current 
air quality conformity requirement). 
 
 
 

 
Portland area Reauthorization “Project” Criteria 
 

1. Project must be in the financially constrained RTP. 
2. The project request must be deliverable within the 6-year timeframe of the 

legislation. 
3. The jurisdiction making the request must be prepared to deliver a logical project 

or project phase in the event of receipt of less than the requested amount.  The 
project must be capable of being scaled down to have a smaller phase fit within 
the earmark or supplemented by the local government to make up the shortfall. 

4. For requests for project planning or engineering for a future construction 
project, the jurisdiction should provide a financial strategy on how the ultimate 
project construction will be funded. 

5. In light of the on-going development of the RTP and the likely 1-2 year period 
that will be required for Congress to adopt new authorization legislation, an 
adopted project list should remain flexible to be reexamined in the future. 

  



Benefits of Trails Summary 
Triple Bottom Line 

In the first meeting of the Blue Ribbon Committee, we gave a presentation outlining 
some of the benefits and values associated with trails. In the attached document we draw 
from various resources and studies to document some of these benefits. We have taken a 
“triple bottom line” approach and organized the information according to how it relates to 
the principles of economy, ecology and equity. Whenever possible, we have cited 
quantitative results. 

While there is some solid research available on trails it is not as extensive in some areas 
as we might hope for. We have provided you with a summary of the best that we were 
able to find. Please let us know if you have questions or would like more information 
relating to any of the benefits outlined below.  
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Economic Benefits  
What is the impact of trails on our personal and 
public wealth and the regional economy? 
 

Value/Benefit: “to get to work” 

The Upshot: Studies show increased availability 
of pedestrian facilities leads to increased cycling 
and walking and decreased auto use. The 
economic value of the shift from motorized to 
muscle powered transport can be significant. 

From the research: In Europe, countries that made conscious 
choices in the early 1970s through policies & funding to promote 
alternative modes of transport (including trails) achieved double digit 
increases in bicycle mode share (Pucher 2007). 

Five to 15 percent fewer vehicle miles are traveled in communities 
with good walking and cycling conditions than in more automobile 
dependent areas (Litman 2007).  

In typical U.S. cities with more than 250,000 people, each additional 
mile of Type 2 bike lanes per square mile is associated with a roughly 
one percent increase in the share of workers commuting by bicycle. 
(Dill and Carr 2003).  

According to US Department of Transportation figures, Portland 
residents drive about 20% less than residents of comparable 
metropolitan areas, equating to 2.9 billion miles less driving per year 
(Cortright, 2007). 

In the last decade Portland has seen bicycling commuting and 
walking mode share increase by 145%, walking over 22%, while 
driving alone saw a 5% decrease. 

In the Portland Metropolitan region, 3.1% of residents walked to 
work and 1.6 % bicycled to work in 2006. In the City of Portland, 
5.2% walked and 4.2% bicycled, which are among the highest 
figures in the US (US Bureau of Census).  

 

to learn 
more… 

Rails-to-Trails 
Conservancy, August 
2007.Turning Potential 
into Practice: Walking 
and Biking as 
Mainstream 
Transportation Choices. 
(in your packet)  

Metro Case Study, 
2008. History of 
European Bicycling and 
Mode Share (in your 
packet) 

Metro Case Study, 
2008. Explosion in 
bicycling in Portland, 
America’s first 
“Platinum” rated large 
city (meeting 2 packet) 

Cortright, Joe, 
“Portland’s Green 
Dividend, ”CEO’s for 
Cities, July 2007. 
Available at: 
www.ceosforcities.org
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Value/Benefit: “to increase property 
value” 

The Upshot: Studies show that under most conditions 
property values increase when trails are developed 
nearby 

From the research: A study completed by the Office of Planning in 
Seattle, Washington, for the 12 mile Burke-Gilman trail was based upon 
surveys of homeowners and real estate agents. The survey of real estate 
agents revealed that property near, but not immediately adjacent to the trail, 
sells for an average of 6 percent more. The survey of homeowners indicated 
that approximately 60 percent of those interviewed believed that being 
adjacent to the trail would either make their home sell for more or have no 
effect on the selling price (Seattle Office of Planning, 1987). 

A survey of Denver residential neighborhoods by the Rocky Mountain 
Research Institute shows from 1980 to 1990 those who said they would pay 
extra for greenbelts and parks in their neighborhood rose from 16 percent to 
48 percent (Rocky Mountain Research Institute).  

An analysis completed for the Carolinas Thread Trail projects a 4% property 
value increase for 500 miles of trail or $1.7B with $17M in property tax 
increases. 

Some studies (Brown and Connelly; Colwell, 1986) have found the potential 
for an increase in property value depends upon the characteristics of the 
open space and the orientation of surrounding properties. Property value 
increases are likely to be highest near those greenways which highlight open 
space rather than highly developed facilities, have limited vehicular access, 
but some recreational access and have effective maintenance and security. 

Excerpt from the RTC white paper “Trails and Economic Development”: A 
2003 study found that the amenity value of trails was associated with over 
$140 million dollars in increased property values in Indianapolis (Lindsey et 
al, 2003). In Austin, Texas, increased property values associated with a 
single greenway were estimated to result in $13.64 million of new property 
tax revenue (Nicholls and Crompton, 2005). In Dallas, developers report that 
there is a 25 percent premium for properties adjacent to the Katy Trail 
(Dallas Morning News, 2006).    

There are approximately 219,180 tax lots within ½ mile of the 20 proposed 
trail packages with a total value of $106 billion. Some of this is commercial 
land that would not be affected by proximity to a trail but it is clear that even 
small increases in property value could equate to large gains in regional 
wealth. 

 
 

to learn 
more… 

Rails-to-Trails 
Conservancy, August 
2007. From trails to 
TrOD: Trails and 
Economic 
Development (in your 
packet) 

 

National Park Service, 
Real 

 Property Values. 
Available at: 

http://www.nps.gov/p
wro/rtca/propval.htm

 

Carolina Thread Trail 
Economic Impacts. 
Available at: 

http://www.carolinath
readtrail.org/assets/fil
es/CTT_Economic_Stu
dy.pdf
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Value/Benefit: “to reduce public 
expense” 

The Upshot: One estimate puts public expense of 
motorized transportation at between .22 cents per mile 
and .48 cents per mile. 

From the research: Litman (2004) estimates the benefit of congestion 
relief at .20 per mile during peak travel periods and .02 per mile during off 
peak; road maintenance at .05 per mile traveled; air pollution at .10 per mile 
peak and .05 off peak; noise pollution at .03 peak and .02 non peak; energy 
conservation .05 peak and .04 non peak and traffic safety at .05 peak and 
.04 non peak for a total public cost of .48 cents per mile for peak period 
travel and .22 cents per mile for off peak travel.  

 

 
 

to learn 
more… 

Litman, Todd.June 
2002. Transportation 
Cost Analysis: 
Techniques, 
Estimates, and 
Implications. Victoria 
Transport Policy 
Institute. Available at: 

http://www.vtpi.org/tc
a/

 

Value/Benefit: “to attract talent” 

The Upshot: The region’s quality of life serves as a 
competitive niche in attracting talent and new 
companies. Quality of life is defined, in part, as access 
to nature and outdoor experiences. 

From the research: According to economist Joe Cortright, “It is 
difficult to overstate the impact that the college-educated 25 to 34 year-olds 
we call the Young and Restless will have on a city’s future prosperity. They 
are well-educated, adaptable, mobile and relatively inexpensive, comprising 
an important part of the so-called creative class. With rising demand for their 
skills and with competition for them now on a global scale, cities must be 
magnets for these highly-coveted workers or they will fail, because in the 
knowledge economy, it is the creativity and talent inherent in a city’s 
workforce that will shape its economic opportunities” (Cortright, 2005). 

“The region’s principal assets for attracting this key group center on quality 
of life, and embrace everything from our natural resource inheritance to the 
urban amenities of a walkable, bikeable city, great transit and a culture open 
to newcomers and new ideas” (Cortright, 2005). 

The Regional Business Plan, developed by private and public sector leaders, 
focuses on “quality of life” as the region’s key asset. 

 

 

to learn 
more… 

Cortright, Joe, “The 
Young and the 
Restless in a 
Knowledge Economy,” 
CEO’s for Cities, 
December 2005. 
Available at: 
www.ceosforcities.org

 

The Regional Business 
Plan. Accessed June 
19, 2008 at: 
www.regionalbusiness
plan.com

  

 

Blue Ribbon Committee for Trails 
Materials for Meeting 3 

4

http://www.vtpi.org/tca/
http://www.vtpi.org/tca/
http://www.ceosforcities.org/
http://www.regionalbusinessplan.com/
http://www.regionalbusinessplan.com/


Value/Benefit: “to attract visitors” 

The Upshot: Visitors come to the region for outdoor 
activities and natural beauty. Their expenditures in the 
region are the basis of our tourism industry. 

From the research: The visitor industry in Washington, Clackamas, 
and Multnomah Counties generated 30,000 jobs and $792 million in wages 
and earnings in 2007 (Runyan, 2008) Travel Portland reports that visitors’ 
primary reason for choosing the Portland Metropolitan Region over other 
areas is “easy access to natural beauty and outdoor activity.” The region’s 
protected natural areas, bird and wildlife viewing and beautiful gardens and 
parks are among the region’s top visitor attributes (Longwood, 2007). 

 

 

to learn 
more… 

Regional Analysis from 
The 2004/2006 
Oregon Visitor 
Studies, Longwood 
International 2007. 
Available at:  

www.travelportland.
com 

 

Oregon Travel 
Impacts By County, 
Dean Runyan and 
Associates 2007. 
Available at: 
www.deanrunyan.com 
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Value/Benefit: “to foster our 
recreation and sustainable industries 
niches and attract new firms” 

The Upshot: The region has a competitive niche in 
outdoor equipment and apparel that is associated 
with our outdoor opportunities. 

From the research: In the Portland metropolitan region apparel and 
sporting goods accounted for 8,694 jobs and $687 million in wages in 2004 
(Regional Business Plan, 2006).  

Oregonians spend $4.6 billion annually on active outdoor recreation. This 
includes private purchases (apparel, footwear, equipment, accessories, 
services) as well as public expenditures. Metro area expenditures are likely 
about half this amount. 

Promotional materials developed by Greenlight Greater Portland, a 
consortium of private firms focused on recruiting new companies to the 
region, lead with information on the region’s “vitality and livability” and 
include a page in their promotional booklet titled “Portland like’s to bike.” 

 
 
 

to learn 
more… 

Outdoor Industry 
Association.org, “The 
Active Outdoor 
Recreation Economy: A 
$730 Billion Annual 
Contribution to the U.S. 
Economy,” Hall 2006. 
Available at: 
http://www.outdoorind
ustry.org/research.php
?action=detail&researc
h_id=26

Greenlight Greater 
Portland website, 
accessesd on June 20, 
2008:  www.green 
lightgreaterportland.co
m 

The Regional Business 
Plan, accessed June 
19, 2008 at: 
www.regionalbusinessp
lan.com
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Value/Benefit: “to reduce health 
care costs” 

The Upshot: Proximity to walking facilities is 
associated with higher levels of physical activity. 
Higher levels of activity are associated with better 
health and reduced health care costs. 

From the research: Every year, nearly 400,000 people die from 
conditions associated with overweight and inactive lifestyles. This number 
will soon eclipse tobacco as the No. 1 preventable cause of death (Dolesh 
2004). In the Portland-Vancouver metropolitan area 24% of residents are 
obese, and an additional 37% are overweight.  A growing body of research 
indicates that certain features in the built environment can help people stay 
fit (Frank 2000). 

Excerpt from the RTC’s “Active Transportation and Health” white paper: A 
number of studies have found that those living within a closer physical 
proximity of trails have an increased likelihood of being active (Saelens et 
al. 2003, Lindsey et al. 2006, Owen 2004). The U.S. Surgeon General 
estimates that the economic costs associated with obesity reached $117 
billion in 2000 (U.S. Department of Health and Human Services 2001). In 
communities that are considered highly walkable, individuals walk an 
average of 15 to 30 minutes more every week than those who live in 
neighborhoods in which there are fewer options to use non-motorized 
transportation (Saelens et al. 2003). According to one CDC-funded study, 
trails can be beneficial in promoting physical activity among those groups 
traditionally at highest risk for inactivity, especially women and individuals 
in lower socioeconomic groups (Brownson et al. 2000). 

 
 

to learn 
more… 

Rails-to-Trails 
Conservancy, August 
2007. Healthy Places 
for Healthy People: 
Active Transportation 
and Health (in your 
packet) 

 

Centers for Disease 
Control (CDC) 2005. 
The Guide to 
Community 
Preventative Services: 
Physical Activity. 
Available at:. 
http://www.thecommun
ityguide.org/pa/Physical
-Activity.pdf

 

Frank, L.D., 2000. Land 
use and transportation 
interactions: implications 
on public health and 
quality of life. Journal of 
Planning Education and 
Research 20, 6-22 
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Value/Benefit: “to keep our money 
local” 

The Upshot: Some of the money saved on auto 
travel is spent on local goods and services. 

From the research: Vehicle miles per person have been increasing 
nationwide, but have been flat or declining in Portland, yielding a “green 
dividend” (Cortright, 2007). This reduction in VMT per person is 
attributable to a number of factors (not just trails). 

$1.1 billion saved annually in transportation costs. $800 million of this is 
money that stays local (Cortright, 2007). 

 

 
 

to learn 
more… 

Cortright, Joe, 
“Portland’s Green 
Dividend, ”CEO’s for 
Cities, July 2007. 
Available at: 
www.ceosforcities.org 
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Environmental Benefits 
What is the impact of trails on air quality, water 
quality, climate and wildlife? 

 

Value/Benefit: “to keep our air 
clean” 

The Upshot: auto travel accounts for about 30% 
of US air pollution.   

From the research: Transportation is a leading source of climate 
pollution representing approximately 30 percent of overall U.S. 
emissions in 2005 (EPA 2007).  Approximately 77% of air pollution in 
Multnomah County comes from mobile sources. Auto air pollution costs 
are estimated to average 1 cent to 12 cents per mile (Litman 2004). 

Walking and bicycling produce no air pollution. Per mile emission 
reductions are large because they usually replace, cold-start trips for 
which internal combustion engines have high emission rates (Litman 
2004). Reducing air pollution improves public health and preserves 
views of the Cascades and the Coast Range from within the region. 

Investment in the 20 trail packages might shift approximately 248,000 
fewer driving trips per day and 458,000 fewer vehicle miles traveled 
per day.   

Air quality benefits: 
458,000 VMT reduced per day * .01086 KG winter CO/VMT = 4974 
kg/day winter CO 
 
458,000 VMT reduced per day * .000357 KG summer VOC = 164 
kg/day summer VOC 
 
458,000 VMT reduced per day * .000379 KG summer Nox = 174 
kg/day summer Nox 
 
 
CO = carbon monoxide 
VOC = volatile organic compound 
NOx =nitrogen oxide 
 

 
 

to learn 
more… 

Litman, Todd. 
November 30, 
2004.Quantinfiying the 
Benefits of 
Nonmotorized Travel 
forAchiveving Mobility 
Management 
Objectives. Victoria 
Transport Policy 
Institute. Available at:  
http://www.vtpi.org/nm
t-tdm.pdf

 

The Fiscal Benefits of 
Bicycling and Walking, 
BRC meeting materials 
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Value/Benefit: “to keep our water 
clean” 

The Upshot: Auto travel is a significant source of 
water pollution. Vehicles affect water quality 
because oil and particles get washed into creeks 
and rivers. In urban environments, run-off from 
roads goes into stormwater drains, which feed into 
creeks and rivers.  

From the research: An estimated 46% of US vehicles leak 
hazardous fluids, including crankcase oil, transmission, hydraulic, and 
brake fluid, and antifreeze, as indicated by oil spots on roads and 
parking lots, and rainbow sheens of oil in puddles and roadside 
drainage ditches. An estimated 30-40% of the 1.4 billion gallons of 
lubricating oils used in automobiles are either burned in the engine or 
lost in drips and leaks, and another 180 million gallons are disposed of 
improperly onto the ground or into sewers. Run off from roads and 
parking lots have high concentrations of toxic metals, suspended solids, 
and hydrocarbons, which originate largely from automobiles. Highway 
runoff is toxic to many aquatic species (Victoria Policy Institute). 

Oil is a particularly harmful water pollutant. Even a small amount of oil 
can severely contaminate waterways. Oil can be toxic to aquatic life 
and other plants and animals. Particles from the wear of tires, brakes 
and other components get washed into the stormwater and pollute 
waterways (protectingwater.com).  

Pollution from roads was cited in Portland’s watershed planning as one 
of the most significant sources of water pollution.   

 
 

to learn 
more… 

General information:  
http://protectingwater.c
om/automobile.html

 

Victoria Transport Policy 
Institute. 
Transportation Cost and 
Benefit Analysis. 

http://www.vtpi.org/tca
/tca0515.pdf  

 

Metro, State of the 
Watersheds Monitoring 
Report, Initial report: 
Baseline conditions as 
of Dec. 2006. Available 
at: 

http://www.oregonmetr
o.gov/index.cfm/go/by.
web/id=27579
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Value/Benefit: “to reduce 
greenhouse gases” 

The Upshot: Increased walking and bicycling 
reduce greenhouse gases. 

From the research: In 2003, 27% of the greenhouse gas 
emissions in the United States were from the transportation sector. 
Almost two thirds of transportation emissions (62 percent) are from 
personal transport, such as passenger cars, light duty trucks and 
motorcycles (EPA 2006).   

Global warming poses a serious and growing thereat to Oregon’s 
economy, natural resources, forests, rivers, agricultural land, and 
coastline. 

In Oregon, the transportation sector is the 2nd largest source of 
greenhouse gas emissions  (2035 RTP).  

Transportation accounts for an estimated 38 percent of the state’s 
carbon dioxide emissions  (2035 RTP).  

Improving the fuel economy and technology of passenger vehicles can 
significantly help reduce emissions, but they alone will not provide the 
80 percent reduction that scientists claim we need to reach by 2050 
(CCAP 2007).  

One study by a researcher at the University of California at Berkley 
(Paul Higgins) calculates that if all Americans between 10 and 74 
walked just half an hour a day instead of driving, they would cut the 
annual U.S. emissions of carbon dioxide by 64 million tons. About 6.5 
billion gallons of gasoline would be saved. 

Investment in the 20 trail packages might shift approximately 248,000 
fewer driving trips per day and 458,000 fewer vehicle miles traveled 
per day.   

 
Greenhouse gas benefit: 
458,000 VMT reduced per day * .56228 KG CO2/VMT = 258 kg/day 
 

 

 
 

to learn 
more… 

Rails-to-Trails 
Conservancy. August 
2007. The Short Trip 
with Big Impacts: 
Walking, Biking & 
Climate Change (in your 
packet)  

 

Metro. 2035 Regional 
Transportation Plan. 
Available at:  
http://www.oregonmetr
o.gov/index.cfm/go/by.
web/id=25038
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Value/Benefit: “to foster 
environmental stewardship”   

The Upshot: Today’s generation of children have 
less direct connection with nature than previous 
generations.  

From the research:  “Within the space of a few decades, the way 
children understand and experience nature has changed radically. The 
polarity of the relationship has reversed. Today, kids are aware of the 
global threats to the environment—but their physical contact, their 
intimacy with nature, is fading.”  

The shift in our relationship to the natural world is startling, even in 
settings that one would assume are devoted to nature.” 

“Reducing that (nature) deficit—healing the broken bond between our 
young and nature—is in our self-interest, not only because aesthetics 
or justice demands it, but also because our mental, physical, and 
spiritual health depends upon it. The health of the earth is at stake as 
well.” 

  
 

 
 

to learn 
more… 

Louv, Richard. 2008. 
Last Child in the 
Woods: Saving Our 
Children from Nature-
Deficit Disorder. 
Algonquin Books of 
Chapel Hill. 

Children, Youth and 
Environments. Available 
at: 

http://thunder1.cudenv
er.edu/cye/review.pl?n
=49

 

Value/Benefit: “to protect wildlife 
habitat and corridors”   

The Upshot: Trail corridors are an opportunity to 
create and protect wildlife habitat.   

From the research:  Trail corridors are an opportunity to plant 
trees and shrubstory that serve as wildlife habitat that is critical for 
birds and other wildlife.  Special opportunities exist where a trail 
connects two patches or corridors of existing habitat.  In some cases 
wildlife crossings may be necessary to ensure access to water for 
wildlife and to avoid damage to amphibians.   

Where trails are located near sensitive habitats it’s important to design 
carefully to reduce the disturbance.  Typical disturbances include noise, 
lighting, people, dogs, and invasive seeds.   

Trails can also be located so that the associated planting serve as  
buffers to  sensitive resources.  For example, within a 50’ easement, 
the trail is located on the edge away from the stream/riparian area and 
the trail easement is used to increase buffer planting.   

 

  
 

 

 

to learn 
more… 

Metro.Green Trail 
Guidelines. 
http://www.oregonmetr
o.gov/files/planning/gre
entrailsintro.pdf

Wildlife crossing at 
Smith and Bybee Lake 

http://findarticles.com/
p/articles/mi_qn4184/is
_20040831/ai_n100471
10  
South Waterfront 
Greenway. 
http://www.portlandonli
ne.com/parks/index.cfm
?c=46126&
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Social Benefits 
What is the impact on personal and societal well 
being? 

 

Value/Benefit: “to be active” 

The Upshot: walking continues to be the primary 
outdoor activity of Oregonians by a wide margin 

From the research: The Oregon State Comprehensive Outdoor 
Recreation Program, in its survey of residents over age 44, found that 
of all outdoor activities, walking is by far the most popular both in 
terms of participation rate (percent participating at least once during 
the year is 80%) and in terms of participation intensity (mean number 
of days per year participating in the activity is 64 days).  Not other 
activity came close in either rate of participation or intensity. 
Participation rate for bicycling is 31%, at a mean participation intensity 
rate of 7.7 days per year. 

 

to learn 
more… 

Oregon Parks and 
Recreation. February 
2008. Outdoor 
Recreation in Oregon: 
Changing the Face of 
the Future. The 2008-
2012 Oregon Statewide 
Comprehensive Outdoor 
Recreation Plan. 
Available at: 
http://egov.oregon.gov/
OPRD/PLANS/docs/scor
p/2008_Scorp_Final_We
b.pdf

 

Value/Benefit: “to enjoy travel” 

The Upshot: People place a high value on walking 
and cycling, particularly on facilities such as trails. 

From the research: A study of trail travel in Minneapolis (Krizek, 
2007) found that cyclists are willing to travel up to 67% farther to 
include a trail on their trip, indicating a willingness to “pay” for the 
benefit of riding on a trail rather than an on-road facility.  

1.2 million people live within ½ mile of at least one of the 20 trail 
packages. Given a “trailshed of 1.3 miles (Krizek, 2007), this number 
would underestimate the potential “market” for these trails. 

In 2007, 164 cyclists in Portland were tracked to find out their daily use 
of bicycles (Jennifer Dill, Center for Transportation Studies).  Out of 1.5 
trips per day, 58% were to work or home, 12% were social/recreation, 
8% personal business, 7% shopping and 6% for exercise.  The reason 
they rode instead of driving was for health/exercise/pleasure (96%), 
reduce impact on environment (89%) and to save money (73%).   

 

to learn 
more… 

Krizek et al. 2007.A 
detailed analysis of how 
an urban trail system 
affects cyclists’ travel. 
Transportation. 34:611–
624. 
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Value/Benefit: “to keep us safe” 

Upshot: Hazards posed by traffic is a significant 
limiter in cycling activity. 

From the research: 34% of men and 52% of women say traffic 
is a barrier to their cycling more. 56% of men and 60% of women say 
cars are safer then bicycles. Avoiding streets with lots of traffic is the 
most important factor when choosing a route (Dill 2008). Bicycle 
fatalities represent just fewer than two percent of all traffic fatalities, 
and yet bicycle trips account for less than one percent of all trips in the 
United States. Cyclists accounted for 12% of all nonmotorist traffic 
fatalities in 1996. Pedestrians accounted for 86 percent, and the 
remaining 2 percent were skateboard riders, roller skaters, etc. 
(BicyclingInfo.org).  Pedestrians are over-represented in the crash data, 
accounting for more than 11 percent of fatalities but only 9 percent of 
trips (walkinginfo.org). 

Fifty-six percent of Portland residents limit walking, biking, and taking 
transit due to traffic safety concerns. 65% limit their children from 
walking, biking, and taking transit due to traffic safety concerns. (Davis 
& Hibbitts, Inc. Survey – August 2003)  Since 1970, the number of kids 
walking and biking to school has dropped from 66% to 8% while the 
percentage of kids considered obese has increased from 12% to 25%. 
After distance, traffic safety is identified as the most common reason 
that kids do not walk or bike to school. 

 

to learn 
more… 

U.S. Department of 
Transportation’s 
National Highway 
Traffic Safety 
Administration and the 
Bureau of 
Transportation 
Statistics. 2002.National 
Survey of Pedestrian 
and Bicyclist Attitudes 
and Behaviors, 
Highlights report. 

Walkinginfo.org, 
Pedestrian and Bicycle 
Information Center. 
Accessed on June 20, 
2008 at:  

http://www.walkinginfo.
org/

Bicyclinginfo.org, 
Pedestrian and Bicycle 
Information Center. 
Accessed on June 20, 
2008 at: 

http://www.bicyclinginf
o.org/facts/
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Value/Benefit: “to create a sense 
of place” 

Upshot: Trail design and location is factor in the 
intensity of use.  
From the research: Reynolds, et al (2007) found that trail use 
was substantially higher for trails that included urban views, 
streetlights, good trail conditions, and the presence of trailside 
amenities. Weaver and Fulton (2008) found that trails were most 
successful when they were accompanied by frequent and convenient 
connections between the trail, city streets, and transit stops; when the 
trail alignment leads to places people want to go; and when trails are 
designed to be part of urban life, not an escape from it (this is 
especially important in encouraging women to use trails). 

Trail design provides the opportunity to create linear parks that have a 
strong sense of place.    Some trail alignments may be more of a blank 
slate, such as a powerline corridor.  Here design can create a new 
place with sequences of trees, places to stop, perhaps a linear 
sculpture park.  Tom Balsley’s design for South Waterfront Greenway 
trail lets you ride through a canopy of trees, open out into a public 
plaza, stop next to a grassy slope to view the river, then back into the 
trees for wildlife viewing across to Ross Island (Bebb 2008). 

 
 

to learn 
more… 

Reynolds, K.D., et al. 
March 2007. Trail 
Characteristics as 
Correlates of Urban 
Trail Use. Health 
Promotion, 21:4, 335-
345. 

 

Value/Benefit: “to connect us to 
nature, special places and 
experience the landscape” 

Upshot: The 20 trail packages connect to some of 
the most special places in the region and beyond. 
From the research: Points East: Willamette River, Columbia 
River, Blue Lake Park, Sandy River, Sandy River Delta, Columbia Gorge 
Historic Highway, Dodge Park, Columbia Slough, Smith and Bybee 
Lakes, Pier Park, Kelly Pt Park, confluence of Willamette and Columbia 
Rivers, Deep Creek, Mt. Hood, east buttes including Mt. Talbert Nature 
Park and Powell Butte, Kelly Creek, Clackamas River, Johnson Creek, 
Eastbank Esplanade, Willamette Cove, Elk Rock Island. 

Points West:  Willamette Park, Willamette Narrows, Fanno Creek, 
Tualatin River, Tualatin River National Wildlife Refuge, Brown’s Ferry 
Park, Cook Park, Durham Park, Jurgen’s Park, Tualatin Hills Nature Park 
Graham Oaks Nature Park, George Himes Park, Tryon Creek State 
Natural Area, Marshall Park, Rock Creek, Noble Woods Park, Forest 
Park, Stub Stewart  State Park and points west. 

All together, the 20 trails packages provide access to over 24,000 acres 
of parks and greenspaces.   

 
 
 

to learn 
more… 

Metro. 1999. 
Metropolitan 
Greenspaces Plan.  
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Value/Benefit: “to provide equity” 

Upshot: Trails provide mobility to those who 
cannot afford or who cannot legally drive. 
From the research: The total private (excluding public 
infrastructure) cost of operating an automobile is about 50 cents a mile 
(the federally established rate for reimbursement or business tax 
deductions is .505 per mile). This, combined with the high up-front cost 
of auto purchase, means that many cannot afford to drive. Further, 
those under 16 are not legally allowed to drive an automobile, which 
means they must use other modes of travel. 

According to the US Census Bureau, 8.2 percent of workers over 16 in 
the Portland Metropolitan Region do not have access to an automobile. 

 

 

 

 

 

Value/Benefit: “to leave a legacy” 

Upshot: Some major assets have a window in 
time when they are possible to achieve. 
From the research: In 1903 the Olmstead Brothers created a 
parks plan for Portland, which included Forest Park and the 40-mile 
loop. Some elements, such as Forest Park, were established. There was 
a window of opportunity that occurred only once—a project such as 
Forest Park would not be possible today. Trails can be landmark 
projects that fundamentally change the landscape and our 
communities. There is often a limited window of opportunity to build 
trails. 

 

to learn 
more… 

The Forest Park 
Conservancy. Accessed 
on June 20, 2008 at: 
www.forestparkconserv
ancy.org/history  

 

Carolina Thread Trail 
Website. Accessed on 
June 20, 2008 at: 
http://www.carolinathre
adtrail.org
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The case for building the nation’s most 

complete urban trails network 
Discussion draft  ~ July 28, 2008 

 
The Portland metropolitan region faces a “perfect storm” of opportunity to build the nation’s most complete system of urban 
walking and cycling trails, extending to every corner of the region and serving residents across the entire socio-economic 
spectrum. A number of converging trends – increasing gas prices, worsening congestion, a growing obesity problem, climate 
change – all argue for a rethinking of the way we get around a dense urban region and beyond. Spanning more than 900 miles, 
the regional trails system is a critical and distinctive element in our efforts to slash greenhouse gas emissions, reduce travel 
costs, relieve congestion, decrease wear and tear on our aging infrastructure and increase activity levels and health – while 
helping to make our region an even better place to live, work and play.  

Vision:  By providing recreational opportunities for families as well as walking opportunities for seniors, the trails system will 
be a valued asset to a family-friendly region where a hike is only a short walk away from any neighborhood. A resident of 
Lake Oswego might ride to work in Milwaukie on an off-street trail that is both fast and safe. Children in communities from 
Forest Grove to Gresham might walk to school or to local parks without having to negotiate dangerous intersections or auto-
clogged arterials. A Portland resident might ride her bike east on the Springwater Trail, descend into Deep Creek Canyon, and 
then stay overnight in a nonmotorized campground along the Clackamas River, without ever having to ride in traffic.  

Several major trends argue that “the time is now” to build a regional system of trails that connects town centers to natural areas 
and parks, neighborhoods to schools and shopping, commuters to jobs, and children to nature: 

• Growth, congestion and the economy:  Thirty years from now, one million more people are expected to call the Portland 
region home. During this time, car traffic is expected to grow by nearly half, while truck traffic will more than double. 
Increasing congestion has real economic costs. Conversely, driving less has tangible economic benefits as more dollars 
remain in the local economy, and moving trips off the road system preserves capacity for other users. A robust system of 
off-road trails is an amenity that increases property values, draws visitors and makes the region a more attractive place for 
businesses to locate.  

• Gas prices and peak oil:  The failure of energy production to keep pace with rising global demand has caused gasoline 
prices to rise to unprecedented levels. Unlike past price spikes based on short-term market fluctuations, the current trend is 
not expected to abate in the near future. Trails provide a viable, low-cost transportation solution that is not dependent upon 
gasoline.  

• Health and obesity:  Overweight and inactive lifestyles will soon eclipse tobacco as the number one preventable cause of 
death in the United States. In the Portland-Vancouver metropolitan area, 24 percent of residents are obese, and an 
additional 37 percent are overweight. Access to trails and other facilities for non-motorized transportation promotes 
physical activity that can reduce obesity and its associated health care costs.  

• Climate change:  The threat of rising global temperatures makes finding climate-friendly transportation alternatives a 
critical imperative. The Portland region is already making strides toward reducing per-capita vehicle miles traveled and 
increasing walking and bicycle use. Each step we take toward the development of an attractive and fully articulated trails 
network connected to important destinations like schools and workplaces increases people’s ability and inclination to walk 
or ride.   

An urban trails network has many facets and defies simple categorization. It is both a network of transportation corridors and a 
system of “linear parks”. It is a place to enter or escape the city and where families can be together. It is a place to connect with 
neighbors as well as a place to connect with nature. A trails network helps communities reduce carbon emissions  and residents 
to stay fit. It is both a tourism destination and civic icon.  

Trails not only physically connect communities and special places, they metaphorically connect and address several of the 
most pressing public issues of our time. The multifaceted nature of the urban trails network means it addresses a wider 
spectrum of the environmental, health and economic issues facing our region today than competing investments. There are few 
public infrastructure projects that provide such a sound return on investment.  

We need to act now to build the system before rising property acquisition and construction costs price it out of reach. We may 
never have as good an opportunity as we do today to provide the residents of the region with the many benefits of a strong 
network of urban trails. If we seize this opportunity, we can provide a regional “signature” that serves as a legacy for 
generations to come.  

 



 
Points and counterpoints 

Arguments for and against building a regional trails network 
July 24, 2008 

 

Point: An urban trails system would make the Portland metropolitan area a 
world-class region. The trails will connect people to jobs, schools and 
open spaces, promoting our sustainable economy and active lifestyle 
while freeing us from rising energy costs. Residents’ lives would be 
fundamentally changed as nature would become a safe daily 
destination. An investment today creates a community treasure forever. 
We have the leadership and vision to accomplish this legacy within a 
generation. Now is the time to act.  

Counterpoint Most people drive so spend your money on roads and freeways where 
the greatest need is. Trails are an expensive luxury for a vocal minority 
that demand high-end bike routes. The large majority of us need roads.   

Point Actually, trails have already become an important element in the 
region’s transportation infrastructure and serve a much wider spectrum 
of the population than just avid bicyclists. Trails record higher usage 
counts than other elements of the bicycling and pedestrian system, with 
the Springwater Trail serving more than one million users per year 
including everything from families out for a stroll to regular 
commuters. 
 
Commuting by bicycle has more than doubled in Portland over ten 
years and is expected to increase by 30 percent this year. In the 
Portland region about 5 percent of commuting trips are now made by 
bicycle or by foot.  
 
However, there are many opportunities for improvements. In many 
European cities, 30 percent to 40 percent of trips are by bicycle or foot. 
Studies have shown that a large segment of the population is willing to 
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consider riding a bicycle for transportation but is concerned about 
riding in traffic. Trails create opportunities for walking and cycling that 
is out of the right of way, benefiting both trail users and motorists. 

Counterpoint Bicycling and roller skating are fine, but our economy is dependent on 
the ability to move freight. You can’t drive a truck on a trail. 

Point True. We will always need roads and highways. But some trails in the 
proposed network, such as Sullivan’s Gulch, parallel key transportation 
corridors and could reduce volumes during peak periods at a relatively 
modest cost. This strategy is already in use in some parts of the world. 
The Port of Rotterdam, the busiest port in Europe, relies on walking 
and cycling infrastructure to keep roads clear for freight. 

Counterpoint You say “modest cost” but I understand the region’s urban trails 
network would cost hundreds of millions of dollars to build. We don’t 
have the money to invest in our current infrastructure let alone build 
something new for a special interest group of bicyclists. Also, any new 
trails spending would compete with more important and fundamental 
things like schools, police and fire, which are underfunded.  

Point The region currently invests about $5 million in trails per year, which is 
a tiny fraction of the $630 million in public funds spent annually on 
transportation and the $157 million in public funds spent on recreation. 
We are suggesting that the trails network merits a higher level of public 
investment than it currently receives. 
 
While the full build-out of the region’s trails network would run into 
the hundreds of millions, the full build out of the motorized 
transportation network would be orders of magnitude higher. We can 
build hundreds of miles of trail for the cost of a few miles of highway. 

Counterpoint We can’t keep pace with maintenance on our existing infrastructure. 
Our roads have potholes and our bridges are substandard. We can’t 
afford to add to the maintenance obligation. 

Point Trails reduce maintenance costs by taking cars off the road. One study 
estimated a savings of five cents for every mile not driven. If the trails 
network saves the region an estimated 458,000 vehicle miles traveled 
per year, that equates to a savings of more than $8 million per year in 
road maintenance costs. Also, to the degree that increased bicycle and 
pedestrian travel delays a need to build new roads, we avoid the 
“hidden costs” of future maintenance, which can be significant.  
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Counterpoint But what about maintenance of the trails themselves? Operations and 
maintenance may be costly for local jurisdictions. 

Point While trails are expensive build, they are not expensive to maintain. 
Asset management standards suggest reinvesting two to four percent of 
the asset value into annual maintenance.  This standard is appropriate 
for buildings such as police and fire stations where multiple building 
systems wear out. With trails, the capital cost is not due to the 
complexity of the asset but the difficulty in threading it through the 
landscape.  The final asset – a linear strip of pavement with signage and 
trailheads – is relatively easy to maintain.  The typical cost of $5,000 
per year per mile of trail is approximately .1 to .5 percent of the capital 
cost.  This does not suggest that maintenance dollars for trails are easy 
to come by, but the maintenance cost is low relative to other 
investments. 

Counterpoint If taking cars off the road is your goal, there are better means. Trails are 
not the most cost effective ways to increase cycling and walking. Why 
not just stripe more bike lanes on existing roads? 

Point Actually, taking cars off the roadway is NOT our only goal. The 
benefits of trails are multifaceted and include recreation, connecting 
with nature, better health and improved safety. The fact that people 
value trails for more than just their transportation value was illustrated 
well by an intercept study by University of Colorado and University of 
Minnesota researchers that found people willing to travel 67 percent 
farther to include a trail on their route. The journey is also the 
destination. 
 
That said, increasing trips by bike is an important goal and striping bike 
lanes is definitely the least costly way to provide cycling connections. 
The move to include bike lanes in the Portland street system starting in 
the early 1990s led to a big increase in numbers of people who 
commute by bike (from 2850 bridge crossings in 1991 to more than 
12,000 by 2006). Unfortunately, these percentage increases cannot be 
sustained because the percentage of cyclists comfortable with cars is a 
minority (less than 40 percent).  According to research by the City of 
Portland, concerns about safety from cars was the biggest impediment, 
second only to weather, in preventing new converts to active cycling. 
 
Bike boulevards are complementary to trails and both are needed for an 
effective system.  Bike boulevards are less expensive but aren’t realistic 
in many areas, particularly in the suburbs. They are most useful in 
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dense, flat, gridded neighborhoods with nearby destinations. They also 
are not a solution for people who will not cycle if cars are not 
physically separated. 
 
Lastly, research shows that the most likely candidates for cycle 
commuters are drawn from recreational cyclists.  Families that start out 
on Fanno Creek Trail, safely separated from cars, eventually evolve 
into teens who are comfortable biking to school and parents who 
commute and run errands on bikes. 

Counterpoint Let’s not confuse commuting with recreating. One has a destination and 
time in mind, the other may have discovery and exercise in mind.  We 
don’t allow recreational weekend pilots to interfere with air traffic at 
PDX.  Neither should we confuse the need to get to work with a desire 
to exercise. 

Point A strictly segmented life where travel and recreation are completely 
separate is, historically, a relatively new idea. Only since the 1950s, 
with the increase of individual car ownership and decentralized 
development patterns has the trip to work lacked exercise and an open-
air experience. The resulting physical inactivity has led to dramatic 
rises in obesity, diabetes and other disorders and their associated costs 
to society. One of the unique benefits of trails is that it DOES blend 
transportation with recreation.  
 
Oregon’s obesity rate is too high for a region with our reputation for 
livability. Integrated “active transportation” supports people being 
more physically active and at the same time promotes mental health by 
connecting people and neighborhoods. Trails have the potential to 
address the issue of health disparities and the inequitable distribution of 
resources by reaching more people in diverse neighborhoods and 
communities.  

Counterpoint Still, we should not confuse the need to get to work ahead of the buses 
with a desire to get into nature on the weekends or evenings. Where can 
a person take a safe walk without the fear of a cyclist screaming by at 
25 M.P.H.?  Multi-mode alternatives are what we should be pitching, 
not trails. Dedicate certain streets as commuting corridors for cyclists 
but leave the trail system for walkers and hikers.  
 
Think of Tryon Creek State Park.  Walking trails mostly…a good place 
to get away for some meditative time and some exercise.  Keep the 
bikes in bike lanes on the streets and allow pedestrian traffic only on 
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the green/stream corridors.  Then trails could be eight feet wide and 
non-asphalt, thereby saving millions in construction and maintenance 
costs. 

Point It is true that high-use trails can have conflicts between wheels 
(bicyclists, skaters, etc) and pedestrians.  However, as you point out, 
users self-select to some extent.  Commuters on bicycles use the 
Eastbank Esplanade, for example, between 7 and 9 in the morning.  
During lunch, people do the circuit on foot and the cyclists return after 
5 p.m. to commute home.  Weekend use tends to be mixed.   

 Certainly there are places, like Tryon Creek State Park, where paved 
trails for bicycling are not appropriate.  (The trail package from 
Hillsdale to Lake Oswego is a soft surface trail for walking.)  However, 
a multi-modal trail up to the park with bike parking at the edge expands 
the recreation experience. 

Counterpoint Regardless of their merit, there just isn’t the money. 

Point Trails are multifaceted in their benefits and will require a multifaceted 
funding strategy. Emerging issues such as the environment and the 
health impacts of rising inactivity will require a public response. Trails 
should be part of that response. 

Counterpoint Trails will not make a significant dent in carbon emissions or global 
warming. 

Point Approximately one-fourth of greenhouse gas emissions in the United 
States are from the transportation sector and this sector is the second 
largest source of greenhouse gas emissions in Oregon. The proposed 
regional trails network would reduce motorized travel by as much as 
458,000 vehicle miles per day, resulting in a savings of 258 kilograms 
per day in carbon emissions. 

Counterpoint I am very supportive of improving our environment but trails are not 
safe for children. Paving over my backyard will create a place for 
vagrants and criminals to congregate. This trails system looks good on 
paper but will ultimately wind up being dirty, expensive and unsafe.  

Point This is a common concern but experience shows the opposite is true. 
Trails are like parks -- if they are isolated and have little use, they 
sometimes attract the wrong element. Most trails, however, attract 
activity that makes neighborhoods safer. One neighborhood near the 
Fanno Creek Trail that originally pushed for limited access points 
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because they did not want outsiders parked near their homes now finds 
the trail is a place where they see and interact with their neighbors. 
They now encourage trail access points. Perhaps the best evidence that 
trails impact neighborhoods positively is that studies find property 
values rise significantly when trails are built nearby.  

Counterpoint Okay, if you are going to build the trails network, you should continue 
to do it slowly. In light of other regional priorities and diminished 
funding as a result of a declining economy, it makes sense to continue 
development of the regional trail system at a measured, but not 
accelerated pace.  A moderate pace builds support and will allow an 
increasing pace of development in the future.  It allows many of the 
arguments against trail development, such as environmental damage, 
increased crime and decreased property values, to be countered by real 
life examples.  Such an approach allows considered development, 
builds support for trails by demonstrating incremental success and 
forces prioritization of projects. Besides, you have not acquired the 
right of way for trails and so couldn’t build them even if you had the 
money. 

Point The strategy of demonstrating that trails are assets to the community 
and environment is a reasonable approach. We have been doing just 
that for decades. Meanwhile, the current slow pace of trail development 
puts the system at risk. With projections of a regional population 
increase of one million people over the next 25 years, not only will land 
prices continue to increase but as development occurs, easements and 
trail property will become more difficult to come by.  The property 
availability doors are closing in many parts of the region and if we 
wait, they will shut. 

Counterpoint An economic downturn is not the right time to take on a major new 
public investment that will require fee or tax money. 

Point Travel Oregon is marketing the state as “the land bicycles dream of” 
and Travel Portland uses the region’s cycling and walking opportunities 
as a major draw. Both have a keen interest in this project as an 
economic development opportunity. This is in line with the numerous 
studies and economic development strategies that have identified our 
natural resource inheritance and our urban amenities as being key to 
our economic vitality. As an “urban amenity” that ties directly to our 
natural resources, trails build our reputation for quality of life in a way 
that few other investments can. Talent-dependent companies such as 
Keen and Jive Software verify that their employees put a high value on 
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such amenities and in being able to walk or ride safely to work.   
 
An urban trails network is an investment in the future that would 
distinguish us nationally and be a “signature” project that would serve 
as a legacy for generations to come.  
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Central Themes in the Reform Proposal 

1. A clearer and more focused Federal role. 

The proposal focuses and clarifies the Federal role in surface transportation by…   

• Focusing most Federal formula funding on the areas of the greatest Federal interest: (1) transportation safety, (2) the 

Interstate Highway System plus other highway facilities of national interest and (3) major metropolitan areas; and 

• Providing discretionary grant funding to support multi-state corridor projects, bottleneck projects, projects of national 

or regional significance, and innovative metropolitan responses to urban congestion. 

2. A data- and technology-driven approach to safety. 

The proposal strengthens the effectiveness and efficiency of Federal surface transportation safety programs by… 

• Emphasizing the importance of risk-based, data and technology driven approaches that recognize the diversity of 
safety challenges across the U.S.;  

• Replacing a variety of narrowly-focused safety programs with an integrated safety grant program that builds on the 

successes of the existing State-level Strategic Highway Safety Plans; and   

• Encouraging the use of crash avoidance technologies.  

3. Increased State and municipal flexibility. 

The proposal increases States’ and metropolitan areas’ flexibility to fund their greatest transportation priorities by …  

• Consolidating dozens of stove-piped highway and transit programs into three multi-modal funding programs; 

• Empowering a single institutional body, chosen through consensus, to plan and fund a major metropolitan-area’s 
transportation projects, regardless of mode; and 

• Granting funding recipients broad eligibility to invest in the projects likely to yield the greatest returns. 

4. More rational (and accountable) investment decisions. 

The proposal strengthens the basis for making transportation investment decisions by… 

• Asking States and metro areas to set performance goals and document progress toward meeting them;  

• Offering the potential for additional Federal grant funds to high performing grant recipients; and 

• Utilizing benefit-cost analyses for projects receiving substantial Federal support. 

5. Encouragement of more efficient pricing and leveraging of Federal resources. 

The proposal encourages States and metro areas to explore innovative transportation financing mechanisms by… 

• Allowing jurisdictions to toll Interstates and other major highways (while conditioning their use of toll revenues); 

• Expanding the use of public private partnerships; 

• Broadening the availability of Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act credit assistance;  

• Removing the volume cap on private activity bonds and making them more flexible; and 

• Allowing jurisdictions greater flexibility to create and use state infrastructure banks. 

6. More efficient and effective environmental stewardship. 

The proposal allows States and metro areas to protect the environment more efficiently and effectively by… 

• Requiring State and metropolitan grant recipients to set and track progress toward environmental performance goals; 

• Reforming the environmental process; and 

• Creating a pilot program under which participating States and metro areas are required to meet Federally-designated 

performance targets, in exchange for which they receive substantial regulatory relief and a clear mandate to consider 

impacts other than those to historic properties and parkland when selecting a transportation alternative.
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Ratio for the Distribution of Overall Funding  
 

This reform proposal does not recommend program-specific funding levels.  However, the pie 
chart below indicates an approximate ratio for distribution of overall funding (regardless of its 
level) between various programs. 
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Setting the Context

Our country is at a transportation policy crossroads.  For the first time since the creation of the 
Interstate Highway System, we have a promising opportunity to come together and completely 
re-assess our approach to financing and managing surface transportation systems.  For too long, 
we have tolerated exploding highway congestion, unsustainable revenue mechanisms, and 
spending decisions based on political influence as opposed to merit.   

The most pressing transportation problem of the 21st Century is not connectivity, as in the 
second half of the 20th Century, or connecting farms to markets, as in the first half.  Today, the 
most important challenge is the consistent, precipitous decline in transportation system 
performance and the increased politicization of transportation investment decisions at a time 
when the efficiency of our transportation networks is more critical than ever to our prosperity. 

Now, thanks to technological breakthroughs, changing public opinion, and highly successful 
real-world demonstrations around the world, it is clear that a new path is imminently achievable 
if we have the political will to forge it.  That path must start with an honest assessment of how 
we pay for transportation, not simply how much (our current focus).  In fact, our continued 
transportation financing challenges are in many ways a symptom of the following underlying 
policy failures. 

Current Problems with the Federal Surface Transportation Program

Today’s Federal surface transportation programs suffer from five major problems:  (1) a loss of a 
sense of direction, (2) a dramatic decline in system performance, (3) wasteful spending and poor 
investment decisions, and (4) an over-reliance on a funding mechanism – the fuel tax – that is 
increasingly ineffective, unpopular, and unsustainable, exacerbated by (5) a looming shortfall in 
the Highway Trust Fund (“HTF”), which serves as the principal Federal funding source for 
surface transportation programs.

1. Loss of a Sense of Direction or Purpose 

There is widespread acknowledgement that the Federal surface transportation program lost its 
sense of direction when the Interstate Highway System was substantially completed more than 
25 years ago.  Many independent stakeholders, including the following, have reached the same 
essential conclusion – that the current Federal program is broken due to a lack of clear purpose.  

• Government Accountability Office: 

Many current programs are not effective at addressing key transportation challenges such as increasing 

congestion and freight demand. They generally do not meet these challenges because Federal goals and 

roles are unclear, many programs lack links to needs or performance, and the programs often do not employ 
the best tools and approaches. The goals of current programs are numerous and sometimes conflicting. 

Furthermore, states’ ability to transfer highway infrastructure funds among different programs is so flexible 

that some program distinctions have little meaning. Moreover, programs often do not employ the best tools 

and approaches; rigorous economic analysis is not a driving factor in most project selection decisions and 

tools to make better use of existing infrastructure have not been deployed to their full potential. Modally-

stove-piped funding can impede efficient planning and project selection and, according to state officials, 

congressionally directed spending may limit the states’ ability to implement projects and efficiently use 

transportation funds., Government Accountability Office, “Surface Transportation: Restructured Federal 

Approach Needed for More Focused, Performance-Based, and Sustainable Programs” (GAO-08-400), 

March 2008. 
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• Urban Land Institute and Ernst and Young:  

Existing federal infrastructure policy neither produces effective regional solutions for congestion and 

pollution nor provides value for spending tax-payer dollars.  Of great importance, current policy fails to 

address or achieve essential national goals for ensuring efficient and productive movement of goods and 

people in the future.  Infrastructure 2008.

• Staff of the Brookings Institution:  

Each reauthorization cycle is dominated by parochial interests around funding.   In particular are the 

debates over donors and donees…This approach is anathema to achieving a true national purpose and 

vision—and turns the program into one of revenue distribution instead of one designed to meet national 

needs.  4/9/08 Testimony of Robert Puentes, Fellow, before the House Committee on Transportation and 

Infrastructure.

• National Surface Transportation Policy and Revenue Study Commission:

The absence of national investment priorities under our current surface transportation programs has been 

frequently raised, illustrated by long lists of highway and transit programs authorized in SAFETEA-LU, 

many of which are heavily earmarked (see Exhibit 6-1). Many such categorical programs address narrow 
issue areas, arguably with meritorious intent, but with little or no overarching national interest. The 

Commission believes that surface transportation programs should be reconstructed from a “clean slate” to 

allow for radical program reforms.   Report of the National Surface Transportation Policy and Revenue 

Study Commission, December 2007.  

Since the Interstate Highway System was completed, Federal surface transportation programs 
serving a variety of purposes have proliferated to the point where we now have 102 different 
programs administered by five separate modal agencies.  Trying to be all things to all people has 
proven to be an unsuccessful strategy.  Many programs do not serve national or even regional 
purposes; some have been co-opted by special interests; and despite the proliferation of new 
programs, few programs directly address congestion, which is a pressing national problem that 
threatens our economy, our environment, and our way of life.  In recognition of this problem, our 
Federal surface transportation program needs to be refocused on the areas that are of the greatest 
Federal interest. 

2. A Dramatic Decline in Transportation System Performance 

The expansion of the U.S. population and economy has placed increasing pressure on 
transportation networks that were largely laid out and developed prior to 1970.  Expansion of 
these networks has generally failed to keep pace with population and economic growth.   

Congestion may also distort urban and suburban development, encouraging both individuals and 
firms to relocate away from urban centers into less congested, lower density, peripheral areas.  
Unfortunately, these movements tend to lock individuals into automobiles and firms into truck 
transport, exacerbating congestion and the associated declines in system performance. 

Inevitably, this higher utilization of existing capacity has led to congestion, delays, reduced 
reliability, and adverse environmental consequences.  The Texas Transportation Institute 
estimates that congestion has doubled between 1982 and 2005 (National Transportation 
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Statistics, Table 1-63: Annual Person-Hours of Highway Traffic Delay Per Person, 2008).  As 
congestion worsens, the cost of congestion increases exponentially.  The cost of urban roadway 
congestion has increased by more than 50% between 1998 and 2005 alone. (National 
Transportation Statistics, Table 1-66: Annual Highway Congestion Cost, 2008). 

Congestion has negative effects on the environment and human health.  Stop-go cycles in heavy 
congestion also disproportionately increase fuel consumption, producing more greenhouse gas 
emissions and pollutants.  Gasoline wasted through congestion may be as much as 2.9 billion 
gallons of fuel annually.  USDOT’s proposal would dramatically reduce these inefficiencies, 
translating into greenhouse gas emissions reductions and contributing to the effort to combat 
global climate change. 

3. Wasteful Spending and Poor Investment Decisions 

Wasteful spending over the last few decades has further degraded our ability to direct our limited 
transportation resources to the most productive investments.  The clearest evidence of our failure 
to prioritize investments has been the disturbing growth of Congressional earmarks in surface 
transportation reauthorization bills, from a handful in the 1982 bill to more than 6,000 in the 
2005 bill, SAFETEA-LU.  The amount of the SAFETEA-LU earmarks was more than $23 
billion.  In a September 2007 report by the DOT Inspector General, a review was done of 8,056 
earmarked projects within the Department’s programs that received more than $8.54 billion for 
FY 2006.  Ninety-nine percent of the earmarks studied "either were not subject to the agencies’ 
review and selection process or bypassed the states' normal planning and programming 
processes."  Accordingly, the recent Federal earmarks studied by DOT rarely supported the 
entirety of any given project, comprising on average only 10% of the total project costs.  In 
addition, Federal earmarks are often inconsistent with State or local transportation plans.  For 
these reasons, many earmarks languish, unspent, while high-priority projects may be delayed or 
cancelled for lack of funding; alternatively, funds may be re-allocated from higher priorities to 
fill the funding gaps for earmarked projects.   

Unfortunately, poor investment decisions aren’t limited to earmarks.  Formula funding in the 
Federal surface transportation program is not contingent on grant recipients performing – and 
few grant recipients actually consider – economic analyses of project costs or benefits.  Not 
surprisingly, since the completion of the Interstate Highway System, the returns on public 
highway investments have plummeted to single digits.  A recent report concluded that returns on 
investment have plummeted, at least in part, because large highway investments have been 
undermined by inefficient highway pricing and investment policies (Shirley, Chad and Winston, 
Clifford, Firm Inventory Behavior and the Returns from Highway Infrastructure Investments,
Journal of Urban Economics, Volume 55, Issue 2, March 2004, pp. 398-415).  Investment 
decisions by States and localities need to be prioritized and based on thorough economic 
analyses, and grantees should be held accountable for making progress towards performance 
goals.  In recognition of the impacts of transportation on the environment, such performance 
goals should include not only traditional transportation areas of emphasis (condition and 
performance of transportation infrastructure, highway safety, etc.), but also environmental 
outcomes, such as air quality, noise, ecosystem protection, and quality of life.  Economic 
analysis should incorporate environmental impacts both by monetizing their benefits and costs 
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and, in some instances (e.g., social and community impacts attributable to projects) through 
qualitative methods. 

4. Moving Beyond the Fuel Tax 

At the heart of the problem with the nation’s surface transportation programs is a steadfast 
reliance on an increasingly ineffective, unsustainable, and unpopular source of revenue, the fuel 
tax.  Over 90% of Federal surface transportation funding is derived from Federal taxes on 
gasoline and diesel fuel.  However, as many independent stakeholders have concluded, the fuel 
tax is unlikely to be able to respond to our future transportation challenges:  

• Government Accountability Office (“GAO”): 

Fuel taxes are attractive because they have provided a relatively stable stream of revenues and their 

collection and enforcement costs are relatively low. However, fuel taxes do not currently convey to drivers 
the full costs of their use of the road – such as the costs of wear and tear, congestion, and pollution. 

5/8/08 Testimony of Patricia Dalton, Managing Director, Physical Infrastructure Issues, before the House 

Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure. 

• Transportation Research Board: 

Although the present highway finance system can remain viable for some time, travelers and the public 

would benefit greatly from a transition to a fee structure that more directly charged vehicle operators for 

their actual use of roads. “The Fuel Tax and Alternatives for Transportation Funding.” TRB Special Report 

285, (2006). 

• National Surface Transportation Infrastructure Financing Commission: 

Reliance on fuel taxes may have been an effective funding approach in the second half of the 20th century, 

but it may not be sufficient to address the pressing needs of the first half of the 21st century and beyond. 
“The Path Forward: Funding and Financing our Surface Transportation System.” February 2008. 

As one of its primary objectives, the next long-term Federal surface transportation legislation 
should seek to accelerate a transition away from these taxes.  At the State level, this transition is 
already well underway.  Nationwide, fuel taxes now represent less than 50% of the revenue 
generated for highway expenditures.  Unfortunately, in some cases, fuel taxes are being replaced 
with revenue mechanisms that are even less correlated to the true costs of using transportation 
systems.  As a policy matter, the Administration strongly supports development of a surface 
transportation financial model in which system user charges relate more closely to the true 
marginal costs of congestion, construction, operation and maintenance.  Today, that relationship 
is either tenuous or non-existent throughout most of the U.S.  The next comprehensive surface 
transportation authorization can play a critical role in facilitating and supporting major 
demonstrations that will lay the groundwork for a more sweeping transition that could take place 
over the next ten to fifteen years.   

Because fuel taxes are levied regardless of when, where, or how someone drives, the public 
maintains a misperception that highways are "free."  As with any scarce resource that is 
perceived to be free, demand chronically exceeds supply, especially in metropolitan areas during 
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peak commuting hours.  In the case of highways, this peak demand problem has led to 
debilitating congestion in every medium or large U.S. city.   

A highway funding model that relies on fuel tax revenues also becomes increasingly 
unsustainable as the U.S. moves towards increased energy independence, greater fuel economy 
in automobiles, development of alternative fuels, and reduced emissions.  As we make progress 
toward these environmentally and economically beneficial objectives, we can expect further 
trends presaging reductions in the amount of fuel tax revenue available for investment in 
transportation, which will further exacerbate funding shortfalls in the HTF and will highlight 
contradictions in national policy objectives.   

Our traditional policies, which favor political allocation of gas taxes on a “pay as you go” basis, 
also don’t do enough to attract the hundreds of billions of dollars of private capital that are 
available for investment in our transportation infrastructure.  Alternative revenue sources, 
including both revenue tolling and congestion pricing, are a preferable alternative.  With recent 
technological innovations tolling, whether used for revenue purposes or congestion pricing, has 
also become easier and less expensive to implement.   

Around the country, a growing number of public opinion polls reflect the unpopularity of fuel 
taxes, particularly when compared to open-road, electronic tolling.  A survey of public opinion 
surveys conducted in November 2007 for the Transportation Research Board by the research 
firm NuStats found that “in many parts of the U.S., a wide gap exists between elected officials’ 
perceptions of what the public thinks about tolling and road pricing and what public opinion 
actually is.”  Summarizing their findings, the report said, “in the aggregate there is clear majority 
support for tolling and road pricing.  Among all surveys, 56 percent showed support for tolling or 
road pricing concepts. Opposition was encountered in 31 percent of the surveys. Mixed results 
(i.e., no majority support or opposition) occurred in 13 percent of them.”  In the 2007 edition of 
their Annual Survey of U.S. Attitudes on Tax and Wealth, the Tax Foundation wrote, “the 
one surprise this year was at the state and local level, where gas taxes were viewed as the least 
fair tax.  That's the first time any state-local tax has edged famously-disliked local property taxes 
out for the honor of most unfair tax.” 

5. Highway Trust Fund Shortfall 

The Highway Trust Fund is the principal source of funding for our Nation’s highway, highway 
safety, and public transportation programs.  The President’s 2009 budget projections reflect a 
continuing downward trend in the Highway Trust Fund cash balances.  The trust fund has two 
accounts – a Highway Account that funds the Federal Highway Administration, the National 
Highway Traffic Safety Administration, and the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration 
programs – and a separate Mass Transit Account that funds Federal Transit Administration 
programs.  According to Administration projections, by the end of the SAFETEA-LU 
authorization period in 2009, the Highway Account will suffer a $3.2 billion shortfall.  The Mass 
Transit Account (expected to remain solvent through FY 2011), will have an estimated balance 
of $4.4 billion by the end of 2009, leaving a net total of $1.2 billion in the combined HTF.  As 
we look to the future, shortfalls in the HTF are projected to continue -- providing further 
evidence of the need to re-examine how surface infrastructure is funded in this country. 
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Solving the Problem

1. A More Focused Federal Role 

Until we decide what our National transportation priorities are, and what roles are appropriate for 
Federal, State, and local government as well as the private sector, we will be unable to 
adequately address our nation’s infrastructure needs.  USDOT believes that the Federal role in 
transportation should be more limited than it is today, concentrating primarily on: 

• Maintaining and improving the condition and performance of the Interstate Highway 

System. Dating back to the commerce clause of the Constitution, the Federal government 
has had a responsibility for – and commitment to – interstate trade and travel.  Over the 
past five decades that commitment has been embodied by the Interstate Highway System, 
which encompasses slightly more than 1% of the nation’s highway miles, but carries 
approximately one quarter of U.S. highway traffic and three quarters of long-haul truck 
traffic.  This commitment is clearly in the Federal interest, and should continue.

• Reducing congestion in major metropolitan areas. According to the Brookings 
Institution, the 100 largest metropolitan areas in the U.S. are home to 65% of the nation’s 
population and 68% of the nation’s jobs, and generate 75% of the country’s economic 
output, and in 2005, 95% of the nation’s trade moved through these metro areas. 
Unfortunately, these same cities are experiencing a growing crisis of congestion and 
metropolitan mobility. According to the Texas Transportation Institute, on highways in 
major U.S. metropolitan areas, between 1982 and 2005 hours of delay per traveler nearly 
tripled and total delay and wasted fuel increased more than four-fold.  In addition to its 
impacts on mobility, this congestion also acts as an impediment to efforts – whether at 
the Federal, State, or local level – to improve air quality and reduce transportation’s share 
of greenhouse gas emissions.  Consequently, there is a clear Federal interest in our 
nation’s major metropolitan areas, and particularly in incentivizing State and local 
officials to pursue more effective congestion relief strategies. Additionally, targeted 
incentives to use rail as an alternative mode to highway movement can help to relieve 
congestion and lower the amount of highway maintenance that is associated with the 
truck traffic that is diverted.  

• Making strategic investments to improve highway safety.  Each year there are six million 
crashes on the U.S. highway network, generating over 40,000 fatalities and over $200 
billion in related economic costs and attendant environmental impacts.  These costs are 
unacceptably high, and there is a clear Federal interest in reducing them.  This interest is 
most effectively pursued through Federal investments in a strategic, data-driven approach 
to improving highway safety.  Such an approach should also expand flexibility for 
grantees to re-allocate resources as challenges evolve.  

• Improving the condition and performance of transportation systems that access Federal 

and tribal lands.  The Federal government has responsibility for managing many of the 
roads and transportation systems that serve national parks, refuges, forests, and other 
public lands.  It also retains Indian trust responsibilities to work with tribes on a 
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government-to-government basis to support roads and transportation systems that provide 
access to and mobility within Indian reservations.  New approaches, such as a 
consolidated program or variable pricing, may help to address these responsibilities most 
effectively. 

• Using Federal dollars to leverage non-Federal resources.  By specifically seeking to 
leverage non-Federal resources, the same amount of Federal dollars can be used to 
capitalize substantially more projects than happens in today’s program construct.  With a 
growing array of non-Federal financial resources now available to project sponsors, 
Federal grants can increasingly play a “gap financing” role.  Moreover, as previously 
mentioned, there are a variety of reasons to believe that the fuel tax and Federal grants 
are unlikely to provide the most effective means of providing these resources.  When 
used creatively and aggressively, Federal funding may serve as an effective means of 
leveraging additional non-Federal resources (whether from local or State governments or 
from the private sector).  For example, partnering with private sector railroads can 
leverage Federal dollars.  Several recent examples provide positive results.  This financial 
leveraging function represents another key role for the Federal government. 

• Establishing quality and performance standards.  Measuring and improving performance 
must be an integral part of a new national transportation program structure.  For too long, 
transportation “success” has been measured in relation to the size of the capital stock as 
opposed to how well that capital stock is producing positive mobility, safety, and other 
benefits in a sustainable way.  Levels of congestion, quality of pavement, safety of 
bridges, transit load factors, and availability and reliability of information are among the 
most important indicators of how well the Federal program is achieving its objectives.  
States and metropolitan areas receiving Federal funds should be asked to establish 
performance targets and measure and publish their achievement of these targets.  In 
addition, discretionary grant criteria should be used to further incentivize States and 
metropolitan areas to allocate resources efficiently to advance clearly defined 
performance objectives.  The development of standardized performance areas and 
measures would facilitate the application of benefit-cost and cost-effectiveness analysis 
of projects.  A strong performance emphasis will also greatly expand the ability of 
transportation users to participate in the transportation planning, funding and 
management process.  Current approaches are neither appropriately transparent nor 
accountable to transportation system users. 

• Ensuring that the transportation system protects the environment while enhancing 

mobility.  Transportation policies and activities must support national goals for protection 
of the human and natural environment, balanced with our mobility objectives. 
Transportation projects must be delivered more quickly, while mitigating environmental 
consequences at the area-wide and project level.  A major environmental challenge – and 
one that surface transportation reforms should take into account – is global climate 
change.  The Department of Transportation has begun to study the impact of climate 
change on transportation infrastructure and believes that the links among climate change, 
transportation infrastructure, and transportation operations deserve sustained attention.  
The improved pricing of our highway system is a potentially vital piece of our national 
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climate change mitigation strategy.  As roads are priced, congestion as well as emissions 
decrease.  For projects receiving a substantial amount of Federal funding, the Federal 
government must continue to provide environmental oversight and stewardship.  
Consideration of multimodal freight strategies can meet this objective.  Moving 
intermodal freight by rail is energy efficient, and therefore is an environmentally-friendly 
alternative.  The Department of Energy calculates that the Class I railroads use 345 Btu’s 
per ton-mile while truck uses 3,476 Btu’s per ton-mile.  Actual figures are dependent on 
the commodity and type of train, and other studies have demonstrated results by 
comparing specific corridors and freight which are mode-interchangeable.  Studies have 
shown that freight rail is between three and four times as efficient when intermodal 
containers are moved by rail instead of highway.   

• Supporting transportation research in areas of national significance.  Since its founding 
in 1966, USDOT has played a role in supporting and conducting transportation-related 
research.  Congressional earmarking has dramatically undermined the ability of USDOT 
to implement any sort of coherent research agenda.  The next Federal surface 
transportation legislation should give far greater deference to the expertise of 
Departmental officials to allocate research resources.  In fact, Congressional research 
earmarking weakens the Department’s ability to attract talent and work on high-risk, 
breakthrough areas that may not be sufficiently addressed by the private sector.  Instead, 
earmarking leads to duplication of work and stifles innovation.  

This re-focusing of the Federal role should not be interpreted as a denial of the importance of 
other transportation needs (e.g., mobility and transportation for disadvantaged populations in 
rural areas).  The Administration recognizes the breadth of our nation’s transportation 
challenges, and believes that the Federal government has neither the resources nor the authority 
to solve all of them.  In keeping with our Federalist system, the Administration believes that we 
should deploy Federal transportation resources in areas fundamentally in the Federal interest, and 
simultaneously empower States and localities to use their own resource to best meet State and 
local needs.  Each additional Federal dollar that is shifted to increase support for interstate, 
metropolitan mobility, or safety projects would free up a corresponding State or local dollar that 
would otherwise have been required to fund those projects, and which the State or locality could 
now use to satisfy its highest transportation priorities.  These “newly-freed” State and local 
dollars would also be unencumbered by the administrative burdens typically associated with 
receipt of Federal funding.   

2. A Continued Emphasis on Safety 

Safety is USDOT’s top priority and during the last seven years the Department’s efforts have 
produced impressive results.  In 2006, the number of people who died on the Nation’s roads fell 
to the lowest highway fatality rate ever recorded and the largest one-year drop in total deaths in 
15 years.  That year, 42,642 individuals lost their lives, equating to an overall fatality rate of 1.41 
deaths per vehicle miles traveled (VMT) – the lowest rate ever recorded.  This translates into 
over 10,000 lives saved despite an increase in the number of drivers, vehicles, and VMT on our 
Nation’s roadways.   
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In 2006, passenger vehicle fatalities continued a steady decline to 30,521, the lowest annual total 
since 1993. The fatality rate per 100 million VMT for passenger vehicles also reached an all time 
low of 1.10.  In addition, the number of people suffering incapacitating injuries in 2006 was 26 
percent lower than in 2000.  This suggests that improved vehicle safety equipment that has saved 
lives may be even more effective in reducing serious injuries.  In 2006, the large truck fatal crash 
rate (1.94 fatal crashes per 100 million large truck VMT) reached its lowest point since the 
Department began tracking these figures 30 years ago.   

USDOT continues to works towards meeting the 1.0 fatality rate goal and believes that the 
coming surface authorization process affords the Nation an important opportunity to do so 
through innovation and collaboration with all stakeholders.   

As for current law, the Department believes that the significant progress made under SAFETEA-
LU with respect to State development of strategic highway safety plans provides a solid 
foundation and framework to advance future safety goals in reducing crashes, fatalities and 
injuries on our nation’s highways.  Each State is required to develop and implement, on a 
continuing basis, a highway safety improvement program that includes components for planning, 
implementation, and evaluation of safety programs and projects.  States have demonstrated both 
the willingness and capability to assume responsibility for identifying and implementing actions 
to address critical safety needs.  Strict adherence to national program structures may undercut a 
State’s ability to effectively address its unique problems and meet its performance goals.  
Therefore, the combined highway safety grant programs in this proposal are intended to 
significantly reduce traffic fatalities and serious injuries by adopting a data-driven approach and 
allowing States the flexibility to target funds to meet their most critical safety needs.   

3. Direct Pricing of Roads 

The Administration urges policy makers to greatly expand opportunities for road pricing because 
of the many benefits it can provide to the traveling public and to the economy.  To be clear, 
during the life of the next authorization, the Administration does not expect that direct road 
pricing would replace traditional fuel taxes as the primary means of financing the Federal 
transportation programs.  However, in many cases, depending on local conditions, pricing 
provides a powerful tool for improving mobility for individuals and businesses. 

Virtually every economist who has studied transportation says that direct pricing of road use, 
similar to how people pay for other utilities, holds far more promise in addressing congestion and 
generating sustainable revenues for re-investment than do traditional gas taxes.  And thanks to 
new technologies that have eliminated the need for toll booths, the concept of road pricing is 
spreading rapidly around the world.  The brilliance of road pricing is that it achieves at least four 
major policy objectives simultaneously.   

First, it will immediately reduce congestion and deliver substantial economic benefits.  Drivers 
have proven in a growing array of road pricing examples in the U.S. and around the world that 
prices can work to significantly increase highway speed and reliability, more efficiently spread 
traffic across all periods of the day, and encourage shifts to public transportation and the 
combining of trips.  Additionally, contrary to popular assumption, not all rush hour drivers are on 
their way to work.  In fact, the National Household Travel Survey shows that on an average 
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workday, 56% of trips during the morning peak travel period and 69% of trips during the 
evening peak travel period are non-work related, and that 23% of peak travelers are retired.  
Many of these travelers have flexibility in their travel time or mode choices – flexibility that 
pricing encourages them to employ. 

Second, it will generate revenues for re-investment precisely in the locations that need 
investment the most.  Recent estimates in a forthcoming paper, “Toward a Comprehensive 
Assessment of Road Pricing Accounting for Land Use,” by economists Clifford Winston and 
Ashley Langer at the Brookings Institution, conclude that utilizing congestion pricing in only the 
largest 98 metropolitan areas would generate approximately $120 billion a year in revenues 
while simultaneously solving the recurring congestion problem in those areas.  Implementation 
of a broader road pricing strategy tied to wear and tear and reconstruction costs would obviously 
produce even higher revenue.  As a point of comparison, in 2006 the U.S. spent a combined 
approximately $150 billion on all of our highways.  Toll revenues raised through congestion 
pricing could offer State and local officials additional flexibility to either postpone future tax 
increases or even reduce the wide array of taxes currently going into transportation (many of 
which have nothing to do with use of the transportation system). 

Third, direct pricing can reduce carbon emissions and the emissions of traditional pollutants.  
According to Environmental Defense, a nonprofit environmental organization, congestion 
pricing in the city of London reduced emissions of particulate matter and nitrogen oxides by 12% 
and fossil fuel consumption and carbon dioxide (“CO2”) emissions by 20%; a comprehensive 
electronic road pricing system in Singapore has prevented the emission of an estimated 175,000 
lb of CO2; and Stockholm’s congestion pricing system has led to a 10-14% drop in CO2

emissions. 

Fourth, as toll roads typically have dedicated revenue streams, they are far less likely to suffer 
from the safety problems presented by deferred maintenance that is so common on non-toll 
roads.  For example, a February 2008 study by the International Bridge, Tunnel and Turnpike 
Association found that toll road facilities had lower fatality rates than both urban and rural un-
tolled interstate highways (.52 fatalities per 100 million vehicle miles traveled on toll roads, vs. 
.55 on non-tolled urban interstates and 1.21 on non-tolled rural interstates).  

In addition to expanding opportunities for road pricing, in the interest of better managing 
highways and controlling the need for investment, the Administration urges policy makers to re-
assess the current system of taxes that are intended to reflect use of the system.  Currently, on 
many highways, wear and tear is caused disproportionately by heavily loaded trucks.  Their share 
of road maintenance costs is not accurately captured by the existing set of taxes (e.g. heavy truck 
use tax, tire tax, etc.).  A pricing structure that more appropriately reflects the true costs imposed 
by various vehicles would help align costs and benefits, reduce demand for additional investment 
and improve incentives.   
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4. Institute Benefit Cost Analysis and Focus on Informed Decision-Making on a System and 

Program Level 

Benefit-cost analysis (“BCA”) of transportation projects allows decision makers to identify those 
projects that will generate the highest return to each dollar invested in our transportation systems. 
It also helps agencies to organize and document their decision processes and to identify risk and 
the most cost-effective means to mitigate it.  Benefits typically measured and monetized in BCA 
include reductions in travel time and vehicle operating costs as well as improved safety, 
reliability, convenience, and passenger comfort.  Costs typically included in BCA are agency 
costs of designing, building, operating, and maintaining a project, and may include user costs 
associated with disruptions caused by project construction and maintenance activities.  BCA is 
versatile enough to incorporate even hard-to-quantify environmental benefits and costs.  BCA 
results can be used to inform assessments of how projects will affect employment, business sales, 
land values, tourism and other indirect economic impacts. 

Most States and local agencies have access to models and techniques needed to conduct BCA, 
although additional training and experience will be required to bring many of these agencies to a 
point where BCA can be readily applied.  Currently, approximately 20 States make some use of 
BCA in managing their transportation programs; but six States use the technique regularly.  This 
means that the vast majority of transportation decisions in the U.S. today are being made with 
only minimal reference to the projected lifecycle benefits and costs of a specific course of action 
relative to another course of action.  The GAO recently conducted two studies to identify the key 
processes for surface transportation infrastructure planning and decision-making, with a 
particular emphasis on the role of economic analysis methods and the factors that affect the use 
of such methods.  Among other reasons, GAO cited “political concerns” for why BCA is not 
more widely used in U.S. public sector surface transportation decision-making.  GAO observed 
that projects may be important for a particular interest group or constituency even though it is not 
efficient from an economic standpoint.   

GAO also noted that BCA results are rarely reviewed in light of actual project outcomes.  In 
other words, not only is BCA underused in the project planning process, it is also rarely used to 
assess the efficacy of previous investments.  This is in stark contrast to typical capital investment 
models employed in the private sector.   

Instilling analytical rigor into the project selection process has been a long-standing Federal 
objective, even if it has not always been observed.  This became an official goal of the US 
government in 1994, when President Clinton signed Executive Order 12893, Principles for 

Federal Infrastructure Investments, which stated,  

Infrastructure investments shall be based on systematic analysis of expected benefits and costs, including 

both quantitative and qualitative measures.  To promote the efficient use of Federal infrastructure 

funds….Agencies should encourage the State and local recipients of Federal grants to implement planning 

and information management systems that support the principles set forth in section 2(a) through (c) of this 

order. 

It is important that we establish far more productive means to ensure that scarce resources are 
flowing to projects that benefit the public the most.  While BCA is likely to be one of our most 
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effective tools to advance that objective, we need to ensure that throughout our Federal surface 
transportation funding program investment decisions are driven by demand, not politics, and that 
investment decisions are made in open, transparent and data-driven contexts, not in the murky 
environment of special purpose spending and programmatic modal silos.  The use of BCA in 
making surface transportation decisions should include intermodal freight options when 
practicable.  Finally, to maximize the efficiency of our transportation investments, we must 
increase our consideration of the longer term (i.e., the full project life-cycle) and structure our 
investment strategy around the principles of asset management. 

5. Supporting Modal Shift of Long-Distance Freight

There is no single answer to the challenge of providing our Nation with the best possible surface 
transportation system.  It will take a careful blending of the best decisions and programs to offer 
a total transportation system that delivers the best passenger and freight solutions.   

Moving long-distance freight by rail, including intermodal shipments of containers and trailers, 
offers safety benefits and fuel efficiencies that can be several times greater than truck.  Other 
social and economic benefits include eliminating the disproportionate wear and tear caused by 
these vehicles, greatly reduced vehicle greenhouse gas emissions, and a reduction of highway 
congestion.   

Unlike most other countries, the U.S. has a publicly owned road system and a privately owned 
rail system.  While increasing freight capacity is an important issue for both highway and rail 
systems, past focus has mostly been directed to increasing highway freight capacity while failing 
to consider alternatives that can be more fuel-efficient, environmentally friendly, and cost-
effective.  Each year, railroad companies have invested billions of dollars in private capital to 
add capacity to their networks.  The infrastructure maintenance cost per gross ton mile (GTM) on 
rail is about 30 percent of the infrastructure maintenance cost per GTM on road1.  The 
comparable efficiencies between the freight modes are evident in the fact that railroads make a 
profit hauling 80,000-pound containers and trailers.  If these same vehicles were moved on the 
highway they would impose significant public cost2.

Intermodal freight traffic that is traveling by rail will not be on the highway in the metropolitan 
areas between origin and destination points.  Removing this freight traffic from the highway will 
reduce congestion.  However, as congestion has a serious negative effect on our highway system, 
congestion can also affect the rail network.  In addition to normal infrastructure and equipment 
maintenance and renewal (about $17 billion a year) railroads spent an average of about $1.5 
billion each year during the last three years ending in 2006, and $1.9 billion in 2007, to increase 
capacity.  A recent study3 indicated that the rail network can absorb additional traffic.  Four 
percent of the network is at or over capacity, and nine percent is near capacity.  However, 
anticipated traffic growth will require much greater investment for capacity in the future. 

                                               
1

Evaluating the public investment mix in US freight transportation infrastructure. Michael F. Gorman, June 21, 

2007.  
2 Highway cost allocation study.  
3

National Rail Freight Infrastructure Capacity and Investment Study, Cambridge Systematics, September 2007.  
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Federal Interest Highway (“FIH”) Program 

Rationale for Proposal

In recent years, Federal investment has been insufficiently focused on highways and highway 
projects that clearly fall within the Federal (vs. primarily local and/or regional) interest.  Funding 
decisions tend to be only loosely related to either system performance or to projects’ likely rate 
of return.  Programmatic funding silos and Congressional earmarking limit States’ flexibility to 
focus on their own priorities.  There is no mechanism to effectively fund multi-state corridor 
projects, bottleneck projects, and (un-earmarked) projects of national or regional significance. 

The FIH Program would respond to these challenges by reinforcing the Federal commitment to 
support interstate trade and travel as embodied by the Interstate Highway System, which 
encompasses slightly more than 1% of the nation’s highway miles, but carries approximately one 
quarter of U.S. highway traffic and three quarters of long-haul truck traffic4.  The FIH Program 
would also institutionalize performance management and asset management in State-level 
transportation decision-making and provide funding for critical corridor, bottleneck, and 
nationally-significant projects.  

Description of Proposal

Formula funding.  USDOT would grant 80% of FIH funding annually to States under a formula 
based on the factors listed below.  To receive FIH funding, a project would need to (a) be Title 
23-eligible, (b) be located on the Interstate System or on other critical facilities of national 
significance5, and (c) meet the FIH Program’s performance and benefit-cost requirements.  The 
program would also include a mechanism through which States could petition to expand 
eligibility on a case-by-case basis for non-Interstate segments that carry a sufficiently-high 
volume of non-commuter interstate traffic.  States that exceeded their performance standards 
would be permitted flexibility to use FIH funding for non-FIH highway projects.  FIH funding 
could be used to fund analyses conducted in order to meet the newly-required benefit-cost, 
performance management, and public private partnership requirements (all defined below) or to 
fund research activities consistent with the objectives of the FIH Program.  Funding recipients 
would not be required to use a designated percentage of FIH funding for any of these purposes. 

Formula allocation factor Proxy for… 

Interstate lane- miles Extent of system 

Vehicle miles traveled on the Interstate System Use of system 

Diesel fuel usage in the State  Freight traffic on system 

State's contribution into Highway Trust Fund Donor/donee issues 

                                               
4 Interstate miles and Interstate Vehicle Miles Traveled figures are taken from FHWA’s 2006 Highway Statistics.  

Long-haul freight truck figures are taken from FHWA’s Freight Analysis Framework (version 2.2), with “long-haul” 
trips defined as those more than 50 miles in duration. 

5 Defined to include new construction as part of USDOT-designated Corridors of the Future, other critical corridors 

for the movement of freight, port facilities and other major intermodal facilities, border facilities, and portions of the 

National Highway System that carry volumes of traffic comparable to the Interstate System and provide connectivity 

between Interstates and/or major metropolitan areas. 
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Discretionary funding.  USDOT would award 20% of FIH funding through annual discretionary 
grants to projects based on a competitive process.  To be eligible to receive this funding, 
transportation projects would need to (a) be Title 23-eligible; (b) be located on the Interstate 
system or at a border crossing; (c) make a significant contribution to a State’s FIH Program 
performance targets; and (d) have benefits that exceed costs by a substantial amount (e.g., a 
benefit-cost ratio greater than 2.0).  Additionally, the recipient would need to demonstrate its 
application of balanced asset management principles in its programs and network(s). 

In addition to the eligibility requirements, USDOT would base its discretionary funding 
decisions on a consideration of the following criteria: (a) the extent to which the project 
incorporated direct user fees; (b) the national benefits (economic, environmental, public health, 
etc.)  generated by the project; (c) the extent of demonstrated coordination and collaboration 
between all relevant transportation entities within a given State and between States; (d) the 
degree to which the project leveraged non-Federal funding resources; (e) the project’s 
incorporation of an operational plan projected to reduce congestion; (f) the degree to which the 
project facilitated interstate commerce; (g) the degree to which the State has established 
ambitious FIH performance targets; (h) the degree to which the State has achieved its FIH 
performance targets; and (i) the degree to which the project would contribute to meeting the 
State’s FIH performance targets.  

Federal share and grant recipient.  The Federal share of project cost for FIH formula projects 
located within areas eligible to receive Metropolitan Mobility (see pages 21-24) funding would 
be 50%.  FIH formula projects located outside of MM areas could receive a Federal share of up 
to 80%.  Eligible grant recipients would include State6 DOTs or any other agency of statewide 
jurisdiction designated by the Governor.  The maximum Federal share for discretionary grant 
projects would be 50%. 

Performance management.  USDOT would specify a number of performance areas (e.g., 
condition of pavement and bridges, delay hours, travel time reliability, ability to accommodate 
large trucks, number of transportation fatalities, injuries, and crashes, reductions in vehicle 
emissions, noise, and other environmental impacts) for Interstate routes in each State.  USDOT 
would also specify quantifiable measures (e.g., travel time index, highway fatalities, emissions of 
particulate matter) that States would use to track progress.  States would designate target levels 
for each performance measure, and would have significant flexibility to determine how to meet 
these targets.  USDOT would expect the targets to be set at levels that are ambitious but 
attainable through the effective use of State resources, reflecting careful consideration of the 
costs and benefits of meeting such targets.  The presence of well-documented, ambitious targets 
would weigh favorably in USDOT evaluations of discretionary funding requests. States would be 
required to document, publish annually, and justify their progress toward meeting their targets, 
and States that successfully met targets would be granted some degree of priority consideration 
when applying for FIH discretionary funding (as described above under “discretionary funding”).  
USDOT would publish, on an annual or bi-annual basis, a ranking of States’ performance in 

                                               
6 For purposes of FIH eligibility, “States” would be defined to include all 50 States, the District of Columbia, Puerto 

Rico, American Samoa, Guam, the Virgin Islands and the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands. 
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relation to each performance measure.  This ranking would not take into account State-specific 
performance targets.  

Benefit-cost analysis.  For a project to be eligible for a discretionary grant, the State would need 
to conduct a BCA to establish that the project has benefits that substantially exceed its costs.  For 
a formula-funded project, the State would be required to conduct a BCA only if the project has a 
total capital cost of over $25 million (lifecycle cost analysis would be sufficient if a project were 
simply a reconstruction or rehabilitation with no capacity expansion).  In conducting a BCA, the 
State would evaluate all reasonable alternatives (including multi-modal alternatives, as 
appropriate).  Based on the results of this analysis, for a formula-funded project, the State would 
then be required to either (a) select the alternative that was the most cost-beneficial means of 
reaching the project’s objectives, or (b) justify its rationale for selecting a different alternative.  
USDOT would issue guidance on appropriate BCA methodology, economic values, and 
suggested methods of quantifying safety and environmental benefits and costs.  For projects 
below the $25 million threshold, the State would need to show USDOT that it had used Asset 
Management methods and lifecycle management tools to establish the cost-effective contribution 
of a program of projects toward meeting the State’s performance objectives.   

Public-private partnerships (“P3s”).  All Federal-aid projects with a total cost of over $250 
million would not receive Federal assistance unless the project sponsor first compared the 
present value of the project’s lifecycle costs under the most cost-effective form of conventional 
public procurement with the present value of the project’s lifecycle costs if procured using a P3 
(assuming State law allows for P3 procurement).  The analysis could also take into account other 
public policy considerations which may not be quantifiable but may be significant.  Federal-aid 
would only be provided for those projects procured by the method that yielded the lowest present 
value of lifecycle costs.  These analyses could be conducted separately from required BCA (see 
above) for large projects, or the P3 option could be incorporated directly into the BCA as an 
alternative to be evaluated.   

Other Federal Mandates.  States would be required to comply with Federal environmental, labor, 
and other requirements. However, in order to eliminate duplicative and potentially inconsistent 
requirements, to the extent that a State legally required FIH projects to comply with State-level 
environmental, labor, or other requirements that were “substantially similar” to Federal law or 
regulation, the State-level requirement would satisfy the Federal requirement.  In cases where 
Federal funding made up less than 10% of total project cost, such funds would not be deemed 
“Federal” for purpose of Title 23 requirements, although certain environmental requirements 
might apply.  Additionally, to expand State flexibility to structure projects, for non-NEPA 
purposes States would be allowed to segment projects as they best saw fit.  None of these 
provisions would supersede Davis-Bacon prevailing wage laws, consistent with Administration 
policy to neither expand nor contract Davis-Bacon protections. 

FIH funding recipients would be required to have an emergency evacuation plan that was 
consistent with national defense and security polices and included cooperation among all 
agencies in the geographic area, including cities, counties, and public and private toll authorities, 
as needed.  The program would include a phase-in period for this requirement.
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Metro Mobility (“MM”) Program 

Rationale for Proposal

Existing Federal transportation programs have shown themselves ill-suited to respond to the 
growing crisis of metropolitan transportation congestion, which imposes substantial and 
increasing costs on our nation’s cities.  Modal funding silos and Congressional earmarking limit 
the flexibility of urban areas to focus on their own priorities.  Funding decisions tend to be only 
loosely related to either system performance or to projects’ likely rate of return.  Finally, many 
metropolitan areas have been slow to adopt innovative transportation policies, technologies, and 
financial arrangements.  

The MM Program would address these challenges by providing substantial amounts of 
performance-based transportation funding directly to metropolitan areas with populations greater 
than 500,000 (which collectively generate 42% of the nation’s annual vehicle-miles traveled).  
This program would also allow recipients broad multi-modal flexibility in selecting projects for 
the movement of people and goods that institutionalize performance management in 
metropolitan-level transportation decision-making, and provide financial support for innovative 
metropolitan approaches to traffic congestion.  

Description of Proposal

Formula funding.  USDOT would award 70% of MM funding annually under a formula based on 
the factors listed below (see table).  To be eligible to receive this funding, transportation projects 
would need to (a) be Title 23 or Title 497-eligible, (b) be located within a metropolitan region 
with a population greater than 500,0008, (c) be intended primarily to provide mobility and 
associated safety benefits or to mitigate the environmental impacts of transportation activities9,
(d) meet the MM Program’s performance and benefit-cost requirements, and (e) be selected 
through a competitive process open to both public and private sector transportation providers 
(meaning that public, private, or public-private entities would compete for funding to provide 
transportation solutions).  The Secretary of Transportation would have the option of waiving 
condition (a) (Title 23 or Title 49 eligibility) on a case-by-case basis for projects that met 
conditions (b), (c), (d), and (e).  MM funding could not be used to fund transit operations, but 
could be used to fund the operations of the Metropolitan Transportation Board, any analyses 
conducted in order to meet the newly-required benefit-cost, performance management, and 
public private partnership requirements (all defined below), or research activities consistent with 

                                               
7 These titles include broad flexibility for intermodal projects.  For example, development of highway-to-rail freight 

transfer stations facilitates a partnership between rail and motor carriers, which can provide public benefits such as 

alleviating highway congestion at bottlenecks, lowering overall greenhouse gas footprints of shipping, and lowered 

highway damage due to truck traffic. 

8 For the purposes of the MM program, metropolitan regions would be defined based on the Urbanized Area 

definitions used by current Federal-aid funding programs.  MM eligibility would extend not just to cities located in 
the 50 States and the District of Columbia, but also to Puerto Rico, American Samoa, Guam, the Virgin Islands and 

the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands. 

9 This clause references the fact that the MM program would prohibit Federal funding for “transportation 

enhancement” activities eligible under previous Federal programs that are not primarily oriented toward mobility 

safety, or environmental mitigation (e.g., the construction of transportation museums). 
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the objectives of the MM Program. Funding recipients would not be required to use a designated 
percentage of MM funding for any of these purposes. 

Category Formula allocation factor Proxy for… 

Highway Lane-miles of highways within an Urbanized Area 

(“UZA”) with a population over 500,000, excluding 

highways functionally classified as local roads 

Extent of system 

 Vehicle miles traveled on highways within a UZA with a
population over 500,000, excluding highways 

functionally classified as local roads 

Use of system 

Transit Fixed guideway route miles within UZA Extent of system (rail) 

 Guideway vehicle revenue miles within UZA System capacity (rail) 

 Bus vehicle revenue miles within UZA System capacity (non-rail) 

 Urban passenger transit miles within UZA Use of system 

UZA population 10 Population Cross-

cutting Hours of delay in UZA due to congestion, 2005 Amount of congestion 

Federal share and grant recipient.  The Federal share of project cost would be 50%11.  To 
facilitate multi-modal coordination and regional decision-making, MM funding would be 
awarded to a single Metropolitan Transportation Board (“MTB”), which would be designated not 
by Federal authorizing legislation, but rather by regional consensus, with the concurrence of the 
Governor (or multiple Governors, in cases where the metro area boundaries cross State lines). 
Development of these MTBs would involve a planning and public outreach process. The Federal 
transportation bill would place requirements upon this designation process and define the 
required technical and administrative capacity of an MTB.  So long as this capacity was 
established, the MTB could be structured as an entirely public authority or as a mixed public-
private authority.  As desired, MTBs would have broad discretion to designate other entities as 
eligible sub-recipients to receive grant funding and administer projects.  Although the concept of 
a MTB has similarities to existing Metropolitan Planning Organizations (“MPOs”), it is 
envisioned that MTBs would be newly constituted organizations, given the significant scope of 
their responsibilities.  The authorizing legislation would include a period during which technical 
capacity of the MTBs would be developed and resources would be included to facilitate this 
process.  In addition, USDOT would provide technical assistance and support to enhance the 
MTBs’ capacity to manage the MM Program.   

                                               
10 For purposes of determining population figures within this formula, the Secretary shall use the most recent 

estimate published by the Secretary of Commerce. 

11
As described in the Federal Interest Highway (“FIH”) Program section (page 18-20), FIH-funded projects located 

within MM-eligible areas could receive the same maximum Federal cost share as MM-funded projects: 50%.  FIH-

funded projects outside of MM-eligible areas could receive a maximum Federal share of 80%.  The difference 
between the MM-area Federal share (50%) and the non-MM-area FIH Federal share (80%) reflects the fact that one 

of the MM program’s primary purposes is to leverage additional financial resources in metropolitan areas where 

travel demand is high, capacity is constrained, and the transportation network is more likely to be able to generate 

revenues that over time move the area toward financial self-sufficiency.  This purpose is best achieved through a 

lower maximum Federal share. 
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Discretionary funding.  USDOT would award 30% of MM funding to MTBs through annual 
discretionary grants to projects (or collections of projects) based on a competitive process12.  To 
be eligible to receive this funding, transportation projects would need to (a) be Title 23 or Title 
49-eligible; (b) be located within a metropolitan region with a population greater than 500,000; 
(c) be intended primarily to provide mobility or safety benefits or to mitigate the environmental 
impacts of other transportation activities in an air quality non-attainment area; (d) make a 
significant contribution to an MTB’s MM Program performance targets; and (e) have benefits 
that exceed costs by a substantial amount (e.g., a benefit-cost ratio greater than 2.0).  
Additionally, the recipient would need to demonstrate its application of balanced asset 
management principles in its programs and network(s).  Within this application, bringing assets 
to a state of good repair would be a priority.  Both new capacity and recapitalization projects 
would be eligible to receive discretionary funding. 

In addition to the eligibility requirements, USDOT would base its funding decisions on a 
consideration of the following criteria: (a) the degree – if any – to which the project utilizes 
efficient pricing of congested facilities; (b) for transit projects, the project’s farebox recovery 
ratio; (c) the project’s potential to reduce traffic congestion either on the facility or elsewhere on 
the network; (d) the extent of demonstrated coordination and collaboration between all relevant 
transportation entities within a given State and between States; (e) the project’s potential to 
enable cost beneficial improvements in area transit service; (f) the degree to which the project 
leverages non-Federal funding resources; (g) the project’s use of innovative technology; (h) the 
project’s potential to serve as a regional or national demonstration of innovative or alternative 
financing mechanisms (e.g., public private partnerships, State Infrastructure Banks); (i) the 
technical feasibility and political probability of the project’s near-term implementation; (j) the 
degree to which the MTB has established ambitious MM performance targets; (k) the degree to 
which the MTB has achieved its MM performance targets; and (l) the degree to which the project 
would contribute to meeting the MTB’s MM performance targets. 

Performance management.  USDOT would specify a number of performance areas (e.g., 
condition of pavement and bridges, condition of transit vehicles, guideways, and stations, delay 
hours on highways, arterials, and transit systems, travel time reliability, ability to accommodate 
large trucks, number of transportation fatalities, injuries, and crashes, access to transit by 
selected population groups, and reductions in vehicle emissions, noise, and other environmental 
impacts) for each MM-eligible area, as well as measures (e.g., travel time index, highway 
fatalities, emissions of particulate matter) that MTBs would use to track progress.  MTBs would 
designate target levels for each performance measure, and would have significant flexibility to 
determine how to meet these targets.  USDOT would expect the targets to be set at levels that are 
ambitious but attainable through the effective use of State resources, reflecting careful 
consideration of the costs and benefits of meeting such targets.  The presence of well-
documented, ambitious targets would weigh favorably in USDOT evaluations of discretionary 
funding request.  MTBs would be required to document, publish annually, and justify their 
progress toward meeting targets, and MTBs that successfully met targets would be granted some 
degree of priority consideration when applying for MM discretionary funding (as described 

                                               
12 For those New Starts projects either as existing or pending FFGAs or beyond the final design phase of project 

development as of the beginning of the reauthorization period, USDOT would continue to provide sufficient funding 

to cover the funding commitments.  After enactment of this proposal, all major transit capital investment projects 

should apply through the MM discretionary. 
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above under “discretionary funding”).  USDOT would publish, on an annual or bi-annual basis, a 
ranking of MTBs’ performance in relation to each performance measure.  This ranking would 
not take into account MTB-specific performance targets. 

Benefit-cost analysis.  For a project to be eligible for a discretionary grant, the MTB would need 
to conduct a BCA to establish that the project has benefits that substantially exceed its costs.  For 
a formula-funded project, the MTB would be required to conduct a BCA only if the project has a 
total capital cost of over $25 million (lifecycle cost analysis would be sufficient if a project were 
simply a reconstruction or rehabilitation with no capacity expansion).  In conducting a BCA, the 
MTB would evaluate all reasonable alternatives (including multi-modal alternatives, as 
appropriate).  Based on the results of this analysis, for formula-funded projects, the MTB would 
then be required to either (a) select the alternative that was the most cost-beneficial means of 
reaching the project’s objectives, or (b) justify its rationale for selecting a different alternative.  
USDOT would issue guidance on appropriate BCA methodology, economic values, and 
suggested methods of quantifying safety and environmental benefits and costs.  For formula-
funded projects below the $25 million threshold, the MTB would need to demonstrate to FHWA 
divisional or FTA regional staff that it had used Asset Management methods and lifecycle 
management tools to establish the cost-effective contribution of a program of projects toward 
meeting the MTB’s performance objectives.

Public-private partnership (“P3”) analysis.  All Federal-aid projects with a total cost of over 
$250 million would not receive Federal assistance unless the project sponsor first compared the 
present value of the project’s lifecycle costs under the most cost-effective form of conventional 
public procurement with the present value of the project’s lifecycle costs if procured using a P3 
(assuming State law allows for P3 procurement).  The analysis could also take into account other 
public policy considerations which may not be quantifiable but may be significant.  Federal-aid 
would only be provided for these projects procured by the method that yielded the lowest present 
value of lifecycle costs.  These analyses could be conducted separately from required BCA (see 
above) for large projects, or, more effectively, the P3 option could be incorporated directly into 
the BCA as an alternative to be evaluated.  

Other Federal Mandates.  MTBs would be required to comply with Federal environmental, 
labor, and other requirements.  However, in order to eliminate duplicative and potentially 
inconsistent requirements, to the extent that a State legally required MM projects to comply with 
State-level environmental, labor, or other requirements that were “substantially similar” to 
Federal law or regulation, the State-level requirement would supersede the Federal requirement.  
In cases where Federal funding made up less than 10% of total project cost, such funds would 
not be deemed “Federal” for purpose of Title 23 or Title 49 requirements, although certain 
environmental requirements might apply.  Additionally, to expand State flexibility to structure 
projects, for non-NEPA purposes States would be allowed to segment projects as they best saw 
fit.  None of these provisions would supersede Davis-Bacon prevailing wage laws, consistent 
with Administration policy to neither expand nor contract Davis-Bacon protections. 

MM funding recipients would be required to have an emergency evacuation plan that was 
consistent with national defense and security polices and included cooperation among all 
agencies in the geographic area, including cities, counties, and public and private toll authorities, 
as needed.  The program would include a phase-in period for this requirement. 
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Mobility Enhancement (“ME”) Program 

Rationale for Proposal

The current Federal transportation program includes a wide variety of programs designed to 
enhance targeted elements of mobility.  The new programmatic structure laid out in this 
reauthorization proposal includes provisions to support mobility along the Interstate Highway 
System and other nationally significant routes and in major metropolitan areas.  This re-focusing 
is a critical element of needed Federal transportation program reforms.  By focusing the Federal 
government’s limited resources on projects that are predominantly in the national (vs. State, 
regional, or local) interest, it frees State and local governments to direct their own funds to 
projects that principally meet State and local mobility priorities – and to do so without being 
burdened by the restrictions and administrative burdens that accompany Federal funding.  
However, there remains value in providing States with some Federal transportation funding to 
help them meet their broader mobility needs.  The ME Program is designed to serve this purpose.  

Description of Proposal

Formula funding.  USDOT would distribute ME funding annually based on a formula.  Twenty-
five percent of ME funding would be evenly distributed among the States13, and the remaining 
75% of ME funding would be distributed based on each State’s share of total population.  
Eligible uses of funding would include any Title 23 or Title 49 purpose, including research 
activities consistent with the objectives of the ME Program.  USDOT would encourage States to 
use their ME funding to: maintain and improve the condition of bridges located off of the 
National Highway System; increase mobility in small communities and rural areas; and to focus 
on supporting individuals that are disadvantaged or have special needs (e.g., the low-income, the 
elderly, and individuals with disabilities). 

Federal share and grant recipient.  The Federal share of project cost would be 90%.  Eligible 
grant recipients would include State DOTs or any other entity designated by the Governor. 

Existing Federal Mandates.  ME program funding would be provided to the States on a “revenue 
sharing” basis and all Title 23 and Title 49 requirements beyond mere project eligibility would 
be eliminated.  Furthermore, in order to eliminate duplicative and potentially inconsistent Title 
23 and Title 49 requirements, to the extent that a State legally required ME projects to comply 
with environmental, labor, or other requirements that were “substantially similar” to Federal law 
or regulation (NEPA, the Americans with Disabilities Act, , etc.), the State-level requirement 
would supersede the Federal requirement.  In cases where Federal funding made up less than 
10% of total project cost, such funds would not be deemed “Federal” for purpose of Title 23 or 
Title 49 requirements, although certain environmental requirements might apply.  Additionally, 
to expand State flexibility to structure projects, for non-NEPA purposes States would be allowed 
to segment projects as they best saw fit.  None of these provisions would supersede Davis-Bacon 
prevailing wage laws, consistent with Administration policy to neither expand nor contract 
Davis-Bacon protections.

                                               
13 For purposes of ME eligibility, “States” would be defined to include all 50 States, the District of Columbia, Puerto 

Rico, American Samoa, Guam, the Virgin Islands and the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands. 
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Consolidated Federal Lands Highway and Transit (“FLH&T”) 

Program 

Rationale for Proposal

FHWA’s Federal Lands Highway (“FLH”) Program was created 25 years ago to assure a 
consistent and stable program structure for transportation systems that access Federal and tribal 
lands.  FHWA provides oversight and technical expertise to Federal land management agencies 
responsible for managing approximately one-third of all land in the U.S., as well as Federal 
defense and security agencies, as they build and maintain transportation systems.  FTA also 
supports public transportation alternatives in national parks and public lands through its Transit 
in the Parks Program.  

For tribal governments, FHWA works directly with tribes on a government-to-government 
relationship level, as well as with the Bureau of Indian Affairs, to assure Federal trust 
responsibilities are met and technical assistance is provided.  Additionally, some tribes directly 
receive grants for public transportation services on Indian reservations through FTA’s Tribal 
Transit Program.  The stewardship of Federal and tribal transportation programs is important, 
and USDOT’s expertise in overseeing and delivering transportation services allows these 
agencies to focus on their primary missions, while providing access to and mobility within our 
nation’s Federal and tribal lands. 

Description of Proposal

The FLH&T Program would include the following major elements: 

• The Indian Reservation Roads (“IRR”) Program and the associated IRR Bridge Program, 
while creating a new safety set-aside component within the IRR Program; 

• The Park Roads and Parkways Program; 

• The Refuge Roads Program; 

• The Public Lands Highway Program, including both the Forest Highway Program and the 
Public Lands Highway Discretionary Program; 

• The Transit in the Parks program14; and 

• The Tribal Transit Program. 

Assuming sufficient resources are available, funding eligibility under the Public Lands Highway 
Program would be expanded to include facilities under the jurisdiction of other Federal partners, 
including the Bureau of Land Management, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the Department 
of Defense, and the U.S. Forest Service.  FLH&T funding could not be used to provide subsidies 
for highway and transit operations. USDOT would base its discretionary funding decisions on a 
consideration of the following criteria: (a) the extent to which the project served the 
transportation needs of Federal and/or Tribal lands (mobility, access, etc.) with an emphasis on 

                                               
14 Formerly known as the Alternative Transit in Parks and Public Lands (“ATPPL”), and renamed within the 

SAFETEA-LU Technical Corrections Act of 2008. 
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projected travel, ridership and safety and (b) the extent of demonstrated coordination and 
collaboration between all relevant transportation entities. 

USDOT would also work with the FLH&T Program’s core partners15 to carry out two pilot 
programs: (1) a program allowing up to five demonstrations of P3s in the design, construction, 
operations and/or maintenance of Federal Lands highways, and (2) a program allowing up to five 
demonstrations of innovative pricing on Federal Lands highways.  These pilot programs are 
described in greater detail on pages 42 and 48 of this proposal.    

                                               
15 Currently, FHWA’s Federal Lands Highway Program provides program stewardship and transportation engineering 

services for the planning, design, construction, and rehabilitation of the highways and bridges that provide access to and 

through Federally-owned lands.  Federal Land management agencies typically have responsibility over the operations and 

maintenance of Federal lands roads, and often own those roads as well.
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Highway Safety Improvement Program (“HSIP”)  

Rationale for Proposal

The Highway Safety Improvement Program (“HSIP”), established by Section 1401 of 
SAFETEA-LU, was designed to significantly reduce traffic fatalities and serious injuries by 
allowing States the flexibility to target funds to meet their most critical safety needs.  The 
program also seeks to coordinate safety programs, encourage data-driven decisions, and leverage 
limited resources to achieve the greatest possible reduction in highway fatalities.  States have 
demonstrated their commitment to complying with requirements of the HSIP, developing 
Strategic Highway Safety Plans (“SHSPs”) that identify strategies to achieve critical outcomes.  
However, in the course of reviewing States’ safety plans and detailed accident data, FHWA has 
identified a number of improvements that could be made to the program, which would reduce 
paperwork burdens, better align set-asides to target safety problems, and provide greater 
flexibility for States.   

Description of Proposal

The HSIP would be reauthorized, but with the following modifications:  

• Provision of dedicated obligation authority to accompany formula funds, which would 
allow States greater certainty in planning; 

• Greater attention and support for high-quality safety information collection and analysis 
systems; 

• Improvements to the SHSP process by assuring participation of Federal agencies, tribal 
and local governments; 

• Improvements to the High Risk Rural Roads Program; 

• Elimination of the Biennial Rail Report to Congress; 

• Consistent with each State's SHSP, Section 130 activities will be eligible, without a 
specific set-aside; 

• Reduction of the mandatory Railway-Highway set-aside and elimination of the Biennial 
Rail Report to Congress; 

• Provision to allow States to flex 25% of HSIP funds (up from current 10%) to non-
infrastructure, behavioral, enforcement and other safety purposes, after certifying that 
they have adequately met their planned safety infrastructure needs; 

• Elimination of the requirement that States submit a separate report identifying their top 
5% most hazardous locations; and  

• A requirement that States post their SHSP and their HSIP report on their website to raise 
awareness of highway safety programs and implementation strategies. 
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Motor Carrier Safety Grant Program Flexibility 

Rationale for Proposal 

The Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration (“FMCSA”) currently administers 10 separate 
State grant programs to improve commercial vehicle safety, each with slightly differing 
requirements and some that have overlapping purposes.  This proposal would simplify the 
sometimes confusing array of Federal grant programs, provide States with increased flexibility 
and efficiency in the administration and implementation of commercial vehicle safety grants, and 
strengthen the role of the State safety agencies in reducing truck- and bus-related crashes and 
saving lives. 

Description of Proposal

The Department would seek authority to create a single commercial motor vehicle (“CMV”) 
State grant program with one set of matching fund requirements.  The CMV safety grants 
funding and requirements would be rolled into the Motor Carrier Safety Assistance Program 
(“MCSAP”) structure.  The new authority for a harmonized program would include: 

• Greater flexibility for FMCSA to work with States by allowing CMV safety funding to be 
directed toward special projects such as the Performance Registration Information 
Systems Management (“PRISM”) program, Commercial Driver’s License Information 
System (“CDLIS”) improvements to monitor drivers’ safety performance, safety data 
improvement, and other safety initiatives where needed; 

• A uniform administrative takedown amount for all grant programs; 

• Authorization for grant funds to be used by the FMCSA for contracts and cooperative 
agreements in support of National program activities; and 

• New Maintenance of Effort requirements so that States are not penalized when 
contributing additional State resources toward commercial vehicle safety programs. 
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NHTSA Combined Grant (“CG”) Program 

Rationale for Proposal 

To improve efficiency in managing its grant programs, provide additional flexibility to States in 
allocating funds to safety needs, and reduce administrative burden on States, NHTSA would 
consolidate its separate grant programs for impaired driving, occupant protection (seat belts and 
child safety seats), high visibility enforcement (“HVE”), data, and motorcycle safety into a single 
combined grant (“CG”) program.   

Description of Proposal

Consolidated grant application.  Instead of applying to multiple discretionary grant programs 
separately, States would submit to NHTSA a single annual application (the “CG application”), 
which would include sections addressing each of the categories referenced below under 
“categorical funding.”  The CG application would be submitted in conjunction with a State’s 
Strategic Highway Safety Plan (“SHSP”), which would further certify that category-specific 
eligibility requirements were met and related performance measures, where applicable, were 
achieved. 

Allocation of funding.   NHTSA would fund the Combined Grant (“CG”) Program with funding 
previously designated for each of the grant programs that the CG Program would supersede 
(impaired driving countermeasure grants, safety belt incentive grants, etc.).  Forty percent of CG 
funding (“CG formula funding”) would be allocated to States based on the section 402(b) 
Highway Safety Funding formula designated in SAFETEA-LU, and could be used by States for 
any of the nine national priority areas: 

1. Alcohol and drug-impaired driving countermeasures;  
2. Occupant protection; 
3. Police traffic services (e.g., enforcement);  
4. Emergency medical services;  
5. Traffic records;  
6. Motorcycle safety;  
7. Pedestrian and bicycle safety (jointly administered by FHWA and NHTSA); 
8. Non-construction aspects of roadway safety (administered by FHWA); and 
9. Speed control (jointly administered by NHTSA and FHWA). 

The remaining 60% of CG funding (“CG categorical funding”) would be divided among the 
categories identified below, and would be allocated to States based upon category-specific 
funding formulae and eligibility requirements.  Each category of categorical funding would be 
allocated only to those States that certified and demonstrated (through their CG application and 
SHSP) that they met the category’s eligibility criteria. 

Eligibility for receipt and use of categorical funding.  In order to be eligible to receive funding 
from a given category (e.g., impaired driving), the State would have to certify in its CG 
application that it had implemented certain countermeasure activities or programs (HVE, primary 
belt laws, etc.) that have been shown to be effective in reducing the number and/or severity of 
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crashes.  States will also be asked to identify any cost effective technology they are using (or 
plan to use) to achieve safety objectives. Further specifics on countermeasure activities and 
programs would be included in individual State SHSPs which would be submitted in conjunction 
with the CG application.  Category-specific eligibility criteria are described below.   

In addition, if a State demonstrated achievement of category-specific performance measures it 
could use the remainder of the funding allocation under this category to fund any of the nine 
national priorities listed under “allocation of funding.”  Category-specific performance metrics 
would be defined through Departmental guidance related to its Safety Strategic Objective or 
rulemaking, and would correlate closely with NHTSA-specific outcome measures included in its 
annual performance plan. 

Impaired driving.  Twenty-five percent of CG funding would be distributed as “impaired 
driving” categorical funding. 

• Eligibility to receive funding. To be eligible to receive impaired driving categorical 
funding, a State would need to demonstrate a defined level of participation in the 
nationwide Drunk Driving. Over the Limit. Under Arrest. campaign, and would need to 
satisfy one of the following three criteria: (a) achievement of an impaired driving fatality 
rate less than .45 per 100 million vehicle miles traveled; (b) identification as one of the 
States with the five highest impaired driving fatality rates or impaired driving fatality 
numbers; or (c) implementation of five of eight other USDOT-defined measures.  These 
measures would include the following:  (a) ignition interlock program improvement 
(defined achievements to include first offense); (b) new administrative license revocation 
(“ALR”) law or improvements to existing ALR program; (c) high blood alcohol 
concentration (“BAC”) laws or per se drug impaired driving laws; (d) BAC test refusal 
law (with penalty at least as strict as that for test failure); (e) High Visibility Enforcement 
(“HVE”), to include measures of statewide coverage); (f) task force or leadership group 
meeting specific authority, leadership, and membership requirements (following the New 
Mexico model); (g) underage drinking program (including liquor law enforcement 
elements); and/or (h) graduated drivers licensing (with set number of components 
implemented).  

• Eligible uses of funding. States could use impaired driving categorical funding for 
development and/or delivery of programs related to the above criteria, plus impaired 
driving training for law enforcement and criminal justice professionals, paid media, and 
costs of impaired operator information systems. 

Occupant protection (Seat Belts and Child Safety Seats).  Twenty-five percent of CG funding 
would be distributed as “occupant protection” categorical funding. 

• Eligibility to receive funding. To be eligible to receive occupant protection categorical 
funding, a State would need to demonstrate a defined level of participation in the 
nationwide Click It or Ticket mobilization, as well as four of the following five criteria: 
(a) sustained high-visibility law enforcement to include nighttime enforcement as 
appropriate; (b) child passenger protection to include programs aimed at booster-age 
children; (c) countermeasures for high risk populations (e.g., rural drivers and teens), (d) 
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primary seat belt laws, and (e) seat belt use laws requiring front and rear seat use by all 
ages. 

• Eligible uses of funding.  States could use occupant protection categorical funding to 
support programs designed to address any of the criteria listed above, or to train fire 
fighters, law enforcement officers, emergency medical services professionals and others 
to provide community child passenger safety services.  No more than 5% of funds could 
be used for the purchase of child safety restraints for low-income families. 

Data programs.  Five percent of CG funding would be distributed as “data” categorical funding. 

• Eligibility to receive funding. To be eligible to receive data categorical funding, a State 
would need to (a) operate a functioning traffic records coordinating committee (“TRCC”) 
that met at least three times per year; (b) designate a TRCC coordinator (at least part-
time); (c) establish a traffic record strategic plan (approved by the State TRCC) that 
described specific quantifiable and measurable improvements anticipated in the State’s 
core safety databases (crash, citation/adjudication, driver, EMS/ISS, roadway and vehicle 
databases); and (d) demonstrate quantitative progress in relation to the accuracy, 
completeness, timeliness, uniformity, accessibility, and/or integration of a core highway 
safety database.  USDOT would develop, in cooperation with the States, a list of 
acceptable performance measures in relation to criterion (d), and would publish that list 
in the Federal Register. 

• Eligible uses of funding.  States could use data categorical funding to make further data 
program improvements of core highway safety databases related to quantifiable, 
measurable progress in any of the six significant attributes listed above.

Motorcycle safety.  Five percent of CG funding would be distributed as “motorcycle safety” 
categorical funding. 

• Eligibility to receive funding. To be eligible to receive motorcycle safety categorical 
funding, a State would need to satisfy three or more of the six existing 2010 motorcycle 
safety incentive grant program criteria.  These criteria include: (a) offering effective 
motorcycle rider training courses; (b) developing an effective motorcyclists awareness 
program; (c) showing a reduction in fatalities and crashes involving motorcycles; (d) 
implementing an impaired driving program; (e) showing a reduction of fatalities and 
accidents involving impaired motorcyclists; and/or (f) showing that all fees collected 
from motorcyclists are used for motorcyclists safety training and motorcycle awareness. 

• Eligible uses of funding.  States could use motorcycle safety grant monies to fund any of 
the following activities, all of which are currently allowable under the existing 2010 grant 
program: (a) improvements to motorcyclist safety training curricula; (b) improvements in 
program delivery of motorcycle training to both urban and rural areas (including 
procurement or repair of practice motorcycles, instructional materials, mobile training 
units, and leasing or purchasing facilities for closed-course motorcycle skill training); (c) 
measures designed to increase the recruitment or retention of motorcyclist safety training 
instructors; and (d) public awareness, public service announcements, and other outreach 
programs to enhance driver awareness of motorcyclists.  States could also use motorcycle 
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safety categorical funding to fund, in support of a comprehensive motorcycle safety 
program, any of the following additional safety countermeasures: (a) increased education 
and enforcement efforts to reduce impaired driving; (b) promoting and increasing the use 
of Federal Motor Vehicle Safety Standard (“FMVSS”) No. 218 compliant helmets; (c) 
reducing the number of improperly licensed motorcyclists; (d) implementing a graduated 
driver licensing system for new entrant motorcycle operators; (e) increasing education 
and enforcement efforts on speeding and reckless riding; and/or (f) implementing 
motorist awareness programs to decrease motor vehicle crashes with motorcycles. 
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Research Strategy and Areas of Focus 

Rationale for Proposal

Ongoing demographic, economic, technological, political and institutional trends have major 
implications for our Nation’s transportation system now and well into the future.  Research and 
innovation are vital to achieving our national transportation goals and can help decision makers 
understand how the transportation system performs, how it can be improved, and what it would 
look like under different scenarios.  In recent years, Congress has earmarked much of USDOT’s 
research budget with no larger strategic focus.  Funding that is consistent with a clearly defined 
research agenda is integral to ensuring the effectiveness and relevance of hundreds of millions of 
dollars of Federal research expenditures.  

Overall Research Strategy

Under this proposal, USDOT would work with its partners and other research institutions to 
adopt an overall research strategy that incorporates and coordinates the activities of its various 
operating administrations.  In creating this strategy, the Department would seek advice and 
feedback on national transportation research and innovation priorities from a broad range of 
stakeholders, including representatives from all transportation industry sectors, the university 
research community, state transportation officials, local transportation officials, and other 
transportation professionals.  Ultimately, this strategy would serve as the cornerstone of a 
national transportation research and innovation agenda, and ensure that research activities and 
investments are focused on national transportation research priorities.  It would also enable and 
expedite transportation innovation through a variety of methods, ranging from carrying out 
advanced research to providing funding to test and evaluate new approaches across modes, to 
assisting with the all-important transfer of technology and innovation through education and 
other means.  

Working with the modes, RITA would conduct multi-modal research and post-project evaluation 
of research, and would coordinate a departmental research, planning, and investment decision 
making-process that builds on the Department’s ongoing efforts in this arena.  This decision-
making process would serve as the means by which to execute a national transportation research 
and innovation agenda and ensure that research activities and investments were focused on 
national transportation research priorities.  RITA would enable and expedite transportation 
innovation through a variety of methods, ranging from carrying out advanced research to 
providing funding to test and evaluate new approaches across modes. 

Because of the challenges in each of the modes, individual operating administrations would carry 
out research activities specific to their respective modes of transportation in support of the 
national research and innovation agenda and national research priorities.  They would also 
partner with other organizations to leverage research investments, provide training and 
education, and help disseminate research findings both within and beyond the transportation 
community.   
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USDOT Areas of Research Focus

The Department’s research and innovation programs would be focused on national transportation 
research priorities that would be targeted at addressing critical transportation needs.  As such, the 
national transportation research and innovation agenda would likely include, but would not be 
limited to, understanding and testing ways to measurably improve transportation safety, reduce 
congestion and improve reliability, achieve replacement of deteriorating infrastructure with 
longer lasting structures, and begin to understand and address the emerging issue of green house 
gases and climate control.  With respect to safety, the Department would heavily emphasize the 
potential of various crash prevention technologies to significantly reduce highway fatalities.  
With respect to reducing congestion and improving reliability, the Department would heavily 
emphasize the wide range of benefits, costs and risks of various strategies and technologies 
designed to improve overall system performance.  New materials and construction techniques 
would form the basis for meeting the infrastructure challenges.  Climate issues would be 
examined under the three-part approach dealing with fuel type, vehicle energy efficiency, and 
level of travel.   

This emphasis would be reflected in the specific modal research emphasis areas and addressed 
by the appropriate USDOT agencies; it will also be done in coordination with other national and 
international research and technology institutions and programs, such as the Strategic Highway 
Research Program (SHRP2).  Mission-driven exploratory advanced research, applied research 
and development, innovation test and evaluation, and education and training will be conducted in 
emerging or renewed priority areas.   

These program areas are highlighted below: 

Enhance System Performance 

Increasingly, the transportation community is recognizing that federal transportation investments 
must be more directly tied to improvements in system performance.  Significant research, 
development and education is required to gather and report national information on the extent, 
condition, performance and use of the Nation's transportation system and to assist in the 
forecasting of future demand and in quantifying the impact of current and proposed 
transportation programs and policies.  Tools and techniques such as BCA, asset management, 
and life cycle cost analysis must be future refined and propagated. 

Reduce Congestion

The worsening congestion level is a key concern.  This is supported by TRB’s 2005 report on 
Critical Issues in Transportation, which highlights that the demand for passenger travel could 
double as the population increases by approximately 100 million by 2040.  New innovations to 
solving congestion problems should provide considerable relief and significantly reduce the costs 
of congestion.   

Improve Safety

Highway crashes, particularly those involving fatalities and serious injuries, are complex events 
often involving multiple contributing factors.  Thus, improving safety requires analyzing and 
researching crashes from an integrated perspective (driver, vehicle, and infrastructure) and 
creating systematic measures to counter the deficiencies.  The Intelligent Transportation Systems 
(“ITS”) Program and similar programs will provide a test-bed for the assessing and integrating 
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the innovations. These efforts will complement research by others entities, such as vehicle and 
equipment manufacturers and the communications industries and provided efficiencies to 
Federal, State and local regulatory and/or enforcement entities.  

Address Climate Change and Environmental Linkages to Quality of Life  

Improving transportation and environmental linkages is essential to meeting the nation’s 
mobility goals in the 21st Century.  Increasingly delays in the implementation of transportation 
projects are attributed to issues associated with the transportation planning and environmental 
decision making process.  There is a need for better research and data regarding the impacts of 
transportation on the environment, including climate change.  Meeting these challenges will 
require research that results in new technologies and practices to better inform transportation and 
environmental decision-making processes, and streamlined transportation planning and 
environmental review processes that help protect and enhance the environment.  

Maintain Infrastructure Integrity 

Transportation research has provided substantial advances and innovations that have contributed 
to improvements such as longer lasting pavements, structurally sound bridges, and advanced 
traffic systems, as well as non-destructive evaluation of the infrastructure.  Such research is 
crucial when considering the needs of the aging transportation infrastructure.  The impacts on the 
transportation infrastructure from climate changes must also be assessed and considered in new 
construction design and methods. 

Meet Freight, Logistics, and Global Challenges 

The combination of globalization, changing logistical practices, population growth, and 
increased economic demand is causing freight movement by all modes to grow rapidly, as well 
as the need for greater inter-modalism.  According to the TRB 2005 Critical Issues in 

Transportation report, truck travel and containerized shipments may double by 2025.  The report 
entitled Future Needs of the U.S. Surface Transportation System (AASHTO 2007) further 
estimates U.S. container traffic increased from 8 million units in 1980 to 42 million units in 
2005, and is expected to hit 110 million units by 2020.  In addition to increases in volume, the 
average length of haul for trucks has increased 80 percent from 263 miles in 1970 to 473 in 2000 
(BTS National Transportation Statistics, 2007, Table 1-35).   

Assess Policy and System Financing Alternatives 

The R&T Program must also reflect the “national leadership” required to inform, assist, and lead 
our stakeholders and partners to solutions that will better meet current and future transportation 
needs.  As such, we need to explore emerging transportation policy alternatives on key 
emerging issues such as financing the future transportation system.  We need to understand 
better the near-term and longer-term system financing alternatives, including P3s, innovative 
financing mechanisms, variable pricing, and system-wide VMT-based charges. 

Under this research, technology, education and training proposal, USDOT would have the 
capacity to lead, carry out, and evaluate a robust national transportation research and innovation 
agenda with its partners and for transportation stakeholders.  These initiatives would be mission 
and results driven and would be fully coordinated across all the agencies and with other 
organizations and institutions conducting research or delivering research results.  The end 
product would be greatly improved transportation facilities and services to meet the Nation’s 
needs for the 21st Century. 
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Earmark Flexibility 

Rationale for Proposal

States and urbanized areas currently are holding substantial amounts of Federal highway and 
public transportation funding that has been earmarked by Congress for specific projects that are 
not, in fact being advanced.  As of September 30, 2007, States had a total of approximately $10 
billion in earmarked highway funds that were legally available for obligation on projects 
designated in legislative documents, but that had not been obligated.  Similarly, States and 
urbanized areas held approximately $2.3 billion in earmarked public transportation funds.  In 
many cases, the designated projects were not a high priority for the State or urbanized area and it 
was unwilling or unable to commit its own resources to provide any required match or to make 
up any difference between the amount designated and the actual cost of the designated project.  
As a result, the designated funds sat idle, thus providing no transportation benefit to the public at 
all. 

To assist States and urbanized areas in making the most effective and efficient use of Federal 
surface transportation funds, the proposal would allow States and urbanized areas to use their 
highway and public transportation funds earmarked for specific projects instead for purposes 
eligible under the FIH, MM, HSIP, or ME Programs. 
     
Description of Proposal

To assist States and urbanized areas in making the most effective and efficient use of Federal 
surface transportation funds, this proposal would allow States and urbanized areas to, at their 
option, use their idle earmarked funds (along with any associated obligation limitation) for 
purposes eligible under the FIH, MM, HSIP, or ME Programs.  This flexibility would be 
available only for earmarked funds (or a portion of those funds) that had been available for 
obligation but had sat idle for 3 or more fiscal years.  Going forward, States and urbanized areas 
would have the authority to convert three-year-old earmark balances on a rolling basis.  
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Enhanced Access to Private Activity Bonds (“PABs”) 

Rationale for Proposal

SAFETEA-LU amended Section 142 of the Internal Revenue Code to add highway and freight 
transfer facilities to the types of privately developed and operated projects for which tax-exempt 
private activity bonds (“PABs”) may be issued.  SAFETEA-LU established a “national volume 
cap” that limits the total amount of such bonds to $15 billion.  Based on the pipeline of 
applications for allocation of PAB authority for newly-eligible facilities, the Department expects 
to allocate the entire $15 billion sometime early in 2009.  By limiting the number of highways 
public transportation and inland freight transfer projects (unlike the regime for airports and 
seaports) for which PABs are available, the national volume cap hinders the ability of PABs to 
level the playing field between private and public debt.  The national volume cap is inconsistent 
with the Federal government’s policy to facilitate and encourage private sector investment in 
highway and freight transfer facilities.   

Other problems with current law include: 

1. Straight-line Depreciation.  The private sector cannot use an accelerated depreciation 
schedule for capital projects financed with PABs, making PABs less attractive in some 
circumstances than other financing alternatives. 

2. Limited Flexibility to Backload.  Many toll roads do not generate sufficient revenues in the 
early stages of the project to cover the interest expense on borrowed funds and the Internal 
Revenue Code does not permit interest payments on PABs to be deferred to accommodate a 
lower revenue stream during a “ramp-up” period.  

3. Acquisition of Existing Assets.  The Internal Revenue Code generally limits PABs to new 
construction and not more than 25% of the proceeds can be used to acquire land, which limits 
the private sector’s ability to use PABs to finance investments in existing surface 
transportation facilities. 

Description of Proposal

In order to provide the private sector with access to tax-exempt interest rates on a level-basis 
with the public sector, and to increase private sector investment in U.S. transportation 
infrastructure, the PAB program would be reauthorized without a national volume cap.  
Furthermore, in order to encourage private investment in U.S. transportation infrastructure, the 
reauthorization bill would amend the Internal Revenue Code with respect to qualified highway 
and freight transfer facilities to authorize (a) the use of an accelerated depreciation schedule for 
capital projects financed with PABs, (b) back-loaded structures on toll projects financed with 
PABs, and (c) the use of PABs to finance private investment in existing infrastructure.   
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P3 Analysis in FIH and MM Programs 

Rationale for Proposal

Many states have adopted legislation authorizing P3s and many more states are considering P3s 
as a preferable delivery method for transportation projects.  In transferring responsibility and risk 
for multiple project elements to the private partner, the project sponsor relaxes its control of the 
procurement, and the private partner receives the opportunity to earn a financial return 
commensurate with the risks it has assumed.  

The public benefits of P3s include, among other things, reduced costs, acceleration of project 
delivery, more appropriate allocation of project risks, and higher quality projects.  A recent 
report comparing the performance in Australia of 21 P3 projects and 33 traditional projects 
concluded that P3s demonstrate “clearly superior cost-efficiency” over traditional procurement 
methods16.  The report indicated that for $4 billion of traditional projects the net cost over-run 
was $602 million, while for $4.4 billion of P3 projects the net cost over-run was only $52 
million, which was not considered statistically different from zero.  The report also indicated that 
while traditional procurements were completed 23.5% behind schedule, P3s were completed, on 
average, 3.4% ahead of schedule.   

In addition, P3s offer States and municipalities the benefits of private sector due diligence, 
economic analysis and attention to underperforming facilities, and in some instances a P3 may 
allow long-term capital planning for the maintenance and improvement of a facility free of 
customary appropriation risk that frustrates investment in the Nation’s transportation network.   

Despite the benefits of P3s, the majority of transportation projects in the U.S. are not delivered as 
P3s.  Instead, they are delivered using traditional procurement approaches, which are generally 
more cumbersome, costly and time-consuming than P3s.  While there may be circumstances that 
justify the use of a traditional approach, there is currently no requirement for States to consider 
the many benefits that could be provided by delivering a project as a P3 when utilizing Federal 
dollars.   

Description of Proposal

This proposal, to be incorporated within the newly-created Federal Interest Highway and 
Metropolitan Mobility Programs, would require recipients of Federal-aid for a project that is 
expected to cost more than $250 million to compare the Net Present Value (“NPV”) of the 
project under the most cost-effective form of conventional public procurement with the NPV of 
the project if procured using a P3.  The analysis could also take into account other public policy 
considerations which may not be quantifiable but may be significant.  Federal-aid would only be 
provided for those projects procured by the method that yields the highest NPV.  Project funding 
could be used to pay for the comparative analysis, with the costs of the analysis reimbursed by a 
portion of the Federal-aid funding provided for the overall project. 

                                               
16

Performance of PPPs and Traditional Procurement in Australia: Final Report, The Allen Consulting Group, 

November 30, 2007, pg. 1.  
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P3s on Federal Lands Highways 

Rationale for Proposal

Public private partnerships have proven to be valuable tools for improving highways and 
highway networks and using existing resources more efficiently.  The use of P3 arrangements 
can produce significant cost savings and better roadway performance for the agency responsible 
for the roadway.  To date, most P3 projects have involved only State and locally-owned 
highways; P3s could offer many of the same benefits to Federal Lands highways and highway 
networks.  The purpose of this provision is to create a pilot program for five demonstration 
projects to highlight the benefits that P3s may offer to Federal Lands highways. 

Description of Proposal

USDOT would be directed to work with the Federal Lands Highway (“FLH”) Program’s core 
partners17, to identify up to five Federal Lands projects on which to use P3s for the design, 
construction, operations and/or maintenance of those highways and related infrastructure.  To be 
considered for a P3, projects would need to be eligible for assistance under Chapter 53 of Title 
49 or Chapter 2 of Title 23.  At least two and no more than three of the projects would be 
required to serve urban areas with populations exceeding 500,000. 

Federal law would be clarified to explicitly authorize the use of P3 arrangements by core FLH 
agencies to satisfy their obligations with respect to Federal lands roadways and related 
infrastructure.  Core FLH partners also could authorize the use of present and future Federal 
Lands funding to pay for any P3 agreement. 

                                               
17 Currently, FHWA’s Federal Lands Highway Program provides program stewardship and transportation engineering 

services for the planning, design, construction, and rehabilitation of the highways and bridges that provide access to and 

through Federally-owned lands.  Federal Land management agencies typically have responsibility over the operations and 

maintenance of Federal lands roads, and often own those roads as well. 
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Enhanced Flexibility for State Infrastructure Banks (“SIBs”) 

Rationale for Proposal

Under current law, States may capitalize State infrastructure banks (“SIBs”) through separate 
accounts with up to 10% of major formula highway and transit capital funds, and may use SIBs 
to provide loans or other forms of credit to public and private entities for eligible highway, 
transit and rail projects.  States must also provide a non-Federal cash match equal to 25% of all 
Federal funds used to capitalize their SIBs18.  Most States are failing to take advantage of this 
institutional finance mechanism, seeded with Federal funds, which would serve to recycle 
transportation funding at the State level.  While 39 States participated in the initial pilot program 
in 1996, only 33 States still have SIBs, and out of these, only a dozen States are responsible for 
the bulk of SIB-related financial activity.  No State has requested to capitalize its SIB with 
SAFETEA-LU funds.  This failure reflects a lack of incentive at State and local levels to replace 
direct Federal-aid for local projects with loans, as well as State-level institutional resistance to 
recycling transportation investments through a credit assistance mechanism that is repaid by 
public and private entities over time. 

Description of Proposal

States would be authorized to capitalize SIB highway accounts with up to 100% of their major 
formula or discretionary highway funds received under the FIH Program.  States would be 
required to provide a non-Federal cash match equal to 20% (from 25%) of all FIH funds used to 
capitalize their SIBs although the Secretary would retain the right to waive such requirement in 
the event the State could demonstrate the SIB would be utilized to create additional State and 
local revenue streams directly from facility users.  In addition, MTBs created pursuant to the 
MM Program would be allowed to create metropolitan mobility banks (“MMBs”) 19 to make 
loans or provide other forms of credit to public and private entities for eligible urban mobility 
projects.  MTBs would be authorized to capitalize their MMB’s with up to 100% of the major 
formula and discretionary funds received under the MM Program.  MTBs would be required to 
provide a non-Federal cash match equal to 50% of all MM funds used to capitalize their urban 
mobility accounts although the Secretary would retain the right to waive such requirement in the 
event the MTB could demonstrate the MMB would be utilized to create additional State and 
local revenue streams directly from facility users.  FIH or MM funds used by States or MTBs to 
make loans or provide credit would initially be subject to Title 23 or Title 49 requirements.  
However, “recycled funds” – funds received by States or MTBs as repayment of loans or credit 
that were later re-issued to support a subsequent loan or credit offering – would not be subject to 
Title 23 or Title 49 requirements apart from Davis-Bacon prevailing wage provisions.  

                                               
18 23 U.S.C § 610(d), §610(e) and § 610(g)(1).  States that elect to create a SIB capitalize separate highway and 

transit accounts with Federal-aid.  Highway projects must be eligible for Federal-aid under Title 23, and transit 

projects must be eligible for Federal-aid under Title 49.  Another example of Federally-assisted infrastructure banks 

is the EPA Clean Water State Revolving Fund program, which uses Federal grants to capitalize State loan funds.  

The loan funds have provided over $4.5 billion annually in recent years to a range of public and private borrowers to 
fund water quality protection projects. 

19 Urban mobility banks could consist of accounts, created in existing SIBs, that are established, capitalized and 

administered by MTBs, or could be separate “banks” created by one or more MTBs with individual accounts 

established, capitalized and administered by MTBs.   The MTB would use existing city or county authority to 

operate the bank, or would seek enabling legislation at the state and/or local level, as required. 
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Pilot Program for States to Opt Out of the Federal-Aid Highway 

Program 

Rationale for Proposal

Since the modern Federal-aid highway program was established in 1956, the extent and 
complexity of Federal requirements that States and transit providers must meet as a condition of 
receiving Federal highway funding have grown significantly.  Moreover, Federal transportation 
expenditures increasingly bear no relationship to a clearly defined Federal interest.  Many 
Federal surface transportation programs in Titles 23 and 49 are highly prescriptive, impose a 
number of complicated and burdensome Federal requirements in connection with the use of 
Federal funds, and limit States’ and transit providers’ flexibility to prioritize and address State 
and local transportation issues in their transportation plans.  At the same time, States have 
developed substantial transportation expertise and quite capable of assuming more responsibility 
with respect to managing their own programs, without Federal oversight.   

A number of States believes Federal excise taxes collected from their constituents should simply 
be returned to and managed by the State, rather than channeled through the Federal bureaucracy.   
This proposal would examine the extent – if any – of State interest in an alternative to the 
highway and transit program in its current form. 

Description of Proposal

The Secretary would establish a pilot program through which up to five States could “opt out” of 
the FIH, MM, and ME Programs, freeing them from onerous requirements under Title 23 and 
Title 49 in exchange for their loss of a small percentage of the Federal funding that they would 
otherwise receive.  Participating States would receive back up to 90% of the apportioned formula 
funding to which they would otherwise be entitled, all of which would be deemed non-Federal 
for purpose of Title 23 and Title 49 requirements, with the exception of Davis-Bacon prevailing 
wage laws, consistent with Administration policy to neither expand nor contract Davis-Bacon 
protections.  In cases where the participating State’s boundaries encompassed a portion, but not 
all, of the functional boundaries of a metropolitan area eligible to receive MM funding (e.g., 
Kansas City, which is bisected by the Kansas-Missouri border), the opting-out State would 
receive its proportional share of the funding attributable to the metro area based on the MM 
apportionment formula20.  Opt-out States would be eligible to apply for FIH and MM 
discretionary funding.  

On a periodic basis, opt-out States would receive cash payments to liquidate estimated new
outlays made under the opt-out program.  Cash to liquidate obligations of funds made available 

                                               
20 Assume, for example, that 60% of Kansas City’s allocation of MM formula funds were based on Missouri-based 

factors, and the remaining 40% were based on Kansas-based factors (e.g., 60% of Kansas City metro area VMT took 

place in the Missouri portion of Kansas City and the other 40% took place in the Kansas portion).  If Missouri were 
selected to participate in the opt-out program, the State of Missouri would receive back up to 90% of all of the 

apportioned formula funding to which it would otherwise be entitled.  This would include 90% of its share of the 

Kansas City MM funding (i.e., 90% of the 60%). The Kansas City Metropolitan Transportation Board would retain 

the 40% “Kansas share” of the original Kansas City MM allocation, and any remaining funding would be retained 

by the Highway Trust Fund.  
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prior to the State’s participation in the opt-out pilot would continue to be liquidated based on 
claims from the grantees. 

As a condition of the opt-out agreement, the State would commit to expending all returned funds 
on surface transportation projects.  Other parameters of the pilot program would be determined 
through a joint rulemaking by the Department of Transportation, the Treasury, and the 
Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”).   

The rulemaking would solicit input regarding implementation issues, including (but not limited 
to) the following: 

• Participant selection criteria, which may include the State’s (a) plan for managing its 
surface transportation program, including how the State will meet the needs of 
metropolitan areas, including multi-state metropolitan areas, (b) measurable objectives 
and performance standards in areas such as congestion reduction, safety, and the 
environment for facilities located in FIH and MM Program areas, and (c) surface 
transportation safety requirements, including the Strategic State Highway Safety Plan 
pursuant to 23 U.S.C. § 148 and Transit State Safety Oversight program pursuant to 49 
U.S.C. § 5330; 

• Limits, if any, on the use of funds returned to States that opt-out (beyond a requirement 
that funds be spent on surface transportation projects); 

• Grounds upon which the Secretary would terminate a State’s participation in the pilot 
program; and 

• Maintenance requirements for highway and transit systems of Federal interest. 
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Tolls and Direct Pricing of Road Use 

Rationale for Proposal

Gasoline and diesel taxes have traditionally served as the principal sources of funding for the 
Federal surface transportation program, but they appear increasingly poorly suited to meet our 
current and projected transportation needs.  Among other things, various experts now widely 
acknowledge that the current gas tax model:  

• Does little or nothing to directly address growing congestion and system unreliability, 
and associated environmental impacts (e.g., congestion’s role in increasing emissions of 
particulate matter, nitrogen oxide, and CO2);  

• Is inconsistent with other Federal policies intended to substantially reduce gasoline and 
diesel fuel consumption; 

• By and centralizing spending decisions and failing to provide strong signals where traffic 
demand is greatest, encourages funding decisions to be based on political compromise 
rather than underlying economics or performance-related goals and outcomes; 

• Often precludes directly charging for road use, despite road pricing’s proven 
environmental and mobility benefits; and  

• Fails to provide strong incentives for effective technology development and deployment.  

For these and other reasons, States might in many cases prefer to finance highway projects 
through the use of direct user charges rather than the gas tax.  Moreover, the Administration 
believes that road pricing is a highly underutilized but powerful tool improving mobility and 
environmental quality.  Federal law currently prohibits States from imposing tolls on most 
Federal-aid highway facilities, but does nothing to prohibit States from generating revenues from 
taxes that may have nothing or little to do with using transportation systems.  This provision 
would remove the general tolling prohibition and replace it with the simplified regime described 
below. 

Description of Proposal

The reauthorization law would remove the general prohibition of tolls and pricing on Federal-aid 
highways, allowing States to toll or price any highway eligible to receive aid under the FIH or 
MM Programs.  States and localities would be permitted to impose tolls on any Federal-aid 
facility and could authorize either public or private entities to operate the facilities and collect 
toll revenues.  However, Federal law would condition each toll-collecting entity’s use of toll 
proceeds, allowing greater flexibility for facilities using congestion pricing than for those using 
simple revenue tolling.  Note that this proposal is not meant to imply that road pricing should 
replace the Federal gas tax or revenue sources currently employed by state and local 
governments.  Road pricing should be one of many options available to Federal, State, and local 
policy makers for addressing future transportation challenges.       

Revenues from tolls would be required to be first used for debt service, a reasonable return on 
private investment, and operation and maintenance costs on the tolled facility.  For an 
uncongested facility – that is, a facility on which the posted speeds are generally maintained 
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(Level of Service – “LOS” of “C” or better)21 – any excess revenues could be used in the 
following order: (a) for funding of capital improvements needed on the tolled facility; (b) for 
funding of capital improvement on the corridor; and finally (c) for funding of any capital 
improvements needed on the FIH system in the State.  For a congested facility – that is, a facility 
on which, absent pricing, speeds are somewhat reduced, generating crowded conditions 
(operations at a LOS of “D” or worse) – any excess revenues generated by tolling or pricing on 
that facility would be available for any purpose that was eligible to receive assistance under Title 
23 or Title 49.  Therefore, any State that emphasizes pricing in its tolling strategies will be 
rewarded with a greater flexibility in Federal rules regarding the uses of excess revenues. 

For purposes of determining whether the facility is “congested” or “uncongested,” the LOS of 
the project would be determined at the time that tolling is implemented on the facility.  A State 
would be able to petition at any time to have the facility reclassified as “congested” (i.e., LOS of 
D or worse) or “uncongested” (i.e., LOS of C or better). 

Roadways that were tolled under this new exception would need to use electronic toll collection 
(“ETC”).  If the roadway also employed cash collection (i.e., toll booths), cash-collection 
facilities could not impede the operation of the ETC lanes and could not create unsafe operating 
conditions on the toll facility.  Operators would be required to justify to USDOT the need for 
cash collection facilities.  USDOT would encourage, but not require, tolled facilities to use 
variable tolls and implement demand management activities.

                                               
21 LOS is a quality measure describing operational conditions on highways in terms of speed, travel time, freedom to 
maneuver, interruptions, comfort and convenience.  LOS is characterized by the letters A through F, where A refers 

to the most favorable driving conditions and F the least favorable.  The LOS standards or levels are published in the 

Highway Capacity Manual (“HCM 2000”) put out by the Highway Capacity and Quality of Service Committee of 

the Transportation Research Board.  LOS aids in the decision-making process by providing a relative evaluation of 

design and operational improvements for managing congestion and growth. 
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Innovative Pricing on Federal Lands Highways 

Rationale for Proposal

Variable pricing, including the use of P3s, has proven to be a valuable tool for improving the 
operations and management of highways and highway networks.  Where Federal Lands 
highways function as major commuter routes and/or provide access to many Federal lands 
visitors, innovative pricing techniques, similar to congestion pricing projects, could offer many 
of the same operational and revenue benefits to Federal Lands highways and highway networks 
as they do to State and local highways.  The purpose of this provision is to create a pilot program 
for five demonstration projects to highlight the benefits that innovative pricing may offer to 
Federal Lands highways. 

Description of Proposal

Federal law would be clarified to explicitly authorize the use of innovative pricing 
methodologies with core Federal Lands Highway and Transit (“FLH&T”) Program partners on 
roadways that either function as major commuter routes and/or provide access to highly-visited 
Federal lands.  The authorization would enable the agencies to utilize P3s for this purpose and to 
convey long-term easement interests in Federal lands as needed for such projects.  USDOT 
would be authorized to work with the FLH&T core partners to identify up to five Federal Lands 
pricing projects for the operation and/or maintenance of those highways and for any 
improvement projects needed in conjunction with innovative pricing.  These projects may 
include the use of P3s.  To be considered, projects would need to be eligible for assistance under 
Chapter 2 of Title 23.  At least two and no more than three of the projects would be required to 
serve urban areas with populations exceeding 500,000. 

In authorizing innovative pricing, the Federal Lands management agencies would be able to 
authorize the imposition and collection of user fees on the facilities, which could vary by level of 
congestion, season, time of day or otherwise as appropriate to manage the demand of the 
facility.  Additionally, the core FLH&T Federal agencies could authorize the use of present and 
future Federal Lands funding to pay for any P3 agreements.  For an uncongested facility – that is, 
a facility on which the posted speeds are generally maintained (Level of Service – “LOS” of “C” 
or better) – toll revenues could be used in the following order: (a) for the maintenance and 
operation of the facility; (b) for operation of, or improvements to, any adjacent Federal Lands 
Highway facility or facilities of which the roadway is a part, or that the roadway services; then 
(c) for operation of, or improvements to, other Federal Lands Highways owned by the core FLH 
Federal agency in the same metropolitan area or state.    For a congested facility – that is, a 
facility on which, absent pricing, speeds are somewhat reduced, generating crowded conditions 
(operations at a LOS of “D” or worse) – any excess revenues generated by tolling or pricing on 
that facility would be available for any purpose that was eligible to receive assistance under Title 
23 or Title 49.  Therefore, any Federal Lands management agency that emphasizes congestion 
pricing in its tolling strategy would receive greater flexibility in Federal rules regarding the uses 
of excess revenues. 
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Transportation Infrastructure Finance & Innovation Act (“TIFIA”) 

Reform 

Rationale for Proposal

The TIFIA Program is a critical tool in USDOT’s ability to leverage private sector resources in 
transportation infrastructure financing22.  In conjunction with the financing arrangements being 
used by States today to deliver new projects, the proposal increases the Department's flexibility 
to structure credit support for vital projects expected nevertheless to produce little revenue in the 
early years of operation.  This proposal would reform the TIFIA program to broaden the 
availability and enhance the attractiveness of TIFIA credit assistance. 

Description of Proposal

The TIFIA Program would be modified in the following manner:  

• Repayment Flexibility:  TIFIA repayment schedules, deferral periods and maturity dates 
would be approved on a case-by-case basis, not prescribed by statute, with a deferral 
preference for facilities financed in part or primarily by users.  

• Federal Requirements:  TIFIA credit assistance in the form of loan guarantees or lines of 
credit would not be subject to Title 23 and Title 49 requirements, with the exception of 
Davis-Bacon prevailing wage laws, consistent with Administration policy to neither 
expand nor contract Davis-Bacon protections. 

• Direct Pricing:  TIFIA credit assistance to be repaid from direct facility pricing would be 
available for up to 50% of eligible project costs.  If TIFIA credit assistance were to be 
repaid from direct facility pricing and were provided for 33% or less of eligible project 
costs then such TIFIA credit assistance would not be subject to Title 23 or Title 49 
requirements apart from Davis-Bacon provisions. 

• Guarantees and Lines of Credit:  Loan guarantees and lines of credit would be available 
to supplement a secured loan provided for 33% or less of eligible project costs, as long as 
the total amount of TIFIA credit assistance did not exceed 40% of eligible project costs. 

                                               
22 The TIFIA statute authorizes USDOT to provide Federal credit assistance to major transportation investments of 

critical national importance.  TIFIA credit assistance must be in the form of a direct loan, a loan guarantee or a line 

of credit and total credit assistance may not exceed 33% of project costs.  To be eligible, a project must cost the 
lesser of at least $50 million or 33% of the State’s annual apportionment of Federal-aid funds and must be supported 

in whole or in part from user charges or other non-Federal dedicated funding sources.  For direct loans, scheduled 

repayments must commence no later than five years after the date of substantial completion of the project.  Final 

maturity of the loan may be no later than 35 years after the date of substantial completion of the project.  
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Rest Area Quality Improvement Pilot Program 

Rationale for Proposal

Section 111(a) of title 23, U.S.C. prohibits "automotive service stations or other commercial 
establishments for serving motor vehicle users" on the rights-of-way of the Interstate system.  
The only exception is the sale of items through vending machines operated by the State.  The law 
was enacted to prevent an unfair advantage to businesses located directly on the Interstate over 
those that are located at an exit off the Interstate.  However, since the enactment of Section 
111(a), the physical condition of many rest areas has declined, and there has been increasing 
concern over public safety at rest areas.  This proposal creates a pilot program to permit up to 10 
States that have seen substantial deterioration of the quality and safety of their rest areas to enter 
into agreements with the private sector to rehabilitate and operate designated rest areas.  These 
agreements could improve rest area quality, as well as provide a source of additional capital for 
transportation system improvements by dedicating excess revenues for the rehabilitation, 
operation and maintenance of the Interstate System.   

Description of Proposal

• Creates a pilot program under 23 U.S.C. § 111(a) to allow up to 10 States to enter into 
agreements with the private sector to rehabilitate, operate, and maintain designated rest 
areas. 

• In return for the right to enter into a franchise agreement, the State would need to 
dedicate any excess revenue, after debt service, a reasonable return on investment, and 
rehabilitation, operation and maintenance, to projects eligible under Title 23 to 
rehabilitate, operate, or maintain the Interstate system. 

• As a component of the pilot, States would be asked to assess the quantity and quality of 
parking facilities for commercial trucks, and to the extent practicable, incorporate 
improvements to the truck parking facilities into the rest area franchise agreements. 
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Delegation of Oversight Over Outdoor Advertising Control  

(“OAC”)  

Rationale for Proposal

The Highway Beautification Act and its implementing regulations established broad national 
standards for the control of outdoor advertising (“OAC”).  Within those broad parameters, the 
law gives States the ability to adopt controls tailored to their own needs.  As a result, outdoor 
advertising controls vary widely from State to State, and the role of FHWA in providing 
consistent national OAC standards is limited.  FHWA’s involvement in a State’s OAC program 
administration is often redundant and counterproductive.  This proposal would remove the 
FHWA from day-to-day administrative involvement in State outdoor advertising control 
programs and would reinforce the principle that the States are directly responsible for OAC 
compliance.  The result would be a streamlined administrative structure and more effective use 
of FHWA resources. 

Description of Proposal

• Creation of an option for assignment of all administrative responsibility for OAC to the 
States, similar to the Section 6004 of SAFETEA-LU assignment of categorical exclusion 
responsibilities;  

• Maximization of State control over the program through the assignment process; and 

• Building on current laws, a requirement for States that take on the responsibility to certify 
annually to FHWA their compliance with OAC regulations, with a focus on safety 
considerations.
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Transition Towards a Sustainable User Charge System 

Rationale for Proposal

There is widespread agreement that the present fuel tax is not a sustainable long-term revenue 
source for Federal or State surface transportation programs.  Increasing vehicle fuel efficiency, 
adoption of alternative fuels, taxpayer resistance to increasing the fuel tax, and the weak link 
between the fuel tax and actual highway use all suggest that in the long term the fuel tax should 
be replaced by more sustainable sources of transportation revenues.  Pilots of various alternative 
approaches are underway in the U.S. and around the world, and the next piece of authorizing 
legislation should greatly expand the pace and scope of experimentation.  These experiments 
provide a basis for understanding many of the technological and institutional issues that must be 
addressed in moving from the fuel tax to an alternative charging regime that is more closely 
connected with the true costs of travel. 

Description of Proposal

USDOT and the Treasury, in consultation with automotive, trucking, and other industry groups, 
would develop a transition policy guide and recommendations.  The analysis would focus on the 
following: 

• An assessment of the pros and cons of various charging technologies; 

• Alternative ways to collect charges from the users; 

• Tradeoffs between protecting the privacy of users and being able to audit charges 
imposed on individual users; 

• Risks of evasion associated with various approaches; 

• Reliability and security of various components of the system and ways to mitigate 
component failures; 

• Relative impacts of various charging schemes on different user groups, including 
commercial motor vehicles; 

• Issues associated with allowing various charging systems to vary, whether by time-of-
day or otherwise, to reflect congestion, safety, and/or environmental costs; 

• Relative advantages and disadvantages of centralized charging systems as compared 
to State, local and private sector operated systems;   

• Issues associated with retrofitting vehicles, including the security of such equipment, 
the cost of installing the equipment, the time required to retrofit all vehicles, and how 
the equipment would be paid for; and 

• The relative cost of administering various charging systems, including collection and 
enforcement costs. 
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Buy-Out of the “Federal Interest” 

Rationale for Proposal

Currently, acceptance of Federal assistance creates a “Federal interest” that subjects 
transportation projects and their sponsors to various Federal requirements.  Such requirements 
(such as maintenance requirements under 23 U.S.C. §116, signage requirements under 23 U.S.C. 
§§109 and 402, and right-of-way disposal requirements under 23 U.S.C. §156) may apply in 
perpetuity, regardless of the amount of Federal assistance received or when such assistance was 
received, and can thus create regulatory burdens out of proportion to the level of Federal 
investment.  In addition, in some cases an applicant decides that Federal assistance is not 
required for a project and the applicant wishes to de-federalize the project. 

This proposal would enable States, localities, and other jurisdictions that receive Federal 
assistance to apply their own regulations, if any, instead of Federal requirements once repayment 
has occurred.   

Description of Proposal

This proposal would amend the transit and highway titles to establish the terms by which a 
Federal-aid recipient could “buy out” the Federal interest in a proposed or existing project and 
thereby avoid certain Federal requirements arising from the use of Federal transportation funds.  

If a project carried out by a State or locality through the transit or highway titles were currently 
being, or was previously, constructed or advanced in whole or in part with Federal funds – and if 
the State or locality found Federal requirements to be unduly burdensome or costly and without 
commensurate benefit – the recipient could repay the Federal funds associated with the 
undertaking, net of certain adjustments, and carry out the activity subject only to State 
requirements.  The cost of redeeming the Federal interest would be the actual amount of the 
Federal investment, unadjusted for inflation.  Repayment and release from Federal requirements 
would not affect mitigation commitments previously incurred in connection with a project. 

Payback of Federal funds associated with the project to be de-federalized would occur under the 
existing mechanism for crediting funds related to overpayment23.

                                               
23 Specifically, the contract authority and associated obligation authority would be applied to another Federal-aid 
project or projects, utilizing the same category or categories of funds, and generally in the same geographic area(s).  

Federal-aid payments made to the State would be collected as a reverse reimbursement invoice through the current 

FHWA payment system, and retained in the Highway Trust Fund cash account.  Such amounts as de-obligated under 

this provision would be available for immediate obligation to be used to cover overruns.   This re-obligation would 

need to occur in the same fiscal year to reserve both the contract and obligation authorities. 
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Clarified Eligibility for Pre-Construction Activities Prior to NEPA 

Review 

Rationale for Proposal

The FHWA and FTA wish to better align their limitations on actions during the environmental 
review process with the provisions in the Council on Environmental Quality (“CEQ”) regulation 
and related case law.  This will eliminate unnecessary restriction and will clarify which project 
activities may be performed prior to completion of review under the National Environmental 
Policy Act (“NEPA”).  The change also will eliminate any uncertainty about the eligibility of 
pre-NEPA activities for Federal assistance if a project is approved for Federal funding.  

Description of Proposal

Title 23 would be amended in the following ways: 

• Allow States to undertake final design activities at State expense, making such work 
eligible for Federal-aid reimbursement only if FHWA or FTA subsequently approves the 
project; 

• Allow acquisition of or option to purchase land or other interests in real property during 
NEPA where the transaction itself does not cause a change in the area’s land use or cause 
adverse environmental effects; and 

• Prohibit the use of eminent domain for such early acquisitions. 
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Mitigation-Based Alternative to the Environmental Decision-

Making Process 

Rationale for Proposal

The current environmental review process requires project sponsors to navigate a complex 
regime of procedural and substantive laws.  It currently takes almost 7 years on average to reach 
decisions on projects that have significant environmental impacts because of the complex 
interrelationships among the various Federal and State environmental requirements, the linear 
nature of the current process and the time required to finance, design and construct the project.  
If the cost of a $100 million project increases at 10% a year over that net period of time, the 
project will cost almost $195 million by the time a Record of Decision (“ROD”) is reached.   

This proposal would permit the Secretary to establish an alternative decision-making process 
based on negotiated mitigation agreements that address anticipated project impacts for up to 20 
critical projects of national economic significance.  Projects unable to successfully conclude the 
alternative process would continue to proceed to a decision under otherwise applicable Federal 
environmental processes.  It may be well worth substantially more mitigation costs to avoid even 
half of the delays associated with reaching an ROD under current processes, during which 
mitigation dollars are being absorbed by process costs. 

The objective is to find more efficient methods of decision-making and conducting 
environmental reviews that enhance problem-solving and decision-making options and reduce 
the time and costs required for the process.  The vision includes creating incentives for sponsors 
to enter into early agreements on mitigation approaches and giving non-sponsor parties the legal 
authority to represent their various constituencies.  By providing a mechanism for sponsor and 
non-sponsor parties to negotiate and reach agreement on a proposal for agency action, non-
sponsor parties would be given a more effective means to influence mitigation terms and 
conditions.  Sponsors would have the means to achieve more certainty about project costs and 
the time required for environmental review.   

This proposal would broaden the range of potential solutions beyond those afforded by current 
procedures, which sometimes foreclose opportunities for better transportation and environmental 
outcomes.  By encouraging adaptive management strategies that would be designed to respond to 
actual impacts in the future, the proposal also will reduce the need to make project decisions 
based on limited current information or uncertain predictions.  Environmental and transportation 
results would be improved. 

Like the negotiated rulemaking process, this proposal reflects the philosophy that direct 
negotiation among affected stakeholders facilitates better solutions.  Adoption of this alternative 
procedure would reflect the maturation that transportation agencies have attained over the years 
in cooperatively engaging relevant agencies and the public in a collaborative search for 
environmentally responsible solutions to the nation’s transportation problems.   



64

This proposal outlines basic elements for an alternate negotiation-based process.  As this concept 
is developed in more detail, a number of key points will be resolved through the process of 
interagency and public dialogue.   

Those include: 
• Incorporating appropriate public involvement procedures; 

• Integrating environmental impacts and alternatives analyses into the negotiation 
process;  

• Defining the parties necessary to the negotiation process; and 

• Identifying the most effective procedures and best structure for a negotiated agreement, 
so that the alternate process fosters effective, timely, good-faith negotiations that lead to 
a binding agreement that includes all necessary Federal permits and approvals. 

Description of Proposal

• Permit FHWA/FTA, at the request of the project’s sponsor, to designate a broadly-
representative group of stakeholders (the “Stakeholders”) and initiate consultation with 
them for the purpose of developing a memorandum of agreement (“MOA”) that 
determines the expected agency action, project impacts, and the mitigation needed to 
compensate for those impacts.  Prior to the commencement of any consultation, the 
length of the consultation shall be established by the sponsor and extensions would only 
be granted for good cause as agreed to by the Secretary.  

• Define the required Stakeholders to include all Federal agencies with jurisdiction over the 
project or special expertise regarding effects of the project, as well as interest groups with 
a substantial interest in the project outcome (as defined by the lead agency – either 
FHWA or FTA – in consultation with the Federal agencies with jurisdiction or expertise).  
Require that these interest groups include at least 3 public or non-profit groups that 
reflect resource, environmental, and/or community interests.  Require FHWA/FTA to 
invite the participation of State agencies with jurisdiction over the project. 

• Require all Federal agencies to work cooperatively with FHWA/FTA and the project 
sponsor to develop the MOA.  

• Allow parallel proceedings so that the failure to achieve an MOA would not delay the 
project.  A FHWA/FTA election to use the alternative process could be made at any time 
during the environmental review process. 

• Require the Federal agencies to give joint public notice of the proposed MOA and 
provide an opportunity for public comment.   

• Develop appropriate public involvement/hearing requirements.   

• Provide that execution of an MOA by the Stakeholders after consideration of public 
comments constitutes their agreement that the lead and cooperating Federal agencies 
have:  (1) satisfied all relevant Federal statutory requirements, including NEPA approval, 
and (2) issued all necessary Federal licenses, permits, and approvals within their control.  
Execution by the project sponsor would constitute its agreement to accept all terms and 
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conditions in the MOA, and would create a rebuttable presumption that all Federal 
environmental requirements have been met. 

• Require public notice and an opportunity for comment prior to amendment of any 
mitigation or other key (i.e., quid pro quo) commitments in the MOA. 

• Authorize the use of the alternative process on any project, regardless of the level of 
NEPA analysis for a class of action, at the Secretary’s discretion. 

• The proposal would not apply to permitting requirements of the Clean Water Act or the 
Rivers and Harbors Act.  
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Performance-Oriented Pilot (“POP”) Program   

Rationale for Proposal

Traditionally, the Federal surface transportation program has focused more on process than on 
outcome, requiring grant recipients to comply with a broad array of procedural requirements 
(transportation planning, conformity, etc.) rather than quantifiable performance standards.  This 
paradigm, while well-intended, often delays projects and increases their costs dramatically 
without providing any reasonable assurance that the projects will improve overall environmental 
and system performance.  However, several of the problem areas are amenable to substantial 
improvement through legislative change.  For example, legislation could provide for 
performance standards that are clearer and explicitly authorize the balancing required in the case 
of transportation projects and environmental impacts.  The POP Program would represent an 
attempt, on a limited pilot basis, to shift the Federal transportation focus from process to 
outcomes, and to provide better accountability for environmental and transportation results at the 
State and Federal levels.   

Description of Proposal

POP Program Overview.  Within the POP Program, participating entities, including States 
and/or metropolitan areas (collectively, “POP participants”), would agree to meet performance 
standards established for a variety of planning, environment and transportation-related areas, 
ranging from air quality to system condition and performance.  In exchange for meeting these 
performance targets, USDOT would grant POP participants substantial relief from regulatory 
procedures, including the elimination of most Federal transportation planning requirements, 
flexibility regarding the transportation conformity process, and the establishment of a public 
interest standard under Section 4(f).  POP agreements between USDOT and participating entities 
would last for the length of the full authorization period (i.e., Fiscal Years 2010-2015). 

Eligibility for participation.  Up to 10 entities, including States and/or any metropolitan areas 
eligible for Metro Mobility (“MM”) funding, could participate in the POP Program.  A State’s 
application to the POP Program would require the concurrence of the Governor, and a metro 
area’s application would require the concurrence of the area’s Metropolitan Transportation 
Board (“MTB”).

Performance management.  Within the POP Program, as in the Federal Interest Highway 
(“FIH”) and MM programs, USDOT would designate performance areas (e.g., condition of 
pavement, bridges, and transit infrastructure, travel delay, transportation safety, air and water 
quality, availability of traveler information) and quantifiable measures (e.g., travel time index, 
number of highway fatalities, emissions of particulate matter) that POP participants would use to 
track progress in each area.  Additionally, after consultation with appropriate Federal and State 
agencies and MPOs, USDOT would set a performance target/standard that POP participants 
would need to achieve for each measure.  For planning and environment areas, the performance 
standards would be consistent with the goals of relevant environmental laws such as the Clean 
Air Act.  For transportation systems, the measures would meet the requirements of the Federal 
Interest Highway (“FIH”) and MM Programs.  Performance standards would differ among 
participating States and metro areas to take into account differences in jurisdictional needs and 
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circumstances.  USDOT would establish the planning, environment, and transportation system 
performance standards through a rulemaking, in consultation with States, metro areas, and other 
interested parties; this rulemaking would require public notice and comment.  USDOT would 
also retain the option of adjusting the target, if needed, after public notice and comment. 
Participants would still be expected to conduct benefit cost analyses on major projects with a 
total cost at or more than $25 million. 

Flexibilities granted to participants.  In exchange for meeting USDOT’s planning, environment, 
and transportation system performance standards, POP participants would be granted the 
following regulatory relief: 

1. Elimination of most Federal planning requirements.  The only Federal transportation 
planning requirement imposed on POP participants would be a mandate to allow for public 
participation in the transportation planning process.  POP participants would no longer be 
required to produce long range plans, transportation improvement programs, or unified work 
programs, nor would they be subject to triennial review by either FHWA or FTA.  They 
would not be subject to Federal fiscal constraint requirements.  They would, however, remain 
eligible for Federal technical assistance. 

2. Streamlining the conformity process.  POP participants would be granted the authority to use 
alternate procedures to meet air quality conformity requirements.  Process alternatives would 
include one or more of the following: (a) alternatives to planning-level conformity 
requirements; (b) creation of a series of exemptions from air quality conformity for projects 
meeting certain criteria (net benefit24 or de minimis adverse effects); (c) authorization to 
process the remaining projects under general conformity rules, including project-level 
analysis to determine effects (would permit offsets to be used where effects are not de

minimis); and (d) replacement of the conformity process with air quality performance 
measures. 

3. Public interest standard under Section 4(f).  Building on the revisions enacted in SAFETEA-
LU section 6009, POP participants’ projects would be subject to a “public interest” standard 
under Section 4(f), rather than the existing “no feasible and prudent alternative” standard.  
Under this new standard, 4(f) analysis would require an evaluation of impacts on all 
environmental resources (human and natural environment, excluding economic impacts) and 
a balancing of potential 4(f) adverse impacts against potential adverse impacts to other 
protected environmental resources based on the value, importance, type of impact, and level 
of impact to each.  

Penalties for failure to meet standards.  As in the FIH and MM Programs, POP participants 
would be required to document, publish annually, and justify their progress toward meeting their 
established performance targets.  In the event that a POP participant failed to meet one or more 
of its targets, USDOT would place the participant on probationary status, and would grant the 
participant an additional year to achieve the necessary progress.  In cases where the POP 
participant failed to meet performance standards, USDOT and the POP participant would review 

                                               
24 “Net benefit” could cover two types of projects: (1) projects with multiple kinds of air quality impacts, some 

negative and some positive, that balance each other out; and (2) projects that may have some negative air quality 

impacts at some point in the construction-operations continuum, but for which the positive impacts over the full life 

of the project balance out the negative ones.  
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project impacts to determine any need for adjustments to related environmental mitigation 
efforts.  In all cases, if the jurisdiction failed to meet one or more of its performance targets for 
two consecutive years, it would lose its eligibility to participate in POP and, if appropriate, post-
POP remedial measures would be required.  Jurisdictions that lost eligibility in this manner 
would have the option to apply for reinstatement into POP. 
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NEPA Process Reforms  

Rationale for Proposal 

This proposal targets statutory changes that could introduce important efficiencies into the 
decision-making process and help eliminate some recurring problems in the environmental 
review process for transportation projects.  While the revisions enacted through SAFETEA-LU 
clarified the decision-making process and authorities in certain areas, such as identifying purpose 
and need and authority to select the range of alternatives, those changes are not applicable to all 
NEPA classes of action and are not broad enough to resolve areas addressed by this proposal.  
This proposal would clarify what constitutes a “reasonable alternative” under NEPA for 
transportation projects, and how certain key decisions are made.  The proposal would authorize a 
new method of NEPA documentation that would be more efficient, but still would be consistent 
with NEPA objectives for public and agency involvement in decision-making.  The proposal also 
would extend the scope of categorical exclusion authority that USDOT could assign to the 
States, while retaining the qualifying criteria presently in 23 U.S.C. § 326 and FHWA guidance.  

Description of Proposal

Revise the environmental review process25 to: 

• Clarify applicable standards for determining “reasonable alternatives” for NEPA review 
of all transportation projects that require an alternatives analysis.  The objective would be 
to build upon the authority in 23 U.S.C. § 139(f) by clarifying that that the lead agency’s 
authority to decide the range of alternatives is independent of the applicability of the 
project development procedures in 23 U.S.C. § 139, and by articulating factors that the 
lead agencies for transportation projects may rely on in determining what constitutes a 
reasonable alternative under NEPA. The list of factors would not be exclusive, and the 
lead agencies would hold the authority to determine whether the factors apply to a 
project.  The factors would help eliminate disputes about what can be considered when 
selecting alternatives for detailed analysis.  The factors would be applied to determine 
which of the alternatives that meet project purpose and need also meet appropriate 
standards of feasibility and reasonableness.  A determination of the appropriate factors to 
include in the proposed statute, and the degree to which the factors ought to integrate 
considerations from substantive statutes such as Section 4(f) and Section 404, will be 
made after further input from Federal agencies and the public.   

• Authorize FHWA and FTA to comply with NEPA via a simplified process for 
environmental impact statements that permits the agencies to combine the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (“FEIS”) and Record of Decision (“ROD”) into a single 
document, with opportunity for administrative appeal to the Secretary. This proposal is 
part of an overall effort by FHWA to improve NEPA documents and reduce the time it 
takes to prepare documents and reach an informed decision. The proposed process would 
focus on issues of importance through an enhanced scoping process. The DEIS would 

                                               
25 While 23 U.S.C. § 139 (Section 6002 of SAFETEA-LU) provides measures similar to some of the listed concepts, 

this proposal would strengthen the mandates and clarify the Secretary’s discretion to apply select measures to the 

extent determined appropriate by the Secretary, to transportation projects processed with an EA or documented CE. 
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identify the preferred alternative in order to allow the public and other agencies a 
reasonable opportunity to comment. The FEIS would then constitute the decision 
document.  The administrative appeal process would need to accommodate the CEQ 
referral process.  Encourage project sponsors to develop proposed mitigation measures 
that would reduce overall impacts of the proposed action and promote environmental 
stewardship.    

• Create a formal scoping decision point and a mandate to lead agencies to focus the scope 
of NEPA documents and determine the significant environmental issues related to the 
proposed action; provide that the lead agencies’ decision on the significant environmental 
issues and the scope of the evaluation to be done on those issues, reached in accordance 
with 40 CFR 1501.7(a), is subject to reconsideration only if significant new 
circumstances or information arise which bear on the proposal or its impacts. This 
proposal will build on the language presently in 23 U.S.C. § 139 and CEQ NEPA 
regulation, and will create a clear and enforceable mandate to keep transportation project 
reviews focused on issues of potential environmental significance. The objective of this 
proposal is to eliminate the frustrating delay and duplication of effort that often occurs 
with transportation projects when agencies or the public request the lead agencies to 
revisit scoping decisions even though there is no new information or circumstance to 
justify doing so. 

• Broaden the categorical exclusion assignment authority in 23 U.S.C. § 326 by amending 
it to permit assignment of responsibility for all CEs to the States (currently only “c” and 
specified “d” list CEs are assignable).  This builds on, and is subject to, the assignment 
authority already in place as a result of SAFETEA-LU.  This proposal will retain the 
application and review process presently in use for assignment of CE authority to States, 
as well as other requirements presently in the statute. 

• Extend the current pilot authority for Section 6005 of SAFETEA-LU for an additional 5-
10 years, and allow additional States to apply for the four open slots. 
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Acronyms 
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Acronyms 

The following acronyms and terms are used in many cases without definition in this 
document:

“CFR”   Code of Federal Regulations 

“EPA”   Environmental Protection Agency 

“FHWA”  Federal Highway Administration 

“FMCSA”  Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration 

“FY”   Fiscal Year 

“FTA”   Federal Transit Administration 

“HTF”   Highway Trust Fund 

“NEPA”  National Environmental Policy Act 

“NHTSA”  National Highway Traffic Safety Administration 

“RITA” Research and Innovative Technology Administration 

“SAFETEA-LU” Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: 
A Legacy for Users 

“the Secretary” The U.S. Secretary of Transportation 

“State DOT”  State Department of Transportation 

“TEA-21”  Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century 

“U.S.C.”  United States Code 

“USDOT”  United States Department of Transportation 
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Portland International Airport
Aviation Demand Forecasts

Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation
August 14, 2008

Airport Futures and JPACT

• PDX is a major regional transportation asset 
– Market area serves about 3.5 million people in 

Oregon & SW Washington
– Linked to regional transportation system and 

economic health

• Metro forecasts used a foundation for planning

• Transportation (non-aviation) projects coming out of 
Airport Futures to be reflected in RTP



Integrated planning process with Port, 
City of Portland and metropolitan 
community

Goals:  
– Plan for future cargo and passenger needs of the region
– Avoid, reduce, or mitigate potential impacts to the 

community
– Reinforce Portland’s planning legacy and PDX’s 

reputation as one of the premier airports in the country
– Incorporate principles of sustainability and livability

Airport Futures 

• 3 year planning process  (2007 – 2010) 
• Two products:

– PDX Master Plan Update
– City of Portland Land Use Plan

• Extensive public involvement program



Overarching Goal – Sustainability
Meeting the region’s air transportation needs, without compromising 
the quality of life for future generations.

Forecasting/Facility Requirements

General       General       
AviationAviation

Airport Facility 
Requirements

Runways/Taxiways
Airside Facilities
Terminal Building
Roadways/Parking

Airport Facility Airport Facility 
RequirementsRequirements

Runways/TaxiwaysRunways/Taxiways
Airside FacilitiesAirside Facilities
Terminal BuildingTerminal Building
Roadways/ParkingRoadways/Parking

PassengersPassengers

CargoCargo

MilitaryMilitary



An Innovative Approach

• Probabilistic forecasts
– Resulted in a range of forecasts with associated 

probabilities of occurrence (permits risk 
assessment)

• Significant research reflecting key issues and trends
• Sustainability issues explored and incorporated
• Peer reviewer

Forecasts – Key Issues and Trends

Aviation Industry Related 
– cost of travel, fuel costs, security, fees, congestion

Regional / Economic
– population, employment, personal income

Technology Related
– new aircraft designs, alternative fuels, videoconferencing

Global Trends 
– climate change, currency exchange rates

Unpredictable External Events 
– epidemics, terrorist event, global or national economic 

crisis, oil embargoes, labor strikes
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Passenger Forecasts
PERCENTILES OF PDX ENPLANEMENTS
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Cargo Forecasts
PERCENTILES OF PDX TOTAL AIR CARGO
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Aircraft Operations Forecast
PDX TOTAL AIRCRAFT OPERATIONS FORECASTS
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Next Steps

• Fall 2008 - Facility Requirements & City Early Proposal

• 2009 - Airport Layout Alternative & City Land Use Plan

• Winter/Spring 2010 - City and Port Adoption
– Including Portland TSP and Metro RTP amendments



Airline Industry Update

Fuel & Labor 
Percent of Operating Expense
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Changes in Capacity at PDX

• Down 5% overall in September vs. one year ago
• Not all carriers and not all destinations down
• Some of capacity cut is empty seats (lower load 

factors) 

Changes in Capacity at PDX

6 types of capacity changes so far vs. year ago
• Discontinued service (Orlando, Mexico City, 

Pendleton)
• Reduced frequencies (Atlanta, New York, Ontario, 

Reno)
• Smaller aircraft (Washington, Minneapolis)
• Larger aircraft (Boston, Vancouver, Seattle)
• Increased frequencies (Salt Lake City)
• New service (Amsterdam, Long Beach)



For more information:

Chris Corich @ 503/460-4111 or 
chris.corich@portofportland.com

Jay Sugnet @ 503/823-5869 or
jsugnet@ci.portland.or.us

Visit our website:
www.pdxairportfutures.com
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