JOINT RESOLUTION OF THE
COUNCIL OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT
AND OREGON STATE HIGHWAY ENGINEER

FOR THE PURPOSE OF CERTIFYING THAT ) RESOLUTION NO. 88-965
THE PORTLAND METROPOLITAN AREA IS )

IN COMPLIANCE WITH FEDERAL TRANS- ) Introduced by Rena Cusma,
PORTATION PLANNING REQUIREMENTS ) Executive Officer

WHEREAS, Substantial federal funding from the Urban Mass
Transportation Administration and Federal Highway Administration
is available to the Portland metropolitan area; and |

WHEREAS, Urban Mass Transportation Administration and
Federal Highway Administration require that the planning process for
the use of these funds comply with certain requirements as a prerequi-
site for receipt of such funds; and

WHEREAS, Satisfaction of the various requirements is docu-
mented in Attachment "A"; now, therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED,

That the transportation planning process for the Portland
metropolitan area (Oregon portion) is in compliance with federal
requirementst as defined in Title 23 Code of Federal Regulations, Part

450, and Title 49 Code of Federal Regulations, Part 613,

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District

this day of : 1988,

Mike Ragsdale, Presiding Cfficer

'APPROVEUL by tnhe Oregon Department of Transportation State
Highway Engineer this day of . 1988,

State Highway Engineer

AC/gl;69320/491/07/18/38



ATTACHMENT A

Metropolitan Service District
Self-Certification

Metropolitan Planning Organization Designation

The Metropolitan Service District (Metro) is the MPO designated

by the Governor for the urbanized areas of Clackamas, Multnomah
and Washington Counties, Oregon.

Metro is a regional government with 12 directly elected
Councilors and an elected Executive Officer. Local elected
officials are directly involved in the transportation planning/
decision process through the Joint Policy Advisory Committee on
Transportation (JPACT) (see attached membership). JPACT pro-
vides the "forum for cooperative decision-making by principal
elected officials of general purpose local governments" as
required by USDOT.

Agreements

Though cooperative working agreements between jurisdictions are
no longer required, several are still in effect:

a. A basic memorandum of agreement between Metro and the
Intergovernmental Resource Center (Clark County) which
delineates areas of responsibility and necessary coordina-
tion and defines the terms of allocating Section 8 funds.

b. An agreement between Tri-Met, Public Transit Division of
the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) and Metro
setting policies regarding special needs transportation.

C. A intergovernmental agreement between Metro, Tri-Met and
ODOT which describes the roles and responsibilities of
each agency in the 3C planning process,.

d. Yearly agreements are executed between Metro and ODOT
defining the terms and use of Federal Highway Administra-
tion (FHWA) planning funds and Metro and Tri-Met for use
of Urban Mass Transportation Administration (UMTA)} funds.

€. Bi-State Resolution -- Metro and Intergovernmental Resource
Center (Clark County) jointly adopted'a resolution estab-
lishing a Bi-State Policy Advisory Committee.

Geographic Scope

Transportation planning in the Metro region includes the entire
area within the Federal-Aid Urban boundary.



Transportation Plan

The Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) was adopted on July 1,
1982, The document has had one approved housekeeping update
(October 1983) and is undergoing a major update. The short-
range Transit Development Plan (TDP}, the detailed transit
operations plan for the region, was completely revised and
adopted by the Tri-Met board in January 1988. The TDP is a
prerequisite for approval of federal transit assistance and
continued delay jeopardizes the region's certification.

Transportation Improvement Program

The FY 89 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) adopted in
Auqust 1988 will be amended continuously throughout the year.
Future amendments will include authorization of FY 88 Inter-
state Transfer funds; updates of the Section 3 Letter-of-Intent
Program, the Section 9 Capital Program and the state moderniza-
tion program.

Public Involwvement

Metro maintains a continuous public involvement process through
citizen members on technical advisory committees, newsletters
and press releases. Major transportation projects have citizen
involvement focused specifically on the special needs of the
project. Of particular emphasis during FY 88 was involvement
in the Southeast Corridor study. This involved creation of a
special citizens committee and review by various neighborhood
associations, community groups and business associates.

Air Quality

Oregon's State Implementation Plans for ozone and carbon
monoxide were both adopted by Metro and the Environmental
Quality Commission (BQC) and approved by the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) in 1982. The region is close and may
have actually attained both standards. DEQ is currently
discussing the attainment status of both the ozone and the
carbon monoxide standards with EPA.

The SIPs do not contain new control measures on transportation
modes in order to reach attainment; rather, they rely on exist-
ing commitments, programs and federal emission controls.
Current transportation efforts are focusing on increasing the

transit mode split throughout the region and particularly to
downtown Portland.

Civil Rights

Metro's Title VI submittal is certified until September 1989.
In addition, the ODOT/FHWA on-site review in March 1988 found
the agency to be in compliance. DBE, EEO and citizen partici-
pation all have programs in place which have been UMTA-
certified.
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Elderly and Handicapped

A Special Needs Transportation Service Plan was adopted by the
Tri-Met Board in January 1988, Appropriate parts of the new
Special Needs Plan were adopted as a portion of the RTP.

Disadvantaged Business Enterprise Program (DBE)

A revised DBE Program was adopted by the Metro Council in July
1988, Owverall agency goals were set for DBE's and WBE's as well
as contract goals by type. The annual goal for all Department
of Transportation—-agsisted DBE's is 10 percent and WBE's is

2 percent. The DBE Program is very specific about the Regquest
for Proposals, bidding and contract process. 1In FY 88, a major
grant from UMTA provided several contracting opportuni- ties.

Of the $375,000 grant, $219,84% was contracted of which $43,775
(19.9 percent) was subcontracted to DBE/WBE contractors.

Public/Private Transgit Operators

Tri-Met and C~TRAN are the major providers of transit service
in the region. Other public and private services are coordi-
nated by these operators.

C-TRAN contracts directly for commuter service with Evergreen
Stage Lines. This contract supplements Tri-Met and C-TRAN
service between Portland and Vancouver.

On a test basis, private operators are providing reqular service
eliminated by Tri-Met. Evergreen Stage Lines is providing
service on the Westover line. A private cab company (Broadway
Cab) did provide the late night owl service, but terminated
their service due to funding problems. Tri-Met is seeking
demonstration funds from UMTA to allow for a one year transi-
tion period (from public to private operations) to rebuild
patrondge to former levels. 1In addition, the Buck Medical
Service provides service on the Molalla to Oregon City line and
on the Milwaukie Transit Center to Clackamas Town Center line.

Tri-Met also contracts for elderly and handicapped service with
private entities such as the Broadway/Radio Cab Joint Venture
and Special Mobility Services, Inc., and public agencies such
as the Community Action Agencies of Clackamas and Multnomah
Counties, Tri~Met also coordinates those agencies using federal
programs (UMTA's 16(b) (2}) to acguire vehicles. Service pro-
viders in this category include Clackamas County Loaves and
Fishes, the Jewish Community Center, Special Mobility Services,
Inc. and others. Special airport transit services are also
provided in the region (RAZ Transportation and Beaverton Air-
porter Services). Involvement with these services is limited
to special issues.



Tri-Met and Metro are also implementing a work program to
ensure additional private sector participation in provision of
transit service as soon as practicable, Tri-Met has conducted
several studies outlining the potential savings of contracting
for transit service. Contracting service is a major objective
of forthcoming negotiations between Tri-Met and the local
transit union. 1In addition, Metro has contracted for a major
study examining suitable modes for delivering suburban transit
service in the region. The study also defined potential sav-
ings of contracting for the service.
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JOINT POLICY

ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION

Metro Council , . . . . . .
Metro Council . . . .+ . . .

Metro Council . . . . . . .
Multnomah County. . . . . .
Cities in Multnomah
Washington County . . . . .
Cities in Washington County

Clackamas County. . . . . .
Cities in Clackamas County.

bity of Vancouver . . . . .

Clark County. . . . . . . .

City of Portland. . . . . .

Oregon State Department
of Transportatdon . . . .

Washington State Department

of Transportation . . . .
Port of Portland. . . . . .
Tr i_Met - - L] » - - - L - -
Department of Environmental

Quality - - - - - - + - -
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Councilor Richard Waker
Councilor George Van Bergen

Councilor Jim Gardner
Councilor Sharron Kelley (alternate)

Commissioner Pauline Anderson
Commissioner Gretchen Kafoury {(alternate)

Councilor Marge Schmunk (Troutdale)
Councilor Fred Carlson (Fairview)

Commission Chairperson Bonnie Hays
Commissioner Roy Rogers (alternate)

Mayor Tom Brian (Tigard)

Mayor Larry Cole (Beaverton) {alternate)
Commissioner Ed Lindquist
Mayor H. Wade Byers, Jr. {Gladstone)

Councilman Scott Collier
Councilor Dick Pokornowskli (alternate}

Commissioner Vern Veysey

Commissioner Earl Blumenauer
Commissioner Mike Lindberg (alternate)

Robert N. Bothman, Director

Rick Kuehn, Region I Engineer (alternate)

Ed Ferguson, District Administrator

Robert L. Woodell, Executive Director
Carter MacNichol, Director (alternate)
Real Estate Management & Development

James E. Cowen, General Manager
Bob Post, Asst, General Manager (alternate)}

Fred Hansen, Director
Nick Nikkila, Administrator
Air Quality Division

(alternate)




STAFF REPORT Agenda Item No.

Meeting Date

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 88-966 FOR THE
PURPOSE OF ADOPTING THE FY 1989 TO POST 19%2
TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM AND THE FY 1989
ANNUAL ELEMENT

Date: July 18, 1988 Presented by: Andy Cotugno
FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

Proposed Action

The Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and FY 1989 Annual
Element serve as the basis for receipt of federal transportation funds

by local jurisdictions, the Oregon Department of Tran3portatlon (ODOT)
and Tri-Met.

This TIP reflects a number of changes from last year's update due
to resolutions and administrative adjustments approved during the past
year and to be approved by this resolution. The primary importance of
the annual TIP update is to consolidate all past actions into a cur-
rent document and set forth the anticipated program for FY 1989. The
FY 1989 program reflected herein is a first step in establishing
actual priorities for FY 1989, A number of future actions will result
in refinements to the material presented.

Adoption of the TIP endorses the following major actions:
. Past policy endorsement of projects is identified in the TIP
(including projects to be funded with Interstate, Interstate
Transfer, Federal-Aid Urban and Urban Mass Transportation

Administration {(UMTA) funds), thereby prOV1ding ellglblllty
for federal funding.

A process to address regional transportation priorities and
funding issues related to them has been implemented by JPACT,
The issues to be dealt with focus on unallocated Federal-Aid
Urban funds (estimated at $6.5 million for FY 1989 to

FY 1991), the Interstate Transfer Regional Reserve (currently
at $§5.1 million}, the Section 3 "Trade" program (with pro-

jects lacking firm commitment) and the Six-Year Highway
Improvement Program.

Approximately $9.4 million of Interstate Transfer funding is
programmed for FY 198% and includes all projects that will
be considered for funding; actual FY 1989 priorities will be



established among these candidates later this year. Federal
appropriations for the highway portion are estimated to be
$7.1 million for FY 1989,

. Some $10.6 million of UMTA Section 3 "Trade" funds are pro-
grammed in FY 1989, of which $5.1 million has been earmarked
for bus purchases and $3.7 million for the Sunset Transit
Center. BAllocation of "Trade" funds is intimately related
to the Transit Development Plan {TDP) adopted by Tri-Met,.

. The maximum allowable use of UMTA Section 9 funds for
FY 1989 operating assistance is included {estimated to be
$3.9 million) which is slightly less than that for FY 1988
($4.1 million). The Section 9 program is projected in the
TIP on a continuing basis through post 1991 based upon the
Transit Development Plan adopted by Tri-Met,

. Private enterprise participation for UMTA Section 3 and 9
programs in accordance with Circular 7005.1. This requires
that a local process be developed to encourage private pro-
viders to perform mass transportation and related services
to the maximum extent feasible. See Attachment B.

. Also included as part of this submittal, but approved by a
separate resolution, is the annual self-certification of
compliance with federal planning requirements. The
resolution certifies to UMTA and FHWA that the region's
transportation planning process is complying with reguire-
ments defined in Title 23 Code of Federal Regulations, Part
450, and Title 49 Code of Federal Regulations, Part 613.

. Evaluation of transit financial capacity which demonstrates
that there are sufficient resources to meet future operating
deficits and capital costs.

TPAC has reviewed the TIP and Annual Element and recommends
approval of Resolution No. 88-966,

Background:

The Metro TIP describes how federal transportation funds for
highway and transit projects in the Metro region are to be
obligated during the perlod October 1, 1988 through September 30,
1989, Additionally, in order to malntaln continuity, funds are
estimated for years before and after the Annual Element year.
Thig FY 1989 TIP is a refinement of the currently adopted TIP
and is structured by the following major headings:

Interstate Transfer Program o

Urban Mass Transportation Administration Programs

Other Programs - Interstate, Primary, Bridge, Safety, State
Modernization, Bike, etc.

Federal-Aid Urban System Program



INTERSTATE TRANSFER PROGRAM

The TIP includes a fixed program amount for the Metro region of
$501,384,204 (federal) based upon the amount for the withdrawn
freeways and $731,000 of additional transit withdrawal value.
This additional withdrawal value became available in April 1987
upon passage of the Surface Transportation Assistance Act (STAR)
and can only be applied to transit projects. At the end of the
federal fiscal year, unbuilt FY 1988 projects will automatically
shift to FY 1989.

The FY 1989 Interstate Transfer Program of approximately

$9.4 million represents the full-~-funding need and this, together
with the projects that slip from FY 1988, is not in excess of the
level of funding the region can anticipate. The noted amount is
earmarked wholly for FHWA highway projects. Priorities will be
established from amongst the full FY 1988 and FY 1989 programs
later in the year based upon a cleoser estimate of funding
revenues. Projects not funded in FY 1989 will be delayed; how-
ever, they will be considered for implementation in the event
additional FY 1989 funds become available, or for funding in

FY 1990.

With the passage of the STAA, the fiscal year availability of
Interstate Transfer funds was extended from one year to two
years, reducing somewhat the possibility of funds lapsing (not
being used). However, its late passage in April 1987 means that
the time frame for using the 1987 funds has been reduced to
1-1/2 years.

A number of revisions to the overall project allocations are
incorporated including a variety of minor transfers due to cost
overruns and underruns. Schedule changes to the Interstate
Transfer Program consist of:

Project From To
Category 1
McLoughlin Boulevard
Phase T -- Tacoma Overpass and 1988 1990
Harrison River Road
Phase II -- Tacoma to Highway 224
-- R/W 1988 1289
-- Const. 1989 1990
City of Portland
McLoughlin Neighborhood Circulation 1989 1991
Marine Drive Widening 1990 1991
N. W. 2ist/22nd -- Thurman 1989 1990
N. W. Circulation Improvements Dropped
Citywide Signal System -~ Final Phase 1988 1989
Airport Way 11 1989 1990
Airport Way III 1990 1991




Multnomah County

242nd Avenue -- PE 1988 1989
S. E. Stark —— 22lst to 242nd -- R/W 1988 1989
-- Const. 1989 1990

Clackamas County
82nd Drive 1989 1990
Thiessen Jennings Corridor 1988 1989

Washington County

URBAN MASS TRANSPORTATION ADMINISTRATION PROGRAMS

Resolution No. 88-897 dealt with the comprehensive capital
package and recommended the most appropriate use of all

available and potential transit capital funding sources. Among
other actions, it defined:

Projects unfunded or underfunded and which undergo develop-
ment in the next five years are priorities for future

funding:
Federal $
Cost Available
Tigard Park-and-Ride $1.6 m. $0.38 m,
Lake Oswego Transit Center 1.6 0
Washington Square Transit Center 0.4 0
Lents Park-and-Ride 0.41 0
Oregon City Park-and-Ride 1.2 0.32
TOTAL $5.21 m, $0.70 m.

. The regional priority for use of future state transit
capital assistance established for the following projects:

Regional Priority for Local Match

Match Reguired

Standard Buses S 6.84 m.
Small Buses .30
SNT Buses .51
Maintenance Vehicles .06
Parts and Equipment 2.82
Westside LRT .40
LRVs 3.00
Route Terminus Sites .06
Shelters .08
Accessible Stops .58
Support Service/Contingency

TOTAL LOCAL MATCH REQUIRED $14.65 m.



Projected Local Match:

Stripper Well $ 2.54 m.
Committed Tri-Met Match {(FY 88, B89) .92
Projected Tri~Met Match (FY 90, 91, 92) 4.74
Projected State Capital Assistance 7.50
(FY 90, 91, 92) _
TOTAL LOCAL MATCH AVAILABLE $15.70 m.
SURPLUS ' $ 1.05 m.

. Projects which are the responsib111ty of local jurisdictions
to provide local match commitment and which must be avall—
able within 18 months of scheduled construction:

Local Jurisdiction Match Responsibility

Match Required

Merlo Road $ .06 m.
Transit Transfers .41
Washington County TSM .31
Morrison Buslane .02
Southwest Transfers .10
Convention Center Transit Center .60
North Mall Extension 2.00
MAX Park-and-Ride .50
Tigard Park-and-Ride .26
Sunset Transit Center 1.31
Oregon City Park-and-Ride .25
Lake Oswego Transit Center .32
Washington Square Transit Center .08
Lents Park-and-Ride .03
TOTAL LOCAL MATCH REQUIRED $6.25 m,

Projected Local Match:

Merlo Road $ .06 m,
Transit Transfers

Portland .31

Tri-Met .10
Convention Center Transit Center .60
Worth Mall Extension 2.00
Sunset Transit Center .90
Surplus State Transit Capital Assistance 1.05
TOTAL LOCAL MATCH AVAILABLE $5.02 m. -
SHORTFALL -$1.23 m, -

Section 3 Discretionary

Under terms of the full-funding agreement, a $5.8 million _ .
balance is still available to conclude settlement of claims and
other final costs. Tri-Met has proposed a portion of this



balance for additional MAX park-and-rides at $1.2 million in
FY 1991 and $0.8 million in FY 1992. Also programmed as
candidates for Section 3 Discretionary funds is the purchase of
light rail vehicles at $6.0 million in each of the noted years.

Section 3 Discretionary funds are awarded on a competitive
basis; therefore, not all projects can be considered for funding
from this source. As such, only selected projects are
recommended to be pursued.

Section 3 "Trade" Funding

These are funds committed through a $76.8 million Section 3
"Letter of Intent." The funds are restricted to bus capital
purposes under the terms for which they were awarded to the
region but are flexible as to the particular bus capital purpose.

The $76.8 million program in the TIP is predicated on a Letter
of Intent extension of four years to 1992 and is currently
allocated as itemized on Attachment A and summarized below:

Firm projects with grants
approved for expenditure $48,391,120

Projects programmed for
grant applications next
several years - 1988 to 1992:

Standard Buses $ 9,440,000
Merlo Road 230,000
Transit Transfers 1,643,656
Washington County TSM 1,220,000
Morrison Bus Lane 78,240
Southwest Transfers 400,000
North Mall Extension 8,000,000
Sunset Transit Center 5,220,000
Support Services 2,176,986
. $28,408,880
TOTAL $76,800,000

Projects requiring further consideration were added under the
condition that they alsco would be included in the overall re-
evaluation by JPACT. Priority for use of any of the remaining
funds is as follows:

1. To fund cost overruns on previously approved projects
within the svecific jurisdiction;

2. To fund alternative projects within the specific juris-
diction; -and

3. To fund alternative projects regionwide.



In any case, alternative projects must be incorporated into the
Regional Transportation Plan and must be supported by Tri-Met as
a logical element of the transit system., Tri-Met will be the
actual grant recipient of all these funds.

Section 9/9A

These funds are committed to the region through a formula
allocation. There is considerable flexibility on the use of the
funds although there is a maximum allowable level that can be
used for operating assistance and the remainder is generally
intended for "routine" capital purposes such as bus replacement
and support equipment, Actual funding levels are subject to
amounts provided in the Surface Transportation Act, annual
appropriations and fluctuations in the formula distribution.

Development of the Section 9 Program in the TIP was based on
past actual appropriations (and obligations) for the last six
years and forecast revenues for the next four years. The
Section 9 TDP projects were then folded into the TIP for the
forecast years.

Adppropriations:

Year Anount
1983 $ 4,702,744
1984 13,885,152
1985 15,819,150
1986 13,272,436
1987 12,449,906
1988

10,510,582
$ 710,639,970

Less Obligations: $ 56,483,346

Forecast:

Carryover $ 14,156,624
1989 10,300, 000
1999 10,100,000
1991 9,900,000
1992 9,900,000
Total Program $110,839,970

In summary:

1. The program has been expanded to cover five years and is
consistent with the TDP,

2. The program assumes an average annual availability of
funds in the amount of $11.6 million,



3. Carryover funds have been combined with FY 1988 andgd
FY 1989 allocations.

4. A capital reserve is identified to account for
differences arising from program requirements which are
greater or less than federal revenues.

SPECIAL TRANSPORTATION

Section 16(b)(2) funding authorizes UMTA to make capital grants
{through the state) to private non-profit social service
organizations which provide transportation services to the
elderly and handicapped.

Seven new special transportation projects were added to the TIP
totaling $749,938 and covering the purchase of vehicles and
equipment. These projects are targeted to providing special
transportation services in the Portland metropolitan area to
specific client groups not served by Tri-Met, Their inclusion
was based on the need and the applicants' agreement to coordi-
nate service with the LIFT Program. The potential recipients
are:

. Welcome Break, Inc.

. Washington County Community Action Organization
. Volunteer Transportation Program

. S.E. Mental Health Network, Inc.

. Association of Retarded Citizens

. Mental Health Services West

g. Tualatin Valley Mental Health Center e

MmO G T

Inclusion of these projects in the TIP for FY 1988 will allow
the applicants to request 16(b)(2) funding from ODOT which, in

turn, will award funds following consideration of other applica-
tions throughout the state.

OTHER PROGRAMS

ODOT's preliminary 1989-1994 Six-Year Highway Improvement
Program contains projects identified by a variety of means. The
program is updated every two years and incorporates inputs from
citizens, local governments and Highway Division staff, as well
as projects carried over from the last Six~Year Program. The
June 1988 draft program forms the basis for this section of the -
TIP which in turn is organized by funding sources:

Federal-Aid Interstate System
Federal-Aid Primary

Highway Bridge Replacement
Title II Safety Program



State Highway Funds Financing
Bicycle Transportation

It is expected that changes to the program in the TIP will be
required after the Six~Year Program is adopted by the Oregon
Transportation Commission in October, and as the federal funding
picture evolves over the next several months,

ACCESS OREGON HIGHWAY PROGRAM

The Oregon Transportation Commission has committed some

$152.8 million over the next three years to this program. The
program focuses new state revenues on routes that serve tourist
destinations and truck routes as a strategy for making signfi-
cant contribution to Oregon's economic revitalization. The
program calls for:

PE and R/W Construction
1989 $ 5.0 m. $ 23.7 m.
1990 5.0 68.5
1991 5.0 45.6
$15.0 m. $137.8 m.

Metro will seek funding from this source on the following
projects:

. Westside Bypass
. Mt. Hood Parkway
. Sunrise Corridor

FEDERAL-AID URBAN SYSTEM PROGRAM

The FY 1989 program appearing in the TIP assumes an allocation
of $3.8 million for the year. Of this amount, the City of
Portland would receive $1.6 million and the region $2.2 million.
The TIP reflects these estimated allocations for FY 19892 through
FY 199%91. Tt also identifies the region's unallocated FAU

funds. These funds could amount to some $6.5 million over the
FY 1989-FY 1991 years assuming revenues continue at the current
rate, Allocation of these funds has been placed on hold pending
evaluation and disposition by JPACT in relation to the regional
priority-setting process.

In Resolution No. 88-952, the region agreed that each county
would receive at least a "minimum allocation" based upon
population (75 percent of the funds allocated based upon popula-
tion, 25 percent by region priority). If this practice were to
continue, the three-year accrual of unallocated funds would
amount to $6,526,428 with the following distribution to the
jurisdictions:




75¢ Minimum

Population Percent "Guideline"

Washington County 251,991 44.2% $2,163,511
Clackamas County 179,260 31.4 1,536,974
Multnomah County 139,210 24.4 1,194,336
Balance 1,631,607
TOTAL 570,461 100.0% $6,526,428

The City of Portland receives a direct allocation based on a
"fair and equitable share" formula ($1,649,201 per year). This
will amount to $4,947,603 over the three-year period.

New projects which have been proposed in Resolution No, 88-952
have been included in the TIP pending adoption of the resolution.
They are:

Baseline Road -- 10th to Murray -—- PE/DEIS

Murray Boulevard =-- 014 Scholls Ferry to Allen -- PE/EA
Hall/McDonald Intersection Improvements
Tualatin/Sherwood Edy Road =-- 99W to Nyberg

North Main Reconstruction {(Gresham)

238th/242nd@ Avenue Improvements '

82nd Drive -~ Highway 212 to Gladstone/I-205

UMTA Policy on Private Enterprise Participation

On December 5, 1986, UMTA published Circular 7005.1 establishing
requirements for ensuring that UMTA grantees provide for con-
sideration of private sector involvement in transit service
delivery. 1Included in the circular is the requirement that the
metropolitan planning organization adopt policies ensuring
private sector participation and certify at the time of adoption
of the annual Transportation Improvement Program that all
requirements are being met. 1In accordance with these require-
ments, Tri-Met's compliance with the policy to ensure private
sector participation is demonstrated and endorsed by this
resolution.

Self-Certification

Metro's certification of compliance with federal requirements is
being adopted under separate resolution and will be submitted to
UMTA in conjunction with this annual TIP submittal.

Financial Capacity

On March 30, 1987, UMTA issued Circular 7008.1 which requires
transit agencies and MPOs to evaluate the financial ability of
transit agencies to construct and operate projects proposed in
the TIP, Tri-Met:rhas performed such an analysis with the
development of the TDP and with other detailed five-year
financial forecasts.



The TDP identified a capital shortfall of approximately

$29 million. Part of this shortfall bhas been funded by the
region through Metro Resolution No. 88-897 which allocated
several available funding sources to reduce the TDP deficit.
Funding of the remaining shortfall is dependent on the receipt
of discretionary federal and state funds., 1In the event these
funds are not received, the region would either reduce the
proposed program or seek other funding sources,

Air Quality

The TIP is in conformity with the Oregon State Implementation
Plan (SIP) for Air Quality adopted in 1982. Updates to the
carbon monoxide and ozone plans demonstrate attainment of both
standards by 1988. All projects specified in the SIP as
necessary for attainment of these standards are included in the
TIP. In addition, the TIP has been reviewed to ensure that it
deoes not include actions which would reduce the effectiveness of
planned transportation control measures,

Federal Transportation Funding

An overview of current federal funding has been provided in the
form of Exhibit A to the staff report. The overview summarizes
the federal funding sources, match, eligibility, and approval
requirements necessary to procure federal funds.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S RECOMMENDATION

The Executive Officer recommends approval of Resolution
No. 88-966.,

BP/sm
4119C/405
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Funding Source

EXHIBIT A

Federal Transportation Funding

Amount
Federal/State/Local Match

interstate
(FHWA)

[nterstate - 4R
{FHWA)

Primary
(FHWA )

Urban
{FHWA)

Page 1 of 3

$18 m. per year statewide
92/8

$38 m. per yvear statewide
92/8

$29 m. per year statewide
88/12

$7 m. per year statewide,
including:

- $1.6 m. Portland

- $2.2 m. Portland region

88/6/6

Bligibility

For completion of pre-
viously approved seqgments
of the Interstate system,
Includes $17.75 m., for
I-20% busway.

For rehabilitation and
modernization of 718-mile
Interstate system through-
out Oregon (urban and
rural).

For rehabilitation and
modernization of 4,926
miles of major state
highways throughout
Oregon (urban and rural);
by OTC policy 60 percent
($18 m.) is for rehabili-

tation; 40 percent ($11 m.)

is for modernization.

For rehabllitation and
modernization of 1,022
miles of arterials and
collectors in the Portland
region; eligible to be
transferred to bus or rail
facilities or vehicles.

Approval Requirements

Six-Year Program/TIP

Six-Year Program/TIP

Six-Year Program/TIP

TIP/OTC



Funding Source

Amount
Federal/State/Local Match

iridge Replacement
"FHWA)

rafety
FHWA)

‘nterstate Transfer
‘FHWA or UMTA)

iection 9
TUMTA)

Yage 2 of 3

$10 m. per year statewide
80/10/10

$5 m. per year
90/10

$501 m. in 15 years;

$39 m. left to appropriate
from Congress;

$5.1 m. Regional Reserve
left to allocate;

$3.2 m. McLoughlin Reserve
left to allocate.

85/15

$11.6 m. per year to Tri-Met

50/50
80/20

Eligibility

For rehabilitation and
replacement of deficient
bridges; selected on the
basis of statewide bridge
sufficiency rating; 15-
35 percent of funds to be
spent on roads off the
Federal-Aid System (not
arterials or collectors).

For the elimination of
hazardous conditions and
railroad crossings.

For any transit or highway
capital improvement on
state highways, arterials,
collectors {except Inter-
state), including bus and
ratl facilities and

vehicles. Priority commit-

ment of Regional Reserve
for I-505 and Banfield
fFinal costs,

Up to $3.9 m. per year for
operations assistance at
50/50. Balance ($7.7 m.
per year) Ilntended for
routine capital purposes

at 80/20 (such as equipment,

bus replacement and minor
capital improvements) but
is very flexible and can
be used for rail purposes.
Available to Portland
region on a formula basis.

Approval Requirements

Six-Year Program/TIP

Six-Year Program/TIP

TIP

TDP/TIP



Funding Source

amount
Federal/State/Local Match

Section 3
(UMTA}

Section 3 Letter-
of-Intent
(UMTA)

Section 16(b) (2)
{UMTA}

7576C/478

Page 3 of 3

80/20

$76.8 m. at $12 m./year
$48.4 m. - grants received
$28.4 m, - programmed
80/20

$320,000 per year state-
wide
80/20

Eligibility

Available on a discre-
tionary, competitive basis
for major capital Ilmprove-
ments, including fleet
expansion, stations, park-
and-ride lots, garages and
LRT. LRT funding subject

to following defined process
and meeting cost-effective-
ness standards.

"Letter-of-Intent” approved
by Congress and awarded to
Portland region in 1982 for
funding in 1982-1988. Pro-
vided as a commitment to
"bus only" improvement
program in exchange for
tegional "trade" of Inter-
state Transfer funds.

Avallable to private, non-
profit corporations only
for capital improvements
required to serve elderly
and handicapped. Funds are
available on a statewide
basis and awarded competi-
tively by ODOT. Applicant
provides local match., Pro-
posed service in Portland
region must be service that
cannot be provided by Tri-
Met LIFT Program.

Approval Requirements

TDR/TIP

TIP/TDP

OTC/TIP



BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF ADOPTING THE

FY 1989 TO POST 1992 TRANSPORTA-
TIOR IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM AND THE
FY 1989 ANNUAL ELEMENT "

RESOLUTION NO. B8-966

Introduced by Richard Waker,
Chair, Joint Policy Advisory
Committee on Transportation

[ e T

WHEREAS, Projects using federal funds must be specified in
the Transportation Improvement Program by the fiscal year in which
obligation of those funds is to take place; and

WHEREAS, In accordance with the Metropolitan Service
District Intergovernmental Resource Center of Clark County
Memorandum of Agreement, the Transportation Improvement Program has
been submitted to the Intergovernmental Resource Center of Clark
County for review and comment; and

WHEREAS, The Metropolitan Service District must certify
compliance with the proposed policy on private enterprise
participation in the Urban Mass Transportation Program; and

WHEREAS, The Metropolitan Service District must evaluate
the program of transit projects included in the Transportation
Improvement Program to ensure financial capacity; and

WHEREAS, Some 1988 Annual Element projects may not be
obligated by the end of FY 1988 and the exact time for their
obligation is indeterminate; now, therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED,

1. That the Council of the Metropolitan Service District
adopts the FY 1989 Transportation Improvement Program for the urban

area as contained in the Attachment to this Resolution marked

Attachment A.



2, That projects that are not obligated by September 30,
1988, be automatically reprogrammed for FY 1989 for all funding
sources.

3. That the Council of the Metropolitan Service District
allows funds to be transferred among projects consistent with the
Transportation Improvement Program Project Management Guidelines
adopted by Resolution No. 85-592,

4. That the Transportation Improvement Program is in con-
formance with the Regional Transportation Plan and the 1982 Air
Quality State Implementation Plan (Ozone and Carbon Monoxide) and
that the planning process meets all requirements of Title 23-Highways
and Title 49-Transportation of the Code of Federal Regulations.

5. That the Council of the Metropolitan Service District
finds that Tri-Met has complied with the requirements of the
region's Private Enterprise Participation Policy, adopted in August
1987. Documentation is shown in Attachment B.

6. That the Council of the Metropolitan Service District
finds sufficient financial capacity, as demonstrated in the adopted
Transit Development Plan, to complete the projects incorporated in
the Transportétion Improvement Program.

7. That the Council of the Metropolitan Service District
hereby finds the projects in accordance with the Regional Trans-~
portation Plan and, hereby, gives affirmative Intergovernmental
Project Review approval.

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District

this day of . . 1088,

Mike Ragsdale, Presiding Qfficer

BP/gl-4119C/405-07/21/88



ATTACHMENT A

(in Staff Report 100 File)



ATTACHMENT B

POLICY ON PRIVATE ENTERPRISE PARTICIPATION IN
THE URBAN MASS TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM

TRI-MET DOCUMENTATION OF COMPLIANCE FOR FY 89

INVOLVEMENT CF THE PRIVATE SECTOR

Projects included in the FY 89 annual element of the
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) have been identified
through the annual Tri-Met budget process. The Tri-Met budget
undergoes extensive review by a seven member Citizens Advisory
Committee and a public hearing on the proposed budget is convened
by the Tri-Met Board of Directors.

The grant application process for all capital projects includes
direct mailing to private transportation providers of notices of
opportunity for public hearing on the proposed projects. Further
opportunity for comment on the projects by private sector repre-
sentatives is afforded when the Transportation Policy Alternatives
Committee and the Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Trans-
portation review the projects prior to approval of the TIP.

Finally, the competitive procurement process for purchase of
equipment or vehicles, and provision of services or materials for
the TIP annual element projects includes distribution of notices
of bid advertisements or requests for proposals to prospective
private sector bidders/proposers.

2ll major capital projects are examined prior to formulation of
site plans to be certain that joint development possibilities are
maximized from the inception of the project. This analysis
focuses on possibilities in the area of obtaining contributions
from property owners and developers and in being certain that air
rights may be utilized without undue economic penalty to the
private development.

Tri-Met has continued to seek approval from the Urban Mass
Transportation Administration for a demonstration grant to
partially fund the private operation of service to the Hillside
Community in Portland and for late night service to and from the
downtown core. Tri-Met's application to the Amalgamated Transit
Union for 13(c) approval, which would be the next step toward
approval and funding, has not been approved. It is hoped that a
resolution to this blockage will be a by-product of the contract
negotiations which are expected to commence in August.

In order to increase coordination and information sharing with the
private sector, the Oregon Transit Association and its President,
Dick Feeney, have been attempting to expand membership to include
more private transportation providers. Newly recruited members
include Broadway Cab, and Transportation, Buck Medical Services,
Evergreen Stage Lines, Inc., Greyhound Lines and Special Mobility



Services. The involvement of these private operators in the
Oregon Transit Association and their participation in the annual
conference in Octcober should significantly increase the
coordination between public transit and the private sector.

PROPOSALS FROM THE PRIVATE SECTOR

Tri-Met has received no unsolicited proposals from the private
sector during the last year and Tri-Met offered no RFP's for the
provision of transportation service. During FY 89 Tri-Met intends
to issue RFP's for the Elderly and Disabled Service and three
fixed-route services which are presently contracted to private
industry. These contracts will be worth approximately 2.5 million
dollars per year.

IMPEDIMENTS TO COMPETITION

The major impediment to holding more service out for competition
continues to be the labor union's opinion that only elderly and
disabled services can be contracted out under the existing labor
contract. However, an arbitration hearing held on July 23, 1987
resulted in a decision that Tri-Met could appropriately continue
to use contractors to operate two fixed routes in Clackamas
County.

Tri-Met is making an increase in contracted service a high
priority item in the labor negotiations which will commence
shortly. R

STATUS OF PRIVATE SECTOR COMPLAINTS

Tri-Met has received no private sector complaints regarding
privatization in the past year.

PLANNING PROJECTS

Following the Tri-Met Board's direction, Tri-Met staff developed a
report on Four Alternatives For Cost Effective Service To Outlying
Areas. This report described how Tri-Met contracted service,
local transportation districts, shared-ride taxicab service and
private vehicles could be used to provide more cost effective
service in low density area. The costs of these alternatives will
be compared with the fully allocated costs for Tri-Met service
which are being developed at this time.



FRIVATE ENTERPRISE PARTICIPATION POLICY

Dispute Resolution Process

A protest based upon Tri-Met's Private Enterprise Participation
Policy must be received in writing by the Executive Director of
Public Services or his designee no later than 10 working days
following any decision or recommendation. The decision of the
Executive Director of Public Services can be appealed by written
communication to the General Manager or his designee within 10
working days of receiving notice of the Executive Director's
decision. Tri-Met must in each case render a decision within 10
working days of receipt of the protest or appeal.

The protest or appeal must be in writing, include a detailed
explanation of the basis of the protest or appeal, and state the
course of action that the protesting party thinks Tri-Met should
take. Any interpretation of UMTA regulations can be appealed to
UMTA following the Tri-Met steps.

This dispute resolution process is not applicable to RFQ/RFP or
bid protests which have their own procedures.
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CEIC

CENTRAL EASTSIDE INDUSTRIAL COUNCIL

P.O.Box 14251
Portland, Oregon 97214 /( RECEWED JULZ : 19?8

(503)232-1012 S
July 20, 1988

Lawretta Morris, President
Portland Planning Commissicon
1120 S.w, Fifth Avenue
Portland, Or. 97204

Dear Mrs. Morris:

This is to advise you that the Board of Directors of

Central Eastside Industrial Council at a special meetlng
held July 8, 1988, reviewed the report cf the Eastbank
Freeway Options Study Committee and the various alternatives.

You may recollect the CEIC's position on the freevay
is as follows:

The City of Portland should initiate a
public process to establish a blueprint
to mitigate Interstate 5's appearance
and impact on the waterfront. The blue-
print should define incremental steps of
mitigation within the existing property
ownership of the Oregon Department of
Transportation angd without interfering
with the already approved East Marguam
Interchange Project.

After due deliberation, the Board by uvnanimous vote
of those present, felt that the propesal presented
by the Oregon Department of Transportation on June
27, 198B to the Eastbank Freeway Options Study
Committee, and the informal report te the City
Council of the City of Portland on July 12, 198B,
most closely met all the criteria established by
the City Council in its resolution creating the
study committee. The ODOT proposal meets the
criteria set forth by the committee as well as
meeting the needs of CEIC as expressed above. 1In
addition, it addresses the concerns of the Central
City Plan. The CEIC Board therefore passed the. _
following resolution: S



RESOLVED

If federally fundable and buildable with-
in the time frame of the current East
Marquam Interchange project -- CEIC endorses
the concept of the alternative presented
by the Oregon Department of Transportation
to the Eastbank Freeway Options Study
Committee on June 27, 1988, which plan is
dated June 23, 198B8. 1If the plan is not
federally fundable or buildable within

the time frame of the current preject,
then the proposed East Marguam Interchange
should@ proceed without delay.

Sincerely :

( ggfaé (;;zﬂﬁzﬁi// .
Rick Parker, Jr.
President

ccC:

Jane Cease, Chairperson

Portland City Council

Governor Goldschmidt

Oregon Department of Transportation

Portland Development Commission

Jeoint Polict Advisory Committee on Transportation
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2000 5.W. First Avenue
Portland, OR 97201-5398
503/221-1646

July 14, 1988

Mr. Michael P. Hollern, Chairman
Oregon Transportation Commission
c/o Brooks Resources

P,.0. Box 6119

Bend, Oregon 97708

Dear Mr. Hollern:

The Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation has
reviewed the draft Six-Year Highway Improvement Program and
appreciates the opportunity to comment. We recognize the
difficult task facing the Commission to balance numerous
priorities with limited resources.

In general, we think the draft program is a good reflection
of the region's priorities in light of federal funding cut-
backs. We are particularly pleased to see an initial com-
mitment to the three regional corridors included in the
Access Oregon Program. We recognize that the major regional
corridors are the state routes in the Portland region that
are of the greatest significance to ODOT and believe that
the Access Oregon Program will help advance these priorities.

There are, however, several improvements t¢ the major re-
gional corridors that we feel should be addressed in this
Six-Year Program update:

Sunset Highway - As you know, the region is pursuing a high-
way/LRT improvement package for the Sunset Highway Corridor.
You have reported this in the past as the region's #1 transit
priotrity and have yourself expressed the importance of both
highway and LRT improvements in this corridor. We would hope
to see a stronger funding commitment toward this statement of
priority. 1If the region is successful in funding the LRT
project within the next six years, it will be important to
fund the highway components of the corridor improvement in
order to ensure project coordination. If the LRT is not
funded, it will be even more critical to proceed with needed
highway improvements to relieve a worsening traffic condi-
tion.

Sunrise Corridor - We are encouraged by ODOT's initial com-
mitment to the Sunrise Corridor but ODOT has not gone far
enough. Project development is included for the segment
east of I-~205 (to U.S. 26) but not west of I-205 (to McLough-
1lin Boulevard). Project development must proceed for both




Mr. Michael Hollern
July 14, 1988
Page 2

segments to ensure they are compatible with one another. In addi-
tion, the priority segment for implementation is the segment east
of I-205 and an initial commitment toward right-of-way acguisition
must be included in the Six-Year Program. This area is constrained

by existing development and will become more constrained by further
. development.

It is very important that a specific alignment be quickly defined
and right-of-way acquisition be undertaken soon thereafter to avoeid
increased costs due to development and to not cause undue hardship
on private properties due to uncertainty and to ensure Camp Withy-
combe is cleared in time. We are requesting $17 million be pro-
grammed.

I-405 Reconnaissance - We had requested a relatively minor funding
commitment to conduct a reconnaissance engineering study of I-405
in central Portland to assist in defining the long-term improvement
requirements in this area. It is particularly important to clearly
define these improvements soon because of the interrelationship
with a) the Southeast Corridor Study and the issue of Willamette
River bridge capacity; b) the Sunset LRT project and traffic connec-
tions between the Sunset Highway and I-405; and ¢) impacts on I-5
and I-405 due to planned development in the north Macadam Avenue
area. Assistance from ODOT in conducting the I-405 Reconnaissance
study will ensure proper coordination with these other efforts.

I-84 - 18lst to Troutdale - As proposed in the draft, this project
has been divided in two units with the first scheduled for construc-
tion and the second dropped from consideration (included in the
"Considered" section). With the cutbacks in federal funds, we under-
stand the necessity to segment this project but we are concerned
about the loss of Interstate completion funds and don't think that
you intend to drop Unit 2. Instead, we recommend retaining it in

the Six-Year ‘Program and at least proceeding with right-of-way acqui-
sition.

Gresham Parkway - Like the Sunrise Corridor, the proposed connector
between I-84 and U.S. 26 is one of the major corridor priorities for
the region and we are pleased at ODOT commitment to begin prelimi-
nary engineering. However, like the Sunrise Corridor, this area is
constrained by existing development and will become more constrained
by further development. As such, we recommend including an initial
commitment toward right-of-way acquisition to avoid increased costs
due to development and to not cause undue hardship on private prop-
erties due to uncertainty.

Bridge Replacement Funds (HBR) - Although not directly included in
the draft Six-Year Program, ODOT is currently proposing a change in
the method of allocating HBR funds to "off-system" bridges. Rather
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than prioritizing bridge projects based upon the sufficiency rating,
a funding cap per jurisdiction is proposed that would penalize the
Portland region. Specifically, the funding amount previously com-
mitted to the Terwilliger and Hawthorne Bridges would be reduced.
Since June 1986, ODOT has had a signed agreement with Multnomah
County for the replacement of the transition structure for the Haw-
thorne Bridge. The proposed policy change violates the technical
ranking process used to select the project as a high priority. Fur-
ther, we feel that a cap inappropriately singles out the Portland
region because ©f the size of the bridges under the responsibility
of these jurisdictions. We recommend that you retain the current
method that strictly considers the merits of the projects.

State Operations Fund - We previously recommended that ODOT estab-
lish an Operations Fund on a regional basis to be used for small
scale intersection and other operation improvements. We again urge
you to consider this to allow each region to be responsive to small
project needs as they arise. 1In this manner, small cost-effective
improvements can be used to better manage the operation of the high-
way system and gain better usage of other major project investments.
Similar funding priority to park-and-ride lots and a freeway traffic
management program are cost-effective methods of managing the trans-
portation system.

Economic Opportunity Fund - We support your proposal to establish a
$5 million per year Opportunity Fund. We feel that this would allow
the state to be responsive when a road improvement is critical to
finalizing an economic development proposal.

QDOT Arterials ~ Although we recognize that the major corridors are
the priority emphasis in the Six-Year Program, smaller ODOT facili-
ties are also in need of improvements for which other funding re-
mains inadequate. If ODOT is not going to consider funding these
types of improvements through the Six-Year Program, then support and
assistance in developing alternate funding programs are essential.
Some key priorities that were reguested but not included are as fol-
lows:

Powell Boulevard - east of I-205
Graham Road in Troutdale

Farmington Road

Scholls Ferry Road

NE 60th Avenue @ NE Portland Highway

Other Priorities - In addition to the above noted recommendations,
the "high" priority recommendations adopted by JPACT and previously
presented to the Oregon Transportation Commission are as follows:
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I-5/Highway 217/Kruse Way Interchange - CON
I-205/Sunnyside/Sunnybrook Interchange - CON
I-5/Capitol Highway Interchange - PE

U.S5. 26/185th Avenue Interchange - CON

Any consideration and assistance that ODOT could provide in advancing
these projects would be appreciated. JPACT reviewed and approved
these comments at their July 14, 1988 meeting.

Sincerely,

5§&£¢b;;f k;»4 Zgéatja5y1,kc

George Van Bergen, Vice Chair

Joint Policy Advisory Committee
on Transportation

GV :1lmk

CC: Rick Kuehn, ODOT Regional Engineer
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GLADYS McCOY, Multnomah County Chair

Room 134, County Courthouse
1021 SW. Fourth Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97204

(503) 248-3308

July 13, 1988

Mr. Michael P. HOllern, Chairman
Oregon Transportation Commission
c/a Brooks Resources

f.0. Box 6119

Bend, OR 97708

Dear Mr. Hollern:

Multnomah County would 1ike to commend the efforts of the commisston in
allocating 1imited resources to the vast numbers of trans?ortation neegds
throughout the state. - The Six Year Program process has allowed the public¢ and
Tocal jurisdictions the opportunity to share their insight regarding the needs
in their area. In many instances these needs have been adequatel¥ addressed

in the proposed FY 1989-1994 Six Year Program, and in general ODOT has been
responsive to local concerns. He feel however, there are several projects .
originally recommended by the county and identified as a priority by Hetro '\v
which warrant comment and further consideration.

The East Multnomah County area is the gateway to two of the major tourist
attractions in the state; The Columbia River Gorge and the Mt. Hood )
Recreational areas. Improvement of the Interstate and state system to reach
these attractions is Important not only to the vitality of the county but to
the state as well.

1. 1-84 Improvement 181st - Troutdale*

The proposed program shows only a portion of the {improvement (Unit 1t
181st-207th) scheduled in this Six Year Program Additionall{ the
construction year for that unit has been moved from 199) to 1993. Unit 2
of the project s not fdentified for construction in this Six Year
Program. In fact, fts only included in the section “to be considered."

The entirve project represents the last section of the Interstate System in
the state not constructed to interstate standards. Congress has made it
¢lear that grojects that represent the interstate szstem under the
Interstate Completion Program must be completed within the 1ife of the
current Surface Transportation Act. Aside from the time l1imitations
imposed by Congress, future traffi¢ and current reconstruction needs make

this project critical.
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Prior commitment by the state of Construction of the improvement by 1991
1n the last Six Year Program met that goal. The construction schedule for
1-84 from 181st to Troutdale in the proposed program does not.

Construction of the entire improvement to I-84 from 181st to Troutdale
;?8"'?1?7 restored in this current Six Year Program Update at a cost of
nillion.

2. 1-84 - US 26 Connection (Gresham Parkway)*

This project {s 1dentified as an Access Oregon Project and §s Visted in
the development section of the proposed Six Year Program with final
environmental documents scheduled for 199)., Funding for right-of-way has
not been 1dentified.

This project is integral to the growing tourist industry of the state.
Traffic projections suggest the need for this facility s in the next ten
years. For construction to occur in that time frame, environmenta) work
aAng right-of-way must be funded in this Six Year Program. The planned
facility will have & major impact to the area, and, by not beginning
right-of-way acquisition soon after location has been determined,
development opportunities will be missed and an unofficlal moratorium on
buitding will be in place. .

3. UPRR (Graham Road) Bridge 6957

This project appears again in the development section of the proposed
program with field survey not to de completed until FY 1993. In fact this
project has been {n the development section for the past two updates.

This structure 1s located at the eastern terminus of the I-84 improvement
and serves as the means of access to the county arterial system. Since
the last update, we have completed construction of 257th Avenue, a major
N/S arterial of approximately 70 feet that meets the structure at the
south end and construction of two major truck stops are com?leted at the
north end. Because this structure 1s Integral to the functioning of the
arterial and interstate system we vecommend this project be included with j>
the 1-84 Unit 2 (207th to Troutdale) improvement.

Although not directly included in the draft Six Year Program, the change in
status of the Hawthorne Bridge Yransition Structure and allocation of HBR
funds to that project is of considerable concern to the county and the region.

* Recelved endorsement from the Oregon Tourism Allfance as critical projects
on corridors {mportant to improve access to tourist dastinations.
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4, HKiwthorne Bridge (HBRR Allocation)

Since June 1986 we have had an agreement with the Oregon Department of
Transportation to reconstruct the east approach transition structure of
the Hawthorne Bridge, for $5,710,000, He have received notice from QDOT
that due to budget constraints & reduction of the allocation to $2,500,000
¥s being considered. Additionally a change in the method of allocation
has been proposed that would 1imit any one jurisdiction's funding level to
20% of Oregon's yearly allocation or $2.0 mtition.

The proposed reduction and change in ?ollcy has significant ramifications
for Multnomah County. He are responsible for six Willamette River Bridges
within the Portland city timits. These structures have a higher
rehabilitation and/or replacement cost than any other local Jurisdictions
because of age, type of structure and traffic volumes.

The Hawthorne Bridge Transition Structure has had a sufficiency rating of
9 since 1982. It was constructed in the early 1950°s as & temporary
structure only. The county has speat $290,000 between 1982 and 1987 on
the timber trestie and will spend an additional $200,000 this year for
repairs and maintenance 1tems to maintain legal 10ad carrying capacity
until the scheduled 1990 replacement.

The proposed change in policy precludes us from replacing the structure,
in fact, our access to adequate federal funds for major structure work is
virtuslly eliminated.

allocation that considers the merit and technical ranking of all projects and
maintains funds for the replacement of the Hawthorne Bridge Transition

He strongly recommend that the Commission endorse the method of HBRR fund “iE
Structure.

Sincerely,

Gladys McCgy, Chair
Board of County Commissioners
OM:SL:r)

¢c: Bob Bothman, Director ODOT
Don fForbes, State H\ghuﬁy Engineer
Rick Kuehn, Metro Region Engineer
East Multnomah County Transportation Committee
JPACT

4588V
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July 13, 1988

Mr. Richard wWaker

Metroc

2000 SW First Avenue
Portland, Oregon 87201-5398

SUBJECT: Letter to Mike Heollern On the ODOT
Draft 6 Year Progranm

Dear Richard,

I have reviewed your July 7 letter to Mike Hollern in the JPACT
packet and request you revise Clackamas County's section as
follows:

Sunrige Corridor - We are encouraged by ODOT's initial commitment
to the Sunrise Corridor but ODOT has not gone far enough.

Project development is included for the segment east of I-205 (to
U.S. 26) but not west of I-205 (to McLoughlin Boulevard).

Project development must proceed for both segmentes to ensure they
are compatible with one another. 1In addition, the priocrity
segment for implementation is the segment east of I-205 and an
initial commitment toward right-of-way acquisition must be
included in the Six-Year Program. This area is constrained by

existing development and will become more constrained by further
developnent.,

It is very important that a specific alignment be quickly defined
and right-of-way acquisition be undertaken scon thereafter to
avoid increased costs due to development and to not cause undue
hardship on private properties due to uncertainty and to ensure
Camp Withycombe is cleared in time. We are regquesting $17

mil) ion be programmed, We would also like to point out the
Access Oregon indicators that the Commission looked at a few
months ago put the Sunrise Corridor at the #1 priority in terms
of traffic, trucks, etc.

We feel this would be the most expeditious way to accomplish the
project. We would also like to reaffirm the need for the Marquam
Ramp project and the need for the I-5 to Mcloughlin Connection.
The I-5 McLoughlin connection is a critical piece to the Sunrise
Corridor as well as the Tacoma Overpass widening along
McLoughlin.

906 Main Street s Qregon City, OR 97045 . 655-8581



Highway 212 Climbing Lane from Rock Creek Junction to 172nd

Currently this project is programmed in the 6 Year Plan for
Development only. This is a critical project and will help
relieve a dangerous situation in the Sunrise Corridor. We would
like to ask for Construction funds for this climbing lane.

Sunnybrook and I-205 Split Diamond Interchange

We would like to request ODOT to program $1 million for right-of-
way acquisition in the 6 Year Plan for hardship cases and also
construction funds be programmed for this most critical
interchange in Clackamas County.

Wilsonville and I-5 Interchange

The I-5 and Wilsonville Interchange has been dropped from the
Development section. We would like to ask you to reinstate this
project and to continue with the Environmental Impact Statement.
Please call me if you have questions.

Sincerely,

ED LINDQUIST, CHAIRMZ
Board of County Commissioners

l1/gs/713:elk
¢c: Wade Byers
George Van Bergen
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) COUNTV: Depariment of Transportation & Development
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- RICHARD QOB
NELT
GPEKATIONE & ADVINATRATION
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TESTIMONY TO THE OREGON TRANSFURTATIUN ‘TOMMISSIUN FUK CLA &Mﬁi&!ﬁéﬁ

COUNTY/CITIES 6 YEAR PROGRAM REQUEST
JULY 15, 1988
BY
ED LINDQUIST, CHAIR
CLACKAMAS COUNTY COMMISSION
INTRODUCTION
'clackamas COﬁnty is rapidly growind.as & place to live and wvork.
According to certified gtate population estimates, in 1987 the
County's population increased by 6,900 people making Clackamas
the fastest growing County in Oregon for the year and accounting
for nearly one~guarter total population growth in the State.
Rapld commercial employment growth is occurring along the
Countyt's I-5 and 1-205 Corridore. Wilsonville, and the Clackamas
Town Center Area are among the fastest growing areas in Oregon,
they currently have & higher day time working population than
residential population.
The Sunrise Center, near the crossroads of I-205 2nd the
Milwvaukie Expressway, currently econtains nearly 2,000,000 sg. f£t.
of retall end office space, including a regional shopping mall, a
najor hospital, three hotels with 600 rooms, and Portland's

largest church.

— _ - - e e . eE .. e i B a s _ s s
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Alopg with the increase of home, work, and shopping trips, I-205
is be@inning to surpasé I-5 as the major north/south interstate
route. 100,600 vehicles could be counted on I-205 naar the
Milwvaukie Expressway on-any‘given aay in 1987 = a considerable
amount eince I~205 was only opened in 1983.

The I-205 and Highway 212 int;rchange is one of the worst in the
State. We have reviewed the draft 6 Year Highway Program and
would like to compliment the COmmiséion and staff on an excellent
job in coordinating this huge effort., However, we do have
revisiéns we would llke you to cogsider.

RECOHHENDED CHANGES TO_THE DRAFT €6 YEAR PLAN

Project #1 - The I-205 and Laster Road Interchanga

This project is currently underfunded by $2 million in the Draft
6 Year Plan. We would like to reguest full FAI funding of $6.1
milliion not the $4.04 million which is programmed in the Drafg,
We would like to reguest you to program over the next 5 years
these additional funds.

We would also like to remind the Transportation Commission past
commitments they have made to this preoject were to bid it in 1sse
and complete it in 1989,

Project #2 - Sunrise Corridor

The Highway 224 portion from 99E to I-205 of the Sunrise égfridar
is not programmed in the Development Section. Wewwould like to
request that the entire Sunrise Corridor be programmed for
development. We alsc would like to request ihe Environmental
Impact Statement when it be carried out be done on a section from

99E to Rock Creek Junction in Phase 1 and Phase II be done from
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Rock Creek Junction to US 26. We feel thie would be the most
aypaditious way_to accomplish th§ project. We would also like to
reatfirm the need for the Marguam Ramp project and the need for

: the I-5 to McLoughlin Conneétion. The I-5 McLoughlin connection
RS; is a critical piece to the Sunrise Corridor as well as the Tacoma

égx Overpass widening along Mcloughlin.
X?? We would also like to regquest ODO

funds for Phase I of the Sunrig

establish right-of-way
Eorr dor and to ensure that Camp
Withycombe is cleared. We feel $17 mjillion should be programmed
as a minimum request for these\purpgées. As you know, the Hwy.
212 and I~205 interchange is one of the worst freeway
ihterchanges in tﬁé sfate and Phase I of the Sunrise Corridor is
-meant to relieve this interchange. We would also like to point
out that we have the support of the North Clackamas Chamber, the
North Clackamas Emplovers Assoclation which represents 12,000
Jobs in Clackamas County, ﬁnd the support of the entire Hwy., 212
Industrial area for this critical Cerridor. It is critical that
Phuse I be developed and right-of-way be acquiraed as soon as
possiblg. We feel that without Phase I and the Sunrise Corridor,
Clackamas County stands to lose & substantial portion eof jobs and
take an economic development punch in the shorts!
We would also like to point out the Access Oregon indicators that
the Commission looked at a few months ago put the Sunrise
Corridor as the #1 priority in terms of traffic, trucks, etc., 1In
leooking through the Draft 6 Year Program we find some other
Acceses Oregon routes have righte-of-way fundg programmed for them

whereas the Sunrise Corridor, being the #1 does not have right-
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of-way funds programmed for it. Por example, the Westeide
Corridor has $17 wmillion in right-of-way funds programmed for it.

Project ¢3 - Highway 212 Climbing lane from Rock Creek Junction

to 172nd )

currently this project is programmed in the € Year Plan for
Development only. This is & critical project and will help
relieve a dangerous situation in the Sunrise Corridor. We would
l1ike to ask for Construction funde for this climbing lane.

Project #4 -~ Sunnybrook and I-205 Split Diamond Interchange

This project services the largest shopping center in the State of
Oregon, the Clackamas_rowq Center at 1.3 millien square_feet. An
additiconal 600,000 sqﬁare feet of commercial/office is currently
under construction, adjacent t¢ the Clackamasg Town Center, In
1985 6 million cars alone accesced this shopping center and about
100,000 vehicles a day use I-205. We are concerned that without

this project the 1=-205 Freeway in this area will breakdown within

the next 5 vears.,

We would like tb request ODOT to progran §1 million for right-of-
way acquisition in the 6 Year Plan for hardship cases and also
construction fundes be programmed for this moet critical
interchange in €lackamas County.

The OTC should alsc be aware that this interchange alsc reguires
$14 million in additional local road projects. Of this amount $9
million will be raised locally through tax increment funds and
another $5 million will be sought through other means such as a
benefit assessment district. We do not believe though any other
project in the sState has such a high degree of local government

and private sector financial ceontributions.



s e v m wam s Vi . SRR RN nuy Losyoo YO «2L F UL

Interchange Project #5 - Wilsonville and I-5 Interchange

The I-$ and Wilsonville Interchange has been dropped from the
Development section. We would like to ask you to reinstate this
project and to continue with the Environmental Impact Statement.
We recommend that the design of the stafford and I-5 Interchange
along with the I-5 and wilsonville Intexchange has already been
tied together and it would be difficult to design Stafford
without continuing to pursue the Wilsonville Interchange.
r/gs/712:elX
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ACCESS OREGON
RANKINGS BY ADT

(Indicates Total Traffic on the Route)

Highway

1. OR 217
o 2,0R 224

10. US 20

1L OR 126
e 12. US 26
e 12. OR 22
*14.0R 38

15. OR 201

* 16. OR 58
¢ 22. OR 82
*25.US 20

¢ Currently in Access Oregon Program

IS 54k HUg V3,33 UB:lr¢ F,UuyY

Name

Beaverton-Tigard
Sunrise Corridor
Westside Bypass
-84 Connection

Portland-lincoln City

Portland-Astoria
Coos Boy-Roseburg
Sunset
Californic~-Madras
Corvallis-Newport
Florence-Eugene
Mi. Hood
Sclem-Bend
Anlauf-Reedsport
Cairo-Nysso

Willamette
Wallowa Lake

Centrol Oregon

ADT

66,390
40,000
35,000
22,000

6,720
3,070

4,570
4,540
4,450
4,000
3,650
3,630
3,390
3,380
3,300

2,790
1,640

940
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ACCESS OREGON
RANKINGS BY TRUCKS /DAY

(Indicates Economic Activity on the Route)

Highway

v 1.OR 224

1.

2.0R 217

* 3.US 97

* 4. New

* 5.0R 42

® 6, OR 58

e 7.US 30

. 8,

¢« 9.0R 38

* 10. New

¢ 11. OR 22
12. US 20
13.US 20
14. OR 126
15. OR 140

* 17.US 26

¢ 22. OR 82
* 23.US 20

OR 99 /18

Name Trucks / Day

Sunrise Corridor
Beaverion-Tigard
California-Madras

3,200
1,420
1,180

Wesiside Bypass
Coos Bay-Roseburg
Willamette
Portland-Astoria
Portland-Lincoln City
Anlauf-Reedsport

-84 Connection
Salem-Bend
Albany-Summit
Corvallis-Newport
McKenzie

Klamoth Falls-Medford

Mt. Hood

Wallowo Lake
Central Oregon

¢ Currently in Access Oregon Program

1,050
10
860
840
800
780
770
730
610
560
530
480

390

190
130
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ACCESS OREGON

(Indicates Relative Contribution to

10. US 26
M. US 20
¢ 12.US 20
¢ 13.OR 58
14. US 20
15. Or 126

¢16. OR 38
o 22. OR B2

¢ 25. New

¢ Currently in Access Oregon .Progrum__"

Trust Fund Revenues)

Name

California-Madras
Salem-Bend
Sunrise Corridor -
Westside Bypass
Portlond-Astoria
Portland-Lincoln Cit
Beaverton-Tigard _

Mt. Hood i
Coos Boy-Rosebu; -
Sunset B

Corvulhs—Newpoﬂ; | N

Central Oregon
Willamette
Albany-Summit
Florence—Eugene

A“'“”’-Reedsport -

Wallowa Loke

1-84 Connection

VMT B
890,000
684,780

680,000
595,000

575,260

504,000
464,730

373,890

359,590
~340,500
264,000
244,400
242,730

196,650
193,450

ez, 660

ns 440 ,

- saooo_-
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WASHINGTON
COUNTY,
OREGON

July 15, 1988

Oregon Transportation Commission
Oregon Department of Transportation
135 Tranaportation Building

Salem, Oregon 97310

Washington County and its cities have participated extensively in the
development of the 1989-19%4 Six Year Highway Improvement Program.

We would like to commend your staff on their efforts and express our
appreciation for considering projects of importance to residents
within Washington County, the region and the state. We feel that the

program reflects significant staff work and coordination with local
governments.

We are extremely pleased to see that the proposed Six Year Program
recognizes the critical need to initiate developmental and righte
of-vay efforts on the Tualatin-Hillsboro Corridor. As well, we are
pleaced to see that the Six Corners project is included for con-
struction. Both projects are important facilities of statewide

significance which we feel will further the economic objectives of
the Oregon Comeback.

As an overall comment, Washington County and ite cities feel that the
latest Six Year Program addresses many of our long-standing needs on
state facilitles. We would, however, like to draw your attention to

the following projects which we feel either need to be clarified or
considered further.,

© Sunget Highway (US 26)

We are unclear as to the status of this project in the latest
draft. It is our understanding ODOT will be coordinating its
Sunset Highway design efforts with the development of thae Sunset
Light Rail project being developed by TriMet. There is no spe-
cific reference to this project on Sunset Highway in the latest

draft. We would urge you to explicitly identify this effort in
the Six Year Program.

o ino £ 8

The County has extensively participated in discussions with oporT
on the atatus of minor state highways in this Six Year Pregram.
We recognize that emphasie has been placed on highways and corri~
dors of statewide significance and, that to a certain extent,
improvements to minor state highways have been spread out over a
longer period of time. We would like to note, however, that
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Oregon Transportation Commission
July 15, 1968
rage Two -

Washington County and itsé cities have successfully obtained
voter approval for partial local funding (§9% million) on a
nunber of state roads which, as of this latest draft, still lack
matching state funds. Obviously, we feel that it is important
to fully fund these projects and to meet voter expectations.
Additionally, we pregented our program to the voters based on
our understanding that providing local funds on etate roads met
one of the state’s objectives articulated in HB2266 of priori-
Eizing projects with available local funding. These projects
nclude:

M o Fani ek): Washington County
voters have approved $1,770,000 of local funds for this
project. This draft of the Six Year Program includes this
project for construction in FY 1990. We appreciate your
continued support for this important roadway project.

Farmington Road (Murxay Boulevard to 209th Avenuye): Washington
County voters have approved $3,450,000 of local funds for this
project. This draft of the Six Year Program includes this
project in the Development Section. Thisg is a good step and
will help fully activate the project. After this analysis, we
anticipate requesting construction funding during the next cycle
of the Six Year Program update.

Tualatin-valley Highway (218t Avenue¢ to Main Street): Washingtoen
County voters have approved $2,900,000 of local funds for this
project. Additionally, we allocated $§1,511,000 in federal
Interstate Transfer funds for this project through the regional
procese instead of providing these funds to other County road
projects. This project is not shown in this draft of the Six
Year Program. We feel that it should be shown with funding and
schedules noted since it is included in the current plan.

Scholls Ferry/Beaverton-Hillsdale/Oleson Road Intersection:
Washington County voters have approved $100,000 of local funds
for this intersection project. This draft does not include this
project. This intersection hag one of the highest accldent
rates in the County and would seem to be a liability for all.
Project Development, at minimum, should begin as soon as
posaible.

We appreciate your consideration of the projects noted above in light
of the significant local contributions which are available for thesce
improvements.

We would also like to express our support for the Immediate Oppor-
tunity Fund which has been propoged. We support the intent ¢f such a
program and feel that it will enhance economic development opportuni-
ties throughout the state.
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Oregon Transportation Commission
July 15, 1988
Page Three

In conclusion, we would like to express our appreciation for your
assistance and for your staff’s efforts in preparing this program.
We look forward to continuing to work with you and your staff in the
future as these projects evolve.

Sincerely,
e ‘.s»,%a

Bonnie Hays

Chair )

Washington County Transportation Coordinating Committee

BH/FA:pL

Ct Bob Bothman, Director, ODOT
Rick Kuehn, Region 1 Engineer, ODOT
Bruce Warner, Director, DILUT
Washington County Transportation Coordinating Committee

(doc: TA-1July)
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CITY OF TIGARD
OREGON

July 13, 1988

Oregon ITransgportation Commission
Salem, Oregon

RE: Proposed 1989~1994 6-Year Highway Improvement Progrem

We have had an opportunity to review the proposed 6-Year Highway Improvement
Program dated June, 1988, We find that the proposed program has correctly
identified high priority transportation needs in the Tigard area and will
provide funding for those projects with the highest priority. We encourtage
adoption of the project lists anrd schedule asz proposed.

In adopting this program, we encourage the Commission to consider the level of
funding on one project. That project 1s on the Scholls Highway (OR 210}
between Murray Blvd. end Fanno Creek. The project 1s identified in the fi~Year
progran as Map Index No. 050, This project is funded in part by & levy
approved by the voters of Washinpton County in 1986. 1In order to complete
thiec project as presented to the voters in 1986, some sdditional state funding
15 necegsary. Following completion of preliminary design work, the OSHD staff
aow cotimates thc total prejest coet at naarly 7 mill1an dnllarc. The 6-Year
program provides only 3.7 million dollare for this project. Improvements to
this important regional highway have been given a high priority by the
Weahington County Transportation Coordinating Coumittee, We urge the
Commirsion to previde full funding for this voter supported project.

Sincerely,

/P

Tom Brian
Mayor

br/5913D

43125 SWHal Biva,, P.O. Box 23397, Tigard. Oregon 97223 (503) 639-2171
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“The Chamber
Means Business”

ommerce

15010 $.E. McLoughlin Blvd, - Milwaukie, OR 97267 - 654-7777

July 1%, 1988

/,
o

IN5/E§
Mike Hollern, Chalrman

‘Oregon Department of Transportation ' - as /ﬂi}g
135 Transportation Bldg. : OT C e ij

Salem, OR 97310

It has heen brought to the attention of the North Clackamas County
Chamber of Commerce that the rfinal draft of the Six-Year Highway
Improvenent Program does not contain the funding needed for some
projects that we feel are inatrumental to econonic development in
Clagkanas County.

The Chamber's Board of Directors has gone on record supporting the
reviajona to the Six~Year Program that Clackamas founty Department
of Transportation is requesting bde considered. The Board urges
the Commission to carefully review the information presented on
the five speoific projects in the written testimony of Clackanas
County Coamissicner Ed Lindquist.

We know that the Commission and the Department staff have te¢
consider the many highway needs throughout the atate; however, we
feel that Clackamas County, aa the fastest growing county in
Oregon, has some unique transportation needs that require priority
consideration in highway funding. The solutions to these
transportation needs are vital not only to Clackamaa County, but
also to its economic impact on the entire region.

Again, we urge you to reconsider the transportation needs of
Clackapmas County before adopting the final Six-Year Highway
Improvement Progranm.

Sincerely,

Ted Canrield

President

Serving Milwaukie ¢ Ozk Grove *  Jennings Lodge . Cladstone  « . Clackamas
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CITY OF GRESHAM 7’ ~ 3

Community & Economic Development Depantmeni
1333 N.W. Easiman Parkway

Gresham, Oregon $7030-382%

{503) 661-3000

Juty 14, 1988

Mr. Michael P, Hollern, Chatrman
Oregon Transportation Commission
c/o Brooks Resources

PO Box 6119

Bend, OR 97708

Dear Mr. Hollern:

The City of Gresham and cities in east Multnomah County had the opportunity to
share with the Commission thelr priorities for the Six-Year Program update in
Febryary this year. At that time with the support and testimony of the
business community we fdentified a number of priorities for funding
consideration.

In 1ight of the numerous transportation needs throughout the state, we
understand the difficulty {n addressing all of the priorities of one
Jurisdictional area. The proposed Six-Year Program, however, falls short in
addressing what we perceive to be our highest priorities.

East Multnomah County fs the gateway to the Columbla River Gorge and Mt. Hood
recreational areas. In line with the governor's proposal for the Oregon
Comeback, direct access to these beautiful scenic areas is paramount.

The I-B84 improvement from 181st to Troutdale §s critical to providing that
access. Only Unit 1 (18¥st to 207th) is 1dentified in the proposed Six-Year
Program. This {s inadequate for several reasons.

1. The entire improvement (181st to Troutdale) 1s the only remaining portion
of the interstate system not up to interstate standards. In the existing
Stx~Year Program Federal Ald Interstate funds have been allocated to this
project. Under the Federal Interstate Completion Program those funds must
be allocated prior to the end of the existing Surface Transportation Act.
Therefore, Unit 2 must be {ncluded in this program to ensure allocation of
the Federal Ald Interstate funds within the timeframe 1im!tation imposed
by Congress.

2. The 1-84-1.5. 26 connector (Gresham Parkway) is critical to improved
access to the Mt. Hood recreational areas. Funds through the
environmental phase have been allocated to that project. Unit 2 of the
1-84 improvement 1s the critical 1ink at the northern end of the project
and for that reason must be included in this update {f the location
deciston of the 1-84-U.S. 26 connector (Gresham Parkway) ¥s to be
finatized within the next six years.
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Finally, I would 1ike to ¢lose with a comment regarding the 1-84-U.S. 26
connector. The project has received significant public review to date and is
scheduled to receive more through the corridor analysis and environmenta)
process planned by the state. This project will have a major impact to the
state and region but most significantly to the local area. It 15 critical
that the development process fnclude adequate funds for right-of-way to ensure
that we don't lose development opportunities or impose development
restrictions while we wait for a future Six-Year Program update to secure
right-of-way funds.

I appreciate your consideration of these projects.
Sincerely,

;%;///%4

Councilor Tom Griffith
Gresham City Councth?

1G:

cc Bob Bothman, ODOT Director
Don Forbes, State Highway Engineer
Dick Kuehn, Metro Region Engineer
tEast Multnomah County Transportation Commission
JPACT

4597V



GLADYS McC

Room 134, County Courthouse gk
1021 SW. Fourth Avenue '
Portland, Oregon 97204

(503) 248-3308

July 13, 1968

Mr. Michael f£. Hollern, Chairman
Oregon Transportation Commission
¢/0 Brooks Resources

P.0. Box 8119

Bend, OR 97708

Dear Mr. Hollern:

Multnomah County would 1ike to commend the efforts of the commission in
allocating 1imited resources to the vast numbers of transportation needs
throughout the state. - The Six Year Program process has allowed the public and
local jurisdictions the opportunity to share their insight regarding the needs
in their area. In many instances these needs have been adequately addressed

in the proposed FY 1989-1994 Six Year Program, and in general ODOT has been
responsive to local concarns. HMe feel however, there are several projects . E
originally recommended by the county and identified as a priority by Metro ‘\f T
which warrant comment and further consideration.

The East Hultnomah County area i1s the gateway to iwo of the major tourist
attractions in the state: The Columbta River Gorge and the Mt. Hood _
Recreational zrea:. Improvement of the Interstate and state system to res .
these attractions {5 important not only to the vitality of the county but <o
the state as well.

1. 1-84 Improvement 181st - Troutdale*

The proposed program shows only a portion of the tmprovement (Unit 1t
181s¢-207th) scheduled in this Six Year Program Additionally the
construction year for that unit has been moved from 1891 to 1993. Unit 2
of the projeri §s not fdentified for construction in this Six Year
Program. In fact, its only in¢luded in the section "to be considered."

The entire project represents the last section of the Interstate System in
the state not constructed to interstate standards. Congress has made it
¢lear that projects that represent the interstate system under the
Interstate Completion Srogram must be completed within the 1ife of the
current Surface Transportation Act. Aside from the time limitations
imposed by Congress, future traffic and current reconstruction needs make
this project critical.
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Mr. Michael P. Hollern, Chatrman
July 13, 1988
Page Two

2.

*

Prior commitment by the state of Construction of the improvement by 1991
in the tast Six Year Program met that goal. The construction schedule for
1-84 from 181st to Troutdale in the proposed program does not.

Construction of the entire improvement to I.84 from 181st to Troutdale
;;SU121?$ restored 1n this current Six Year Program Update at a cost of
m on.

1-84 ~ US 26 Connection (Gresham Parkway)*

This project is identified as an Access Oregon Project and §s listed in
the development section of the proposed Six Year Frogram with final
environmental documents scheduled for 1991, Funding for right-of-way has
not been tdentifted.

This project is integral to the growing tourist Tndustry of the state,
Traffic projections suggest the need for this facility Is in the next ten
years. For construction to occur 1n that time frame, environmental work -
and right-of-way must be funded in this Six Year Program., The planned
facitity will have & major impact to the area, and, by not beginning
right-of-way acquisition soon after location has been determined,
development opportunities will be missed and an unofficial moratorium on
building will be in place.

UPRR (Graham Road) Bridge 6967

This project appears agatn in the development section of the proposed
program with field survey not to be completed until FY 1993, In fact this
project has been in the development section for the past two updates.

This structure 15 located at the eastern terminus of the I-B4 improvement
and serves as the means of access to the county arterial system. Since
the last update, we have completed construction of 257th Avenue, a major
H/S artertal of approximately 70 feet that meets the structure at the
south end and construction of two major truck stops are completed at the
north end. Because this structure is integral to the functioning of the
arteria) and interstate system we recommend this project be included with ﬁ>
the 1-84 Unit 2 (207th to Troutdale) improvement.

Although not directly included in the draft Six Year Program, the change in
status of the Hawthorne Bridge Transition Structure and allocation of HBR
funds to that project is of considerable concern to the county and the region,

Recetved endorsement from the Oregon Tourism Alliiance as critical projects
on corridors important to improve access to tourist destinations.
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4. Hawthorne Bridge (HBRR Allocation)

Since June 1986 we have had an agreement with the Oregon Department of
Transportation to reconstruct the east approach transition structure of
the Hawthorne Bridge, for $5,710,000. He have recefved notice from ODOT
that due to budget constrafints & reduction of the allocatfon to $2,%00,000
is being constdared., Additionally & change in the method of allocatien
has been proposed that would 1imtt any one jurisdictien's funding level to
20% of Oregon's yearly allocation or $2.0 million.

The proposed reduction and change in policy has significant ramifications
for Multnomah County. We are responsible for six Willamette River Bridges
vithin the Portland city 1imits. These structures have a higher
rehabiiitation and/or replacement cost than any other local Jurisdictions
because of age, type of structure and traffic volumes.

The Hawthorne Bridge Transition Structure has had a sufficiency rating of
9 since 1982, It was constructed in the early 1950's as & temporary
structure only. The county has spent $290,000 between 1982 and 1987 on
the timber trestle and will spend an additional $200,000 this year for
repalrs and maintenance ftems to maintain legal 10ad carrying capacity
until the scheduled 1990 replacement.

The proposed change in policy precliudes us from replacing the structure,

in fact, our access to adequate federal funds for major structure work is
virtualiy eliminated.

allocation that considers the merit and technical ranking of al) projects and
maintains funds for the veplacement of the Hawthorne Bridge Transition

We strongly recommend that the Commission endorse the method of HBRR fund "‘X
Structure.

Sincerely,

o)}f@'

Gladys McCgy, Chair
Board of County Commissioners

GM:SL:r)
cc: Bob Bothman, Ofrector QDOT
Oon Forbes, State Highw&y Engineer
Rick Kuehn, Metro Reglon Engineer
East Multnomah County Transportation Committee

JPACT
4588V
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TESTIMONY TO THE OREGOUN TRANSPURTATION TOMMISSION FUR CpacRAMABRNE
COUNTY/CITIES é YEAR PROGRAM REQUEST
JULY 15, 1988
BY
ED LINDQUIST, CHAIR
CLACKAMAS COQUNTY COMMISSION
INTRODUCTION
'clackamas cQﬁnty is rapidly growing as & place to .live and work.
Accerding to certified setate population estimates, in 1987 the
County's population increased by 6,900 people making Clackamas
the fastest growing County in Oregon for the year and accounting
for nearly one~guarter total population growth in the State,
Rapld commerclal employment growth is occurring aleng the
County's I~5 and I-205 Corridors. Wilsonville, and the Clackanas
Town Center Area are among the fastest growing areas in Oregon,
they currently have a higher day time working population than
residential population.
The Sunrise Center, near the crossroade of I-~205 znd the
Milwaukie Expressway, currently contains nearly 2,000,000 sg. ft.
of retail and office space, including a regional shopping mall, a
major hospital, three hotels with 600 rooms, and Portland'’s

largest church.
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Along with the increase of home, work, and shopping trips, I-205
is béginning to surpass I-5 as the major north/south interstate
route. 100,600 vehicles could be counted on I-2053 near the
Milwaukie Expressway on-any;given day in 1987 - a considerable
amount since I~205 was only opened in 1983.

The 1-205 and Highway 212 int;rchange ig one of the worst in the
Btate. We have reviewed the draft ¢ Year Highway Program and
would like to complimant the CQmmiséion and staff on an :xcellent
job in coeordinating this huge effort. However, we de have
revisiﬁns we would like you tp considex,

RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO THE DRAFT 6 YEAR PLAN

frgject #1 - Th;-l—éos ﬁnd Lestar Road Interchange

This project is currently underfunded by $2 million in the Draft
6‘Year Plan. We would llke to regquest full FAXI funding of $¢6.1
million not the $4.04 million which is programmed in the Draft,

We would like to reguest you to program over the next 5 years

these additional funds.

We would alsc like to remind the Transportation Commission past
commitments they have made to this project were to bid it in 1368
andl complete it in 1989,

Project ¢#2 = sunrise Corridoxr

The Highway 224 portion from 89E to I~205 ¢f the Sunrise Corridor
is not programmed in the Development Section. We would like to
ragquest that the entire Sunrise Corridor be programmed for
development. We alsc would like to regquest the Environmental
Impact Statement when it be carried out be done on & section from

99FE to Rock Creek Junction in Phase I and Phase II be done from
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Rock CreeX Jungtion to US 26, We feel this would be the most
rxpaditious way_to accomplish thé project. We would alsc like to
reaffirm the nead for the Marguam Ramp project and the need for
the I-5 to McLoughlin Conneétion. The I-5 McLoughlin connection
is & critical piece to the Sunrise Corridor as well as the Taconma

Overpass widening along McLoughlin.

We would also like to reguest ODO establish right-of-way

funds for Phase I of the Sunrigé Corrider and to ensure that camp
Withycombe is cleared. We feel $17 mjllion should be programmed

as a minimum request for these\purposes. As you know, the Hwy.

212 and I1-205 interchange is one of the worst freeway

ihterchanges'in thé Sfate and Phase I of the Sunrise Corridor is
meant to relieve thig interchange. We would also like to point
out that we have the suppert of the North Clackamas Chamber, the
Horth Clackamas Employers Association which represents 12,000
jobs in Clackamag County, and the support of the entire Hwy. 212
Industrial area for this critical Cerridor. It is critical that
FPhase I be developed and right-of=way be acquirad as soon as
possible. We feel that without Phase I and the Sunrise Coxrider,
Clackamas County stands to leose a substantial portion of jobs and
take an economic development punch in the shorts!

We would also like to point out the Access Oregon indicatoxrs that
the Commission looked at & few months ago put the Sunrise
Corridor as the #1 priority in terms of traffic, trucks, etc, In
looking through the Draft 6 Year Program we find some other
Access Oregon routes have righte-of-way funds programmed for them

whereas the Sunrise Corridor, being the ¥l does not have right-

e —




Ny

of=-way funds programmed for it. For example, the Westside
corridor has $17 million in right-of-way funde programmed for it.

Project ¢3 - Highway 212 Climbing Lane from Rock Creek Junction

to 172nd

Currently this project is programmed in the 6 Year Plan for
Development only. This is a critical project and will help
relieve a dangerous situation in the Sunrise Corridor. We would
l1ike to ask for Construction funds for this clinmbing lane.

Project #4 ~ Sunnybrook and T-205 Split Diamend Interchange

This project services the largest shopping center in the State of
Cregon, the Clackamas Town Center at 1.3 million square feet. An
additienal) 600,000 sqﬁare feet of commercial/office is currently
under construction, adjacent to the Clackamas Town Center., In
1985 6 million cars alone accessed this shopping center and akout
100,000 vehicles a day use I-205., We are concerned that without

this project the I-205 Freeway in this area will breakdown within

the next & vears.

We would like tb request ODOT to program $1 million for righteof-
way acquisition in the 6 Year Plan for hardship cases and alse
construction funds be programmed for this moest critical
interchange in Clackamas County.

The OTC should also be aware that thie interchange also requires
%14 million in additional leocal road projects. Of this amount $9
million will be raised locally through tax increment funds and
ancther $5 million will be sought through other means such as a
benefit essessment district, We do not believe though any other
project in the State has such a high degree of local government

and private sector financial contributions.




Interchange Project $5 - Wilsonville and I~«5 Interchange

The I-5 and Wilsonville Interchange has been dropped fron the
Development section. We would like to ask you to reinstate this
project and to continue with the Environmental Impact Statement.
We recommend that the design of the Stafford and I-5 Interchange
along with the I-5 and Wilsonéille Interchange has already been
tied together and it would be difficult to design Stafford
without continting to pursue the Wilsonville Interchange.
r/ga/7T1l2:elk
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1L OR 126
¢ 12. US 26
e 12. OR 22
* 14. OR 38

15. OR 201

* 16.OR 58
¢ 22.OR 82

*25.US 20

¢ Currently in Access Oregon Program
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.~ ACCESS OREGON
RANKINGS BY ADT

(Indicates Total Traffic on the Route)
Highway

Name

Beaverton-Tigord
Sunrise Corridor
Westside Bypass
I-84 Connection

Portland-Lincoln City

Portland-Astorio
Coos Bay-Roseburg
Sunset
Californio-Madras
Corvallis-Newport
Florence-Eugene
Mt. Hood
Salem-Bend
Anlauf-Reedsport
Cairo-Nyssa

Willamette
Wallowa Loke

Central Oregon

ADT

66,390
40,000
35,000
22,000

6,720
3,670

4,570
4,540
4,450
4,000
3,650
3,630
3,390
3,380
3,300

2,790
1,640

940
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ACCESS OREGON
RANKINGS BY TRUCKS /DAY

(Indicates Economic Activity on the Routej

Highway

us 30

. OR 99 /18

9. OR 38
10. New
11, OR 22
12.US 20
13.US 20
14. OR 126
15. OR 140

17. US 26

LA ]

22. OR 82
23, US 20

Name Trucks / Day
Sunrise Corridor 3,200
Beaverton-Tigard 1,420
California-Madras 1,180
Wesiside Bypass 1,050
Coos Bay-Roseburg 2910
Willamette 860
Portland-Astoria 840
Portland-lincoin City 800
Anlauf-Reedsport 780
1-84 Connedion 770
Salem-Bend 730
Albany-Summit 610
Corvallis-Newport 560
McKenzie 530
Klamath Faolls-Medford 480
Mt. Hood 390
Wallawn Lake 190
Central Oregon 130

¢ Currently in Access Oregon Progrom
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ACCESS OREGON R

(Indicates Relative Contribution to

Highway

1. US 97
2. OR 22
3.0R 224
4. New
5.US 30
6. OR 99 /18
7.0R 217
*»8.US 26
s 9. OR 42
10. US 26
1. US 20
¢ 12.US 20
¢+ 13.OR 58
14.US 20
15. Or 126

&
]
»
.
&
[ 4

*16. OR 38
¢ 22. OR 82

¢ 25. New

Trust Fund Revenues)

Name

California-Madras
Salem-Bend
Sunrise Corridor
Westside Bypass
Portland-Astoria
Portiand-Lincoln City
Beaverton-Tigard
Mt. Hood

Coos Boy~Roseburg
Sunset
Corvallis—-Newport
Central Oregon
Willamette
Albany-Summit
Florence-Eugene

- Anlauf-Reedsport

Wallowa Loke

-84 Connection

¢ Currently in Access Oregon Program

VMT

890,000
684,780
680,000
595,000
575,260
504,000
464,730
373,890
359,590
340,500
264,000
244,400
242,730
196,650
193,450

192,660
116,440

88,000
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WASHINGTON
COUNTY,
OREGON

July 15, 1988

Oregon Transportation Commission
Oregon Department of Transportation
135 Trangportation Building

Salem, Oregon 97310

Washington County and its cities have participated extensively in the
development of the 1889-1994 Six Year Highway Improvement Program.

We wonld like to commend your staff on their efforts and express our
appreciation for considering projects of importance to residents
within ¥ashington County, the region and the state. We feel that the

program reflects significant staff work and coordination with local
governments.

We are extremely pleased to see that. the proposed Six Year Progrem
racognizes the critical need te¢ initiate developmental and right-~
of-way efforts on the Tualatin-Hillsboro Corridor. As well, we are
pleased to see that the Six Corners project is included for con-
atruction. PBoth projects are important facilities of statewide

slgnificance which we feel will further the economic obhjectives of
the Oregon Comeback.

As an overall comment, Washington County and ite cities feel that the
latest Six Year Program addresses many of our long-standing needs on
state facilities. We would, however, like to draw your attention o

the following projects which we feel either need to be clarified or
considered further.

o Sunset Highway (US 26)

We are unclear as to the status of this project in the latest
draft. It is our understanding ODOT will be coordinating its
Sunset Highway design efforts with the development of the Sunset
Light Rail project being developed by TriMet. There is no spe-
clific reference to this project on Sunset Highway in the latest

draft. We would urge you to explicitly jdentify this effort in
the Six Year Program.

o ino tat i s

The County has extensively participated in disgcussions with opor
on the status of minor state highways in thia Six Year Progran.
We recognize that emphasie has bkeen placed on highways and corri-
dors of etatewide significance and, that to a certain extent,
improvements to minor ztate highways have been sgpread out over a
longer period of time. We would like to note, however, that

Board of County Commissionars
AL e Biimmaa Millsboro, Oragon B7F 124 Fhone' 503/ 648‘8681
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oregon Transportation Commission
July 15, 1988
Page TwoO
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Washington County and ite cities have successfully obtained
voter approval for partial local funding ($9 million) on a
number of state roads which, as of thie latest draft, atill lack
matching state funds. Obviocusly, we feel that it is important
to fully fund these projects and to wmeet voter expectations.
Additionally, we presented our program to the voters based on
our understanding that providing local funds on state roads met
one of the state’s objectives articulated in HB2266 of priori-

tizing projects with available local funding. These projects
include:

8¢holls Ferry Road {Muxray to Fanhe Creek}: Washington County
voters have approved $1,770,000 of local funds for this

- project. This draft of the Six Year Program includes this
project for construction in FY 1990. We appreciate your
continued support for this important roadway project.

armingt nad (Murray P ard to 209th Avenuyel}: Washington
County voters have approved $3,450,000 of local funds for this
project. This draft of the Six Year Program includes this
project in the Development Section. This is & good step and
will help fully activate the project. After this analysis, we
anticipate requesting construction funding during the next cycle
of the Six Year Program update.

rialatipn-Valley Highwa St Avernue ain Street): Washington
County voters have approved $2,900,000 of local funds for this
project. Additionally, we allocated $1,511,000 in federal
Interstats Transfer funds for this project through the regional
process lnstead of previding these funds to other County road
projects. This project is not shown in this draft of the Six
Year Program. We feel that it should be shown with funding and
schadules noted since it is included in the current plan,

hoells Ferry/Reavert gdale gon_Roead Inteprge |
washington County voters have approved $100,000 of local funds
for this intersection project. This draft does not include this
project. This intersection hae one of the higheat accident
rates in the County and would seen to be a liability for all.
Project Development, at minimum, should begin as soon as
possible.

We appreciate your consideration of the projects noted above in light
of the significant lacal contributions which are available for these
improvements.

We would also like to express our support for the Immediate Oppor-
tunity Pund which has been proposed. We gupport the intent of such a
program and feel that it will enhance economic development opportuni-
ties throughout the state.




Oregon Transportation Commission
July 15, 1988
Page Threea

In conclusion, we would like to express our appreciation for your
assistance and for your staff’s efforts in preparing this progranm,
We look forward to continuing to work with you and your staff in the
future as these proijects evolve,

Sincerely,

<::§§%9ﬂunu55<%§jé?
Bonnle fays

Chair
Washington County Transportation Coordinating Committee

BH/FA:pt

o Bob Bothman, Director, ODOT
Rick Kuehn, Region 1 Engineer, ODOT
Bruce Warner, Birector, DLUT
Washington County Tranasportation Coordinating Committee

(doc: FA~1July)
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CITY OF TIGARD
OREGON

July 13, 1988

Oregon Transportation Commission
Salem, Oregon

RE: Proposed 1989-1994 6-Year Highway Improvement Progranm

We have had an opportunity to revigw the proposed 6-Yesr Highway Improvement
Program dared Jupe, 1988. We find thai the proposed program has correctly
fdentified high priority transportation needs in the Tigard area and will
provide funding for those projects with the highest priority. We encourage
adoption of the project lists and schedule as proposed.

In adopting this program, we encourage the Commission to consilder the level of
N funding on one projest. That project is on the Scholls Highway (OR 210}
(_j betwesn Murray Blvd, and Fanno Creek. The project is identifled in the 6~Year
. progran as Map Index No. 030, This project is funded 1in part by e levy
approved by the votere of Washingron County in 1986. In order to complete
this project as presented to the voters in 1986, some sdditional srate funding
15 necessary. Following completion of preliminary design work, the OSHD staff
wow estiwmebsn the total prolect coet at nesrly 7 milldien Aallars. The 6~Year
program provides only 3.7 millton dollsrs for this project. Improvements to
this important regional highway have been given 2 high priority by the
Washington County Transportation Coordinating Committee, We urge the
Comzission to provide full funding for this voter supported project.

Sincerely,

T LS

Tom Brian
Mayor

br/5913D

13125 SWHall Bivd., P.O. Box 23397, igard, Oregon 97223 {(503) 639-4171




“The Chamber

ommerce

15010 S.E. McLoughlin Blvd. - Milwaukie, OR 97267 - 654-7777

July 14, 1988

(:2} el o 9,;,,___/; X 54_, " /L
»
ot

” :‘ /
745 /6 &
Mike Hollern, Chairman

‘Oregon Department of Transportation ) : ay sz};_
135 Transportation Bldg. : 42?7"C; AMNLL (jy

Salem, OR 97310

It has been brought to the sttention of the North Clackamas County
Chanber of Commerce that the final draft of the Six-Year Highway
Improvenment Program does not contain the funding needed for some
projects that we reel are instrumental to economic development in
Claockamas County.

(ﬁﬁ The Chamber's Board of Directors has gone on record supporting the
™ revisions to the Six~Year Frogram that Clackamas County Department
of Transportation is requesting be considered. The Board urges
the Commission to carefully review the information presented on
the five specific projects in the written teatimony of Clackanas
Gounty Comnmissioner Ed Lindquist.

We know that the Commission and the Department staffl have to
consider the many highway needs throughout the state; however, we
feel that Claokamas County,; as the fastesi growing county in
Oregon, has some unique transportation needs that require priority
oonsideration in highway funding. The solutions to these
transportation needs are vital not only to Clackamas County, but
algso to itas economic impact on the entire region.

Again, we urg+ ;»u to reconsider the transportation needs of
tlackamas County before adopting the final Six-Year Highway
Iaprovement Program.

S8incerely,

E Sl (1Cuuktiljjl
Ted Canfield
Preaident

Serving Milwaukie . Oak Grove . jennings Lodge . Cladstone . . Clackamas
Westwood ¢ Southgate ¢  Happy Valley ¢ Damascus ¢ Carver ¢ Barton =  Boring



CITY OF GRESHAM 7’ Ly 3

Community & Economic Developmant Department
1333 N.W. Easiman Parkway

Gresham, Oragon §7030-3825

(503) 661-3000

Juty 14, 1988

Mr. Michael P. Hollern, Chatrman
Oregon Transportation Commission
c/o Brooks Resourtes

PO Box 6119

fend, OR 97708

Dear Mr. Hollern;

The City of Gresham and cities in east Multhomah County had the opportunity to
share with the Commission their priorities for the Six-Year Program update in
February this year. At that time with the support and testimony of the
business community we identified a number of priorities for funding
consideration.

In tight of the numerous transportation needs throughout the state, we
understand the difficulty 1n addressing ail of the priorities of one
jurisdictional area. The proposed Six-Year Program, however, falls short in
addressing what we perceive to be our highest priorities.

East Multnomah County s the gateway to the Columbta River Gorge and Mt. Hood
recreational areas. In line with the governor's proposal for the Cregon
Comeback, direct access to these beautiful scenic areas is paramount.

The I-84 improvement from 18lst to Troutdale is critical to providing that
access. Only Unit 1 (1BYst to 207th) is identified in the proposed Six-Year
Program. This {5 inadequate for severa) reasons.

1. The entire improvement (18ist to Troutdale) 15 the only remaining portion
of the interstate system not up to interstate standards. In the existing
Six-Year Program Federal Ald Interstate funds have been allocated to this
project. Under the Federal Interstate Completion Program those funds must
be allocated prior to the end of the existing Surface Transportation Act.
Thergfore, Unit 2 must be included in this program to ensure allocation of
the Federal Ald Interstate funds within the timeframe Yimitation imposed
by Congress.

2. The I-B4-U.S. 26 connector (Gresham Parkway) is critical to tmproved
access to the Mt. Hood recreational areas. Funds through the
environmental phase have been allocated to that project. Unit 2 of the
1-84 improvement ts the critical 1ink at the northern end of the project
and for that reason must be included in this update {f the location
decision of the I-84-U.5. 26 connector (Gresham Parkway) 1s to be
finalized within the next six years.



Ltr/M, Hollern
Page 2

Finally, I would like to close with a comment regarding the 1-64-1,S. 26
connector. The project has received significant public review to date and is
scheduled to receive more through the corridor analysis and environmental
process planned by the state. This project wlil have a2 major impact to the
state and region but most significantly to the local area. It is critical
that the development process include adequate funds for right-of-way to ensure
that we don't lose development opportunities or impose development
restrictions while we walt for a future Stx-Year Program update to secure
right-of-way funds.

I appreciate your consideration of these projects.
Sincerely,
N £ y ,{

Councilor Tom Griffith
Gresham City Counci?

1G:

¢c Bob Bothman, QDOT Director
Don Forbes, State Highway Engineer
Dick Kuehn, Metro Reglon Engineer
gaséTMultnomah County Transportation Commission
PA

4597V
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