
BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

FOR THE PURPOSE OF ENDORSING AN ) RESOLUTION NO. 05-3544
UPDATED 2005 REGIONAL POSITION ON )
REAUTHORIZATION OF THE ) Introduced by Councilor Rex Burkholder
TRANSPORTATION EQUITY ACT FOR THE
21ST CENTURY (TEA-21)

WHEREAS, the Transportation Equity Act for the 21 st Century (TEA-21) was adopted by
Congress in 1998; and

WHEREAS, TEA-21 expired at the end of federal Fiscal Year 2003 (September 30, 2003) and an
extension will expire before May 2005; and

WHEREAS, Congress will be considering reauthorization of TEA-21 during 2005; and

WHEREAS, TEA-21 has a significant policy effect on transportation planning and decision-
making and funding in the Portland region; and

WHEREAS, reauthorization results in the "earmarking" or identification of specific projects and
establishes the amount of federal funding eligible to be appropriated to those projects; and

WHEREAS, Resolution No. 03-3271 was adopted in January 2003 providing an analysis of
possible legislative issues and options and an initial regional position on these issues; and

WHEREAS, Resolution No. 04-3409A was adopted in February 2004, providing an analysis of
specific bills under consideration by the Congress; and

WHEREAS, further review of proposed legislation will lead to possible amendment and
refinement to this policy postion; now therefore

BE IT RESOLVED that the Metro Council:
1. Endorses the summary of regional priority policy issues on reauthorization of TEA-21 as reflected in

Exhibit A.
2. Endorses the projects identified in Exhibit B as the region's priority projects for TEA-21

reauthorization earmarking.
3. Endorses the regional analysis of issues reflected in legislation under consideration in Exhibit C.

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this day of February 2005

David Bragdon, Council President
Approved as to Form:

Daniel B. Cooper, Metro Attorney



Exhibit A to Resolution No. 05-3544

Portland Regional Position
On the Reauthorization of the

Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century
(TEA-21)

Priority Policy Issues

The 109th Congress has the opportunity to take a fresh look at the reauthorization of the
Transportation Equity Act for the 21st century (TEA-21). At this time, it is unclear whether the
work performed by the 108th Congress will be the "jumping off point" for these discussions.

Since January 2003, the Metro region, through JPACT and the Metro Council, adopted policy
statements establishing priorities for the reauthorization of TEA-21 (Resolutions No. 03-3271
and 04-3409A). The region provided a detailed analysis of issues of concern to the region as
well as identified the highest priorities for policy and project funding.

The Metro region then analyzed the three bills introduced in the 108th Congress and provided our
Congressional delegation with a specific analysis of all three. These were:

• Senate Bill 1072 - the "Safe, Accountable, Flexible and Efficient Transportation Equity
Act of 2003" (SAFETEA);

• House Bill 3550 - The "Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users" (TEA-LU); and
• Senate Bill 3011 - The "Federal Public Transportation Act of 2004".

Should the 109th Congress pursue the basic outline provided in these bills, we have included as
Exhibit "B" our detailed analysis of these bills with specific recommendations for support,
opposition or amendment as a reference. However, the situation will change and there will be a
need to evaluate new proposals. It is our intent to react quickly and provide our analysis to the
delegation. In the meantime, this policy position is intended to establish a short list of the major
concepts to support.

HIGHEST PRIORITY ISSUES:

1. Increase Funding Levels
2. Retain the TEA-21 Program Structure
3. Support the Multi-State Corridor Program
4. Support Projects of National and Regional Significance
5. Retain and Improve the New Starts Program
6. Support the House version of the Small Starts Program
7. Support a Freight Program
8. Retain Trust Funds and General Funds In the Transit Program
9. Retain the CMAQ Apportionment
10. Ensure federal legislation does not limit the use of toll revenues
11. Support Planning Funds as provided for in the Senate Bill
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HIGHEST PRIORITY ISSUES:

1. Increase Funding Levels - Both the House and Senate Bills proposed an increase in
transportation funding. It is essential that the reauthorization be finalized with these
increases. There is enormous demand for highway and transit investment to maintain and
expand our transportation systems. Falling behind will cost our region more in the future.
If the funding levels do not reach the $299 billion mark, the Congress must consider a
concomitant shortening of the lifespan of the reauthorization act. There are few
infrastructure investments as important to our nation's economy and quality of life as
transportation.

2. Retain the TEA-21 Program Structure - In general, the Portland region supported
SAFETEA and TEA-LU because the basic program structure of TEA-21 was retained.
Also, in general, it is preferred by the Portland region that new discretionary programs
not be created. Historically the state has faired better through formula programs than
through discretionary programs (there are several very important exceptions noted
below). The principal program categories in the Highway Title of Interstate Maintenance
(IM), National Highway System (NHS), Highway Bridge Program (HBR), Surface
Transportation Program (STP) and Congestion Mitigation Air Quality (CMAQ and in the
Transit Title of Urban Formula Grants, New Starts and the newly created Small Starts are
the most important to the region and the most critical to provide at an increased funding
level.

3. Support the Multi-State Corridor Program - Both House and Senate bills from the
last Congress provided for an expanded Corridor Program, separated from the Border
Program. However, the Portland region supported both the funding level in the House
Bill (@ $5 Billion) and the 70/30 division between Corridors and Borders. This would
make this a viable funding source to continue to pursue discretionary grants for the 1-5
Trade and Transportation Improvement.

4. Support Projects of National and Regional Significance — The Portland region
supports the discretionary funding category for Projects of National and Regional
Significance that was proposed in the earlier TEA-LU as long as revenue increases can
accommodate the program without a negative impact on the formula programs. It is
essential that the program be implemented through a rigorous evaluation process similar
to the transit New Starts Program.

The region supports the efforts of Congressman Peter DeFazio to seek an earmark for
the state's cracked bridge program under this new category. If the program is created,
there are two prospects for this program as part of the next authorization: the 1-5 Trade
Corridor/Columbia River Crossing, which could be incorporated into the 1-5 "cracked
bridge" program and the Sunrise Corridor.

5. Retain and Improve the New Starts Program - The New Starts Program is among the
most important for the Portland region, allowing us to continue to make progress on
implementing an effective regional light rail system. It is important to retain the rigorous
integrity under which these funds are awarded while increasing the funds in recognition
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of increased national demand. Of particular concern is that the rating process for
candidate New Start projects should be transparent, should take into consideration
multiple measures of effectiveness rather than a single cost-benefit type rating and should
retain the evaluation factor relating to the importance of the land use affects of the
project. At a minimum, the current C-E evaluation measuring should be revised to reflect
the inflation that has occurred since the number was established.

6. Support the House Version of the Small Starts Program (with adjustments) - The
region supports the creation of a "Small Starts" category intended to provide a
streamlined program for new rail and fixed-guideway transit projects under $75 million,
such as Commuter Rail and Street Car. However, it is difficult to appreciate the impact
of establishing a new program on existing Section 5309 programs. If the funding levels
approach those included in the earlier Senate bill, then establishing a new program will
enable funding for a broader range of projects, including Small Starts. The region prefers
the House version because it specifies evaluation factors appropriate to Small Starts while
the Senate version is silent on these factors and delegates rulemaking to the Federal
Transit Administration (FTA). We would urge the Congress to direct FTA through report
language to develop a simplified project rating and review process that is commensurate
with the size and nature of these projects. The region also believes that Small Start
investments should include a "fixed-guideway" component to ensure the permanence of
the federal investment while shaping land use and economic development in a project
corridor.

7. Support a Freight Program - It is vital to Oregon's economic future to retain our
strength as a distribution point within the global trade network. Both the earlier House
and Senate Bills recognized the importance of federal programs to enhance the nation's
infrastructure for freight movement. The Portland region supports funding for intermodal
connectors and multi-state corridors. In addition, the region urges approval of provisions
that would make publicly owned intermodal freight transportation projects eligible for
Surface Transportation Program (STP) funds and TIFIA assistance.

8. Retain Trust Funds and General Funds in the Transit Program - Historically, the
Transit program has been funded through both Trust Funds dollars and General Fund
dollars, spread across the entire program. The House Bill (TEA-LU) proposed to shift
the General Fund dollars to the New Starts category and the Trust Fund dollars to the
balance of the transit program. This would place New Start dollars at considerable risk
and the region supports use of Trust Fund dollars. Similarly, the Senate Bill put transit
funding at a significant risk due to the lack of the same "firewall" guarantees as highway
funding,

9. Retain the CMAQ apportionment - Of critical importance to the Portland region is to
maintain apportionment of CMAQ funds to the region with the change in the standard for
ozone from a 1-hour standard to an 8-hour standard (a detailed amendment is included as
Attachment 1 to Exhibit "A"). Under current provisions, the Portland region would be
penalized by attaining federal Clean Air standards for ozone even though CMAQ funds
are needed to continue to maintain these standards.
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10. Ensure federal legislation does not limit the use of toll revenue - Current legislation
provides for tolling under certain circumstances of existing and proposed highways.
These could take the form of new tolls to rehabilitate existing facilities or build new
facilities. It could also take the form of peak period pricing to enable facilities to be
better managed for their optimum use. Tolling provisions that maintain or increase
flexibility are good. Any attempts to repeal existing tolling authority should be opposed.

11. Support Planning Funds as provided for in the Senate Bill - The Senate Bill provided
for a funding level for planning commensurate with the mandates that are placed upon
metropolitan planning organizations and in recognition of the increased number of
metropolitan planning organizations that have been formed as a result of the 2000
Census.

In addition to High Priority Projects, the reauthorization of TEA-21 will include earmarking
for specific transportation projects. The region hereby provides the Congressional delegation
with candidate projects to select from in certain discretionary funding categories. Certainly,
a very high priority for the Portland region is to authorize projects for funding through the
New Starts and Small Starts Program. Whether other discretionary categories are created
that could be earmarked remains to be seen, but some of these categories could be used for
earmarking some of the Portland area projects. The project list reflects possible categories to
be considered for earmarking, depending on the outcome of their status in the Bill. See
Exhibit B for the project priorities.
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Attachment 1 to Exhibit A

Proposed CMAQ apportionment formula amendment to correct the
unintended consequence of the change in the 1-hour to an 8-hour standard for
ozone.

The current CMAQ apportionment formula (the excerpt below is the section of Title 23 dealing
with CMAQ apportionment) provides for the distribution of CMAQ funds to states based upon
the population of the areas designated as "non-attainment" and "maintenance" with a factor
weighted for the severity of the pollution in the area [subsections (i) through (vii) are the
weighting factors]. The Portland region historically was in "non-attainment" of the 1-hour
standard for ozone and in 1996 was redesignated as a "maintenance" area. Maintenance areas
have met the ozone standard and have an approved 10-year plan to continue to maintain the
standard. In 2003, EPA changed the ozone standard from a 1-hour standard to an 8-hour
standard. Under the new 8-hour standard, the Portland area is redesignated to "attainment"
status, making the area no longer eligible for distribution of CMAQ funds on the basis of ozone.

Current CMAQ authorization:

"Title 23 - Highways; Chapter 1 - Federal Aid Highways; Subchapter 1 - General Provisions;
Section 104 Apportionment; Subsection (2) Congestion mitigation and air quality improvement
program. ~

(A) In general—For the congestion mitigation and air quality improvement program, in
the ratio that—

(i) the total of all weighted nonattainment and maintenance area populations in
each State; bears to
(ii) the total of all weighted nonattainment and maintenance area populations in
all States.

(B) Calculation of weighted nonattainment and maintenance area population.—Subject to
subparagraph (C), for the purpose of subparagraph (A), the weighted nonattainment and
maintenance area population shall be calculated by multiplying the population of each
area in a State that was a nonattainment area or maintenance area as described in section
149(b) for ozone or carbon monoxide by a factor of—

(i) 0.8 if-
(I) at the time of the apportionment, the area is a maintenance area; or
(II) at the time of the apportionment, the area is classified as a submarginal
ozone nonattainment area under the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7401 et eq.);

(ii) 1 0 if, at the time of the apportionment, the area is classified as a marginal
ozone nonattainment area under subpart 2 of part D of title I of the Clean Air Act
(42 U.S.C. 7511etseq.);
(iii) 1.1 if, at the time of the apportionment, the area is classified as a moderate
ozone nonattainment area under such subpart;
(iv) 1.2 if, at the time of the apportionment, the area is classified as a serious
ozone nonattainment area under such subpart;
(v) 1.3 if, at the time of the apportionment, the area is classified as a severe ozone
nonattainment area under such subpart;
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(vi) 1.4 if, at the time of the apportionment, the area is classified as an extreme
ozone nonattainment area under such subpart; or
(vii) 1.0 if, at the time of the apportionment, the area is not a nonattainment or
maintenance area as described in section 149(b) for ozone, but is classified under
subpart 3 of part D of title I of such Act (42 U.S.C. 7512 et seq.) as a
nonattainment area described in section 149(b) for carbon monoxide.

(C) Additional adjustment for carbon monoxide areas.—
(i) Carbon monoxide nonattainment areas.~If, in addition to being classified as a
nonattainment or maintenance area for ozone, the area was also classified
under subpart 3 of part D of title I of such Act (42 U.S.C. 7512 et seq.) as a
nonattainment area described in section 149(b) for carbon monoxide, the
weighted nonattainment or maintenance area population of the area, as
determined under clauses (i) through (vi) of subparagraph (B), shall be
further multiplied by a factor of 1.2.
(ii) Carbon monoxide maintenance areas.~If, in addition to being classified as a
nonattainment or maintenance area for ozone, the area was at one time also
classified under subpart 3 of part D of title I of such Act (42 U.S.C. 7512 et seq.)
as a nonattainment area described in section 149(b) for carbon monoxide but has
been redesignated as a maintenance area, the weighted nonattainment or
maintenance area population of the area, as determined under clauses (i) through
(vi) of subparagraph (B), shall be further multiplied by a factor of 1.1.

(D) Minimum apportionment—Notwithstanding any other provision of this paragraph,
each State shall receive a minimum of \l/2\ of 1 percent of the funds apportioned under
this paragraph.

(E) Determinations of population.-In determining population figures for the purposes of
this paragraph, the Secretary shall use the latest available annual estimates prepared by
the Secretary of Commerce.

Proposed CMAQ amendment:

In paragraph (1) below, SAFETEA changes the apportionment formula by changing the
weighting factor for "maintenance" areas from 0.8 to 1.0 thereby having the affect of removing
the disincentive of a 20% funding reduction for areas that have cleaned up their air and met
federal ozone standards. This is a significant improvement and should be supported.

In paragraph (2) below, SAFETEA changes the apportionment formula by adding two more
subsections [(viir) and (ix)] with weighting factors to apportion funds to Breas previously not
designated under the old 1-hour ozone standard but now designated under the new 8-hour ozone
standard and to apportion funds to areas with violations to the particulate standard. Inserted
into subparagraph (2) below is a new section (x) proposed for inclusion by the Portland
region to recognize areas like the Portland region that were previously designated under
the 1-hour standard.

SAFETEA: SEC. 1611. ADDITION OF PARTICULATE MATTER AREAS TO CMAQ.
Section 104(b)(2) of title 23, United States Code, is amended-
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(1) in subparagraph B—
(A) in the matter preceding clause (i), by striking ozone or carbon monoxide' and inserting
* ozone, carbon monoxide, or fine paniculate matter (PM2.5)';
(B) by striking clause (i) and inserting the following:
'(i) 10, if at the time of apportionment, the area is a maintenance area;';
(C) in clause (vi), by striking ^or' after the semicolon; and
(D) in clause (vii), by striking area as described in section 149(b) for ozone,' and inserting
'area for ozone (as described in section 149(b)) orforPM-2.5';
(2) by adding at the end the following:
*(viii) 1.0 if, at the time of apportionment, any county that is not designated as a nonattainment
or maintenance area under the 1-hour ozone standard is designated as nonattainment under the
8-hour ozone standard;
y(ix) 1.2 if, at the time of apportionment, the area is not a nonattainment or maintenance area as
described in section 149(b)for ozone or carbon monoxide, but is an area designated
nonattainment under the PM-2.5 standard.'
"(x) 1.0 if, at the time of apportionment the area is not designated as a nonattainment or

maintenance area under the 8-hour ozone standard but was designated as a nonattainment area
or maintenance area under the 1-hour ozone standard. "
(3) by striking subparagraph (C) and inserting the following:
YQ ADDITIONAL ADJUSTMENT FOR CARBON MONOXIDE AREAS- If, in addition to being
designated as a nonattainment or maintenance area for ozone as described in section 149(b),
any county within the area was also classified under subpart 3 of part D of title I of the Clean
Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7512 et seq.) as a nonattainment or maintenance area described in section
149(b)for carbon monoxide, the weighted nonattainment or maintenance area population of the
county, as determined under clauses (i) through (vi) or clause (viii) of subparagraph (B), shall
be further multiplied by a factor of 1.2.';
(4) by redesignating subparagraph (D) and (E) as subparagraphs (E) and (F) respectively; and
(5) by inserting after subparagraph (C) the following:
YD) ADDITIONAL ADJUSTMENT FOR PM 2.5 AREAS- If, in addition to being designated as a
nonattainment or maintenance area for ozone or carbon monoxide, or both as described in
section 149(b), any county within the area was also designated under the PM-2.5 standard as a
nonattainment or maintenance area, the weighted nonattainment or maintenance area
population of those counties shall be further multiplied by a factor of 1.2.'.
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Exhibit B to Resolution No. 05-3544

Metro Area Reauthorization Request List 1-28-05
($million)

Project Type/ Name

Regional Highway Projects
I-5 Trade Corridor (ODOT Share)

* I-5: Delta Park to Lombard Widening
* Highway/Transit Columbia Crossing

* Highway/Transit Columbia Crossing
I-5/99W Connector
Hwy 217:Tualatin Valley Highway to US 26
Sunrise Project 1-205 to Rock Creek
Columbia Intermodal Corridor

* Ramsey Railroad Yard
* Air Cargo Access Road

Authorization
| Request

$ 32.800
$ 15.000

$ 35.000
$ 15.000
$ 26.900
$ 32.000

$ 11.000
$ 9.000

| Source

Hwy Demo
Hwy Demo

Projects of National
Significance'
Hwy Demo
Hwy Demo
Hwy Demo

Hwy Demo
Hwy Demo

Purpose

Construction
PE/EIS

PE/EIS/Final Design
PE/ROW

Construction
PE/ROW

Construction
Construction

SUB-TOTAL ______ _ _ . . _ _ _ $ _ - _ _ _ 1 7 6 . 7 0 0

Regional Transit Priorities | This assumes that rail projects will not be dollar earmarked
South/North LRT Project Segments

Interstate MAX
South Corridor/I-205
Milwaukie Light Rail
North: Expo to Clark County

Wilsonville-Beaverton Commuter Rail Proj.
TriMet Bus and Bus Related
SMART Bus - Wilsonville
Portland Streetcar

Segment 1: to Lloyd District
Segment 2: To Central Eastside District

gment 3:To South Waterfront
egment 4:To Lake Oswego

Reauthorization
Reauthorize
Reauthorize
Reauthorize
Reauthorize
Reauthorize

$ 41.000
$ 1.900

Authorize
Authorize
Authorize
Authorize

SUB-TOTAL $ 42.900

Local Project Priorities
Wilsonville: Boeckman Road -Urban Village
Wilsonville: Barber Street Urban Village
Connection

Milwaukie: Lake Road
Gresham: Gresham Civic Neighborhood LRT Station
Gresham: Rockwood Town Center
Oregon City: I-205/Hwy 213 Interchange
Portland: North Macadam Access
Portland: Gateway 102nd'
Portland: East Burnside - Willamette River to East 14th3

Portland: Eastside Streetcar3

Multnomah Co.: Sellwood Bridge
Washington Co.: Beaverton Hillsdale/Scholls
Metro TOD Revolving Fund
Metro Regional Trail Program - Next Phase
Metro Regional Culvert Retrofit - Phase 1
SUB-TOTAL

Research

Designated Portland State University
as Federal University Transportation Research Center
SUB-TOTAL

ort for Other Priorities |
I-5 Trade Corridor2(WSDOT Share)

City of Sandy Transit
SUB-TOTAL

$ 3.000

$ 3.700

$ 6.000
$ 2.700
$ 2.000
$ 5.600
$ 23.000
$ 4.800
$ 1.500
$ 1.500
$ 25.000
$ 25.000
$ 10.000
$ 5.000
$ 5 000
$ 123.800

$ 2.500
$ 2.500

$ 50.000

$ 1.200
$ 51.200

5309 New Starts
5309 New Starts
5309 New Starts
5309 New Starts
5309 New Starts

5309 Bus
5309 Bus

Small Starts
Small Starts
Small Starts

Construction
Construction

PE
PE

Construction
Buses

Buses/Bus Facility

Construction
Construction
Construction

Small Starts Construction

Hwy Demo

Hwy Demo
TCSP/Safe Routes to

Schools
Hwy Demo
Hwy Demo
Hwy Demo
Hwy Demo
Hwy Demo
Hwy Demo
Hwy Demo

Bridge/Hwy Demo
Hwy Demo

TCSP
Hwy Demo
Hwy Demo

University Transportation
Centers Program

Constuction

Construction

Construction
Construction
Construction

PE/EIS
Construction
Construction

PE
PE

Construction
PE/ROW

Construction
Construction
Construction

Designate as
University Research

Ctr.

House
T&I Mark

$ 10.000
$ 6.000

$ 6.250
$ 3.000

$ 12.000

$ 37.250

$ 23.293
Authorized

Authorized

$ 0.800
Authorized

$ 24.093

$ 3.000

$ 1.000

$ 3000
$ 1.500
$ 2 000

$ 9.000
$ 7.800

$ 4.500

$ 31.800

Language

Hwy Demo

5309 Bus

PE/EIS/Final Design
Veh. Maintenance &

Storage Facility

$ 10.000

$ 10.000

Page
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'Subject to creation of this category of funds
2Request to Washington Congressional Delegation.
3Could be submitted as a single $7.8 million Gateway request.



REVISED - PLEASE
REPLACE IN PACKET

Exhibit B to Resolution No. 05-3544

Metro Area Reauthorization Request List 02-04-05

| Project Type/ Name

Regional Highway Projects
-5 Trade Corridor (ODOT Share)
• I-5: Delta Park to Lombard Widening
• Highway/Transit Columbia Crossing

• Highway/Transit Columbia Crossing
I-5/99W Connector
Hwy 217:Tualatin Valley Highway to US 26
Sunrise Project 1-205 to Rock Creek
Columbia Intermodal Corridor

* Ramsey Railroad Yard
• Air Cargo Access Road

Authorization
Request

$ 32.800
$ 15.000

$ 35.000
$ 15.000
$ 26.900
$ 32.000

$ 11.000
$ 9.000

Source

Hwy Demo
Hwy Demo

Projects of National
Significance'
Hwy Demo
Hwy Demo
Hwy Demo

Hwy Demo
Hwy Demo

Purpose

Construction
PE/E1S

PE/EIS/Final
Design

PE/ROW
Construction

PE/ROW

Construction
Construction

SUB-TOTAL | $ 176.700 | 1

Regional Transit Priorities This assumes that rail projects will not be dollar earmarked
South/North LRT Project Segments

Interstate MAX
South Corridor/I-205
Milwaukie Light Rail
North: Expo to Clark County

Wilsonville-Beaverton Commuter Rail Proj.
TriMet Bus and Bus Related
SMART Bus - Wilsonville
Portland Streetcar

Segment 1: to Lloyd District
Segment 2: To Central Eastside District
Segment 3:To South Waterfront
Segment 4:To Lake Oswego

Reauthorization
Reauthorize
Reauthorize
Reauthorize
Reauthorize
Reauthorize

$ 41.000
$ 1.900

Authorize
Authorize
Authorize
Authorize

1 -TOTAL 1$ 42.900

lLocal Project Priorities
Wilsonville: Boeckman Road -Urban Village
Wilsonville: Barber Street Urban Village
Connection

Milwaukie: Lake Road
Gresham: Gresham Civic Neighborhood LRT Station
Gresham: Rockwood Town Center
Oregon City: I-205/Hwy 213 Interchange
Portland: North Macadam Access
Portland: North Macadam Access
Portland: Gateway 102ndJ

Portland: East Burnside - Willamette River to East 14th3

Portland: Eastside Streetcar3

Multnomah Co.: Sellwood Bridge
Washington Co.: Beaverton Hillsdale/Scholls
Metro TOD Revolving Fund
Metro Regional Trail Program - Next Phase
Metro Regional Culvert Retrofit - Phase 1

$ 3.000

$ 3.700

$ 6.000
$ 2.700
$ 2.000
$ 5.600
$ 15.000
$ 9.000
$ 4.800
$ 1.500
$ 1.500
$ 25.000
$ 25.000
$ 10.000
$ 5.000
$ 5.000

5309 New Starts
5309 New Starts
5309 New Starts
5309 New Starts
5309 New Starts

5309 Bus
5309 Bus

Small Starts
Small Starts
Small Starts

Construction
Construction

PE
PE

Construction
Buses

Buses/Bus Facility

Construction
Construction
Construction

Small Starts Construction

Hwy Demo

Hwy Demo
TCSP/Safe Routes to

Schools
Hwy Demo
Hwy Demo
Hwy Demo
Hwy Demo
Hwy Demo
Hwy Demo
Hwy Demo
Hwy Demo

Bridge/Hwy Demo
Hwy Demo

TCSP
Hwy Demo
Hwy Demo

Constuction

Construction

Construction
Construction
Construction

PE/EIS
Construction
Construction
Construction

PE
PE

Construction
PE/ROW

Construction
Construction
Construction

House
T&I Mark

$ 10.000
$ 6.000

$ 6.250
$ 3.000

$ 12.000

$ 3 7 . 2 5 0

$ 23.293
Authorized

Authorized

$ 0.800
Authorized

$ 24.093

$ 3.000

$ 1.000

$ 3.000
$ 1.500
$ 2.000

$ 9.000
$ 7.800

$ 4.500

SUB-TOTAL | $ 124.800 | | | $ 46.800

[Research | | |

Designated Portland State University
|as Federal University Transportation Research Center $ 2.500
SUB-TOTAL | $ 2.500

S port for Other Priorities
rade Corridor!(WSDOT Share)

City of Sandy Transit
SUB-TOTAL

$ 50.000

$ 1.200
$ 51.200

University Transportation
Centers Program

Hwy Demo

5309 Bus

Designate as
University Research

Ctr. Language

Page

PE/EIS/Final Design
Veh. Maintenance
& Storage Facility

$ 10.000

$ 10.000

'Subject to creation of this category of funds.
'Request to Washington Congressional Delegation.
3Could be submitted as a single $7.8 million Gateway request.



REVISED - PLEASE
REPLACE IN PACKET

Exhibit B to Resolution No. 05-3544

Metro Area Reauthorization Request List 02-09-05
($million)

1 Project Type/ Name

Regional Highway Projects
I-5 Trade Corridor (ODOT Share)

• I-5: Delta Park to Lombard Widening
* Highway/Transit Columbia Crossing

* Highway/Transit Columbia Crossing
I-5/99W Connector
Hwy 217:Tualatm Valley Highway to US 26
Sunrise Project 1-205 to Rock Creek
Columbia Intermodal Corridor

• Ramsey Railroad Yard
• Air Cargo Access Road

Authorization
Request

$ 32.800
$ 15.000

$ 35.000
$ 15.000
$ 26.900
$ 32.000

$ 11.000
$ 9.000

Source

Hwy Demo
Hwy Demo

Projects of National
Significance'
Hwy Demo
Hwy Demo
Hwy Demo

Hwy Demo
Hwy Demo.

SUB-TOTAL 1$ 176.700 |

Regional Transit Priorities | This assumes that rail projects will not be dollar earr
South/North LRT Project Segments

Interstate MAX
South Corridor/I-205
Milwaukie Light Rail
North: Expo to Clark County

Wilsonville-Beaverton Commuter Rail Proj.
TriMet Bus and Bus Related
SMART Bus-Wilsonville
Portland Streetcar
' Segment 1: to Lloyd District

Segment 2: To Central Eastside District
Segment 3:To South Waterfront
Segment 4:To Lake Oswego

! TOTAL

Local Project Priorities

Purpose

Construction
PE/EIS

PE/EIS/Final
Design

PE/ROW
Construction

PE/ROW

Construction
Construction

narked
Reauthorization

Reauthorize
Reauthorize
Reauthorize
Reauthorize
Reauthorize

$ 41.000
$ 1.900

Authorize
Authorize
Authorize
Authorize

$ 42.900

5309 New Starts
5309 New Starts
5309 New Starts
5309 New Starts
5309 New Starts

5309 Bus
5309 Bus

Small Starts
Small Starts
Small Starts

Construction
Construction

PE
PE

Construction
Buses

Buses/Bus Facility

Construction
Construction
Construction

Small Starts Construction

Wilsonville: Boeckman Road-Urban Village $ 3.000
Wilsonville: Barber Street Urban Village
Connection

Milwaukie: Lake Road
Gresham: Gresham Civic Neighborhood LRT Station
Gresham: Rockwood Town Center
Oregon City: I-205/Hwy 213 Interchange
Portland: North Macadam Access
Portland: North Macadam Access
Portland: Gateway 102nd
Portland: East Burnside/Street Car
Multnomah Co.: Sellwood Bridge
Washington Co.: Beaverton Hillsdale/Scholls
Metro TOD Revolving Fund
Metro Regional Trail Program - Next Phase
Metro Regional Culvert Retrofit - Phase 1
SUB-TOTAL

Research

)esignated Portland State University
s Federal University Transportation Research Center

$ 3.700

$ 6.000
$ 2.700
$ 2.000
$ 5.600
$ 15.000
$ 9.000
$ 4.800
$ 5.000
$ 25.000
$ 25.000
$ 10.000
$ 5.000
$ 5.000
$ 126.800

$ 2.500
UB-TOTAL | $ 2 500

upport for Other Priorities
•5 Trade Corridor2(WSDOT Share)

Sandy Transit
UB-TOTAL

$ 50.000

$ 1.200
$ 51.200

Hwy Demo

Hwy Demo
TCSP/Safe Routes to

Schools
Hwy Demo
Hwy Demo
Hwy Demo
Hwy Demo
Hwy Demo
Hwy Demo
Hwy Demo

Bridge/Hwy Demo
Hwy Demo

TCSP
Hwy Demo
Hwy Demo

University Transportation
Centers Program

Hwy Demo

5309 Bus

Constuction

Construction

Construction
Construction
Construction

PE/EIS
Construction
Construction
Construction

PE
Construction

PE/ROW
Construction
Construction
Construction

Designate as
University Research

Ctr.

PE/EIS/Final Design
Veh. Maintenance
& Storage Facility

House
T&IMark

$ 10.000
$ 6.000

$ 6.250
$ 3.000

$ 12.000

$ 37.250

$ 23.293
Authorized

Authorized

$ 0.800
Authorized

$ 24.093

$ 3.000

$ 1.000

$ 3.000
$ 1.500
$ 2.000

$ 9.000
$ 7.800

$ 4.500

$ 31.800

Language

Page

$ 10.000

$ 10.000

'Subject to creation of this category of funds.
2Request to Washington Congressional Delegation.



TEA-LU (HR 3550)
HIGHWAY TITLE ONLY

The House Transportation Reauthorization bill is the product of two committees. The House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee
released a bill (TEA-LU) covering the highway and transit title. Because TEA-LU increases funding beyond existing capacity, new revenues must
be enacted by the House Ways and Means Committee.. Ways and Means has not yet produced a bill. So, the table below reviews only TEA-L U.
Only changes to TEA-21 are addressed. The table uses the following symbols to rate the overall affect of a proposed change.

Very Good Good Neutral Bad Very Bad Unclear

9
•

Interstate Maintenance
Program
SAFTEA§1101(a)(l)
Amends 23 USC 119

If revenue is enhanced. TEA-LU provides 36% higher Interstate Maintenance funding than TEA 21;
16% less IM funding than SAFETEA.

Bill: Yr l Yr 2 Yr 3 Yr 4 Yr 5 Yr 6 TOTAL

TEA-21
EPW Bill
House Bill

$3.43
$5.50
$4.50

$3.96
$6.30
$4.99

$4
$6
$5

.00

.55

.36

$4.07
$6.55
$5.71

$4.14
$6.55
$5.87

$4.22
$6.55
$6.07

$23.81
$38.00
$32.50

In FY2003, Oregon received 1.30% ($57M) of the nationwide apportionment of Interstate
Maintenance funds; the highest percentage share among all major road programs, except for High
Priority Projects.

Exhibit C
-1 to R

esolution N
o. 05-3544
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National Highway System
Program
TEA-LU§1101(a)(2)
Amends 23 USC 103

Highway Bridge Program
TEA-LU§1101(a)(3);§1112
Amends 23 USC 144

Surface Transport. Program
TEA-LU §1101(a)(5); §1202(c)
Amends 23 USC 133

If revenue is enhanced. TEA-LU provides 36% higher National Highwav Svstem funding than TEA
21; 15% less NHS funding than SAFETEA.

Bill: Yearl Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 TOTAL
TEA-21 $4,112 $4,749 $4,793 $4,888 $4,968 $5,061 $28,571
EPWBill $6,650 $7,650 $7,950 $7,950 $7,950 $7,950 $46,100
House Bill $5,401 $5,986 $6,431 $6,854 $7,039 $7,287 $38,998

In FY2003, Oregon received 1.24% ($68M) of the nationwide apportionment of NHS funds.
If revenue is enhanced. TEA-LU provides 37% higher Highwav Bridge funding than TEA 21. and
14% less Highway Bridge funding than SAFETEA.

Bill: Yearl Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 TOTAL
TEA-21 $2,941 $3,395 $3,427 $3,495 $3,552 $3,619 $20,429
Senate Bill $4,700 $5,400 $5,600 $5,600 $5,600 $5,600 $32,500
House Bill $3,862 $4,280 $4,599 $4,901 $5,033 $5,211 $27,886

In FY2003, Oregon received 1.22% (S46M) of the nationwide apportionment of Bridge funds.
TEA-LU makes few changes to Highway Bridge program. Restrictions on preventive maintenance
are eased. Bridge Discretionary Program levels remains at $100M per year, as in TEA-21. From
1998-2002 Oregon received no Bridge Discretionary funds; while $462M was granted nationally.
TEA-LU removes from the STP program the 10% set-aside requirement for safety projects (creating
a separate, highly-funded safety program in lieu of the set-aside). Taken this adjustment into
account, TEA-LU increases funds for non-safetv. STP projects by 51%, if revenue is enhanced; a
notably greater increase than for other funding programs.

STP Funds Not Set Aside for Safety Projects
Excludes funds Set Aside for Stormwater in SAFTEA

Bill: Yearl Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 TOTAL
TEA-21 $4,318 $4,986 $5,033 $5,133 $5,216 $5,315 $30,000
Senate Bill $6,811 $7,791 $8,085 $8,085 $8,085 $8,085 $46,942
House Bill $6,286 $6,954 $7,461 $7,942 $8,147 $8,446 $45,236

TEA-LU adds to the list of STP-eligible projects incident response, technology deployment,
emergency response, traveler information, etc. activities. The STP program is Oregon's largest
federal road program. FY2003, Oregon received 1.26% ($81M) of the nationwide apportionment of
STP funds. The JPACT reauthorization agenda should prioritize increases to the STP oroeram.

Siegel Consulting. - TPAC edi ts 1-9-04
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CMAQ Program
TEA-LU §1101(a)(6);
Amends 23 USC
104(b)(2); 149

Consistent with other existing funding sources, TEA-LU proposes to increase CMAQ funding by 59%
compared to TEA-21.

Bill:
TEA-21
Senate Bill
House Bill

Yearl
$1,193
$1.900
$1.530

Year 2
$1.345
$2.150
$1.696

Year 3
$1.358
$2,225
$1.822

Year 4
$1,385
$2.225
$1,942

Year 5
$1.407
$2.225
$1,994

Year 6
$1.434
$2.225
$2.065

TOTAL
$ 8.122
$12.950
$11,049

CMAO is the lowest of the major funding sources for Oregon, both as an absolute amount and in terms of its
share of the nationwide apportionment, but is a critical source allocated through JPACT and the Metro
Council. In FY2003. Oregon received 0.68% ($10M) of the nationwide apportionment of CMAO funds. It
is also the most restrictive in terms of eligible projects A recent EPA rule changed ozone standards; making
Portland an "attainment area" rather than a "maintenance area." As a result, Portland will get a lower share
of CMAQ funds in the future. Accordingly:
(a) Allow Portland to retain its eligibility for ozone-related CMAQ funds by amending TEA-LU to add

23 USC 104(b)(2)(B)(viii) as follows: "(viii) 1.0 if, at the time of apportionment, the area is not
designated as a nonattainment or maintenance area under the 8-hour ozone standard but was
desienated as a nonattainment area or maintenance area under the 1-hour ozone standard."

(b) Support the change of the apportionment factor from .8 to 1.0 for areas achieving a "Maintenance
status.

Transportation &
Community & System
Preservation Program
TEA-LU §1113
Amends 23USC101 note
112 Stat 223

The total TCSP authorization under TEA-LU is roughly double TEA-21. No other changes are proposed.
Hll: Yearl Year2 Year3 Year4 Year5 Year6 TOTAL
TEA-21 $0.020 $0.025 $0.025 $0.025 $0.025 $0.120
SanateBill $0.050 $0.050 $0.050 $0.050 $0.050 $0.050 $0.300
HouseBill $0030 $0035 $0040 $0045 $0050 $0050 $0250

However, the authorization levels and selection criteria under TEA-21 had little to do with actual grants:
TEA21A3U4L 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2008 TORL
EbcrefonaryGat $0013 $0009 $0022
GnjEamriv $0022 $0047 $0273 $00© $0431

Total
QegpnGants
QcgpnParat

$0013
$0031

$0031
$0001
1.81%

$0047
$0000
080%

$0273
$ -
Q00%

$0089

$0031
L43%

$0453

$0033
073%

Overall, Oregon/Portland has not done as well with TCSP as other programs.
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Multi-State Corridor
TEA-LU§1101(a)(10);
§1301
Border Planning,
Operations, Tech.
TEA-LU §1101(a)(ll);
§1302

"Corridor" funds are available to the I-5 Trade Corridor. Oregon is not eligible for "Border" funds. Under
TEA-21, "Border" and "Corridor" funds were authorized as one program. About 80% of these funds were
allocated to "Corridor" projects. TEA-LU establishes independent funding authorizations for both programs
and increases funding by about eight-fold. TEA-LU's split between Border and Corridor funds is consistent
with past practice. A section has been reserved in TEA-LU for the operations of the program; so it is yet not
clear how the funds will be allocated.

In TEA-21

Bill:

TEA-21; B&C.
Senate Bill: Corridors
Senate Bill: Borders

Senate Bill: B&C
House Bill: Corridors
House Bill: Borders

House Bill: B&C

Borders and
Programs Combined, i

Year l

$0.140
$0,112
$0,112

$0,224
$0,500
$0,200

$0,700

Year 2

$0,140
$0,135
$0,135

$0,270
$0,900
$0,300

$1,200

Corridors Programs
n SAFETEA/TEA-LUSeparate Programs

Year 3

$0,140
$0,157
$0,157

$0,314
$0,900
$0,325

$1,225

Year 4

$0,140
$0,180
$0,180

$0,360
$0,900
$0,350

$1,250

Year 5

$0,140
$0,202
$0,202

$0,404
$0,900
$0,400

$1,300

Year 6

$0,140

$0,225
$0,225

$0,450
$0,900
$0,400

$1,300

TOTAL

$0,840
$1,011
$1,011

$2,022
$5,000
$1,975

$6,975

Corridor funds were intended as a criteria-based discretionary program. However, actual funding under
TEA-21 had little to do with the authorized funding levels or criteria. Over TEA-21, Oregon's share has
been about the same as for NHS funds, but more erratic

Bill: 1998 1999 2000 2001 20(12 2CCS TOTAL
B&C Funds Allocated $12360 $121,80 $123JO8 $47958 $255JOO $1,103.46
Amount to Oregon $200 $000 $088 $486 $650 $1423
Percent to Oregon 1J62% 000% 071% L01% 255% 129%

Unlike other targeted programs, this program should be supported by JPACT, so long as Corridor funds are
about 80% of total, because, with Washington's help, this may be good funding source for 1-5 PE/EIS work.

Interstate Discretionary
Projects
TEA-LU §11111
Amends 23USC118(c)

In TEA-LU, the $100M per year Interstate Discretionary Program is eliminated. Oregon has received little
from the Interstate Discretionary Program. Of the S560M allocated during TEA-21, Oregon received
S1.765M, or 0.3%. Elimination of discretionary program adds to formula apportionments, a benefit to
Oregon.
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Highway Safety
Improvement Prog.
TEA-LU §1101(6);
§1401;
Amends 23USC130;
23USC152

TEA-LU repeals the 10% ($649M in FY03) safety set-aside in the STP program and replaces it with a new,
formula program with a 90% federal share.

Bill:
TEA-21
Senate Bill
House Bill

Year l
N/A

$1,200
$1,000

Year 2
N/A
$1,300
$1,100

Year 3
N/A
$1,350
$1,200

Year 4
N/A
$1,350
$1,300

Year 5
N/A
$1,350
$1,400

Year 6
N/A
$1,350
$1,500

TOTAL
N/A
$7,900
$7,500

One-third of these amounts are allocated to states for the railroad crossing program in 23USC130. One-half
of these funds are apportioned to states based on the STP formula and one-half based on the number of
railroad crossings. Two-thirds of these amounts are allocated to states for the hazard elimination program in
23USC152 based on the STP formula.

Project requirements do not appear onerous, but do not know how they comply with Oregon/Portland
priorities. This new program is in addition to continuing the Nat'l Highway Traffic Safety Administration
(HSTSA) and Motor Carrier Safety Assistance Program (MCSAP).

Generally. JPACT should support increases in flexible programs, such as STP, and be wary of targeted or
restrictive programs with new administrative requirements. However, this is mitigated somewhat in the
Safety Program because it makes more flexible STP dollars available with the elimination of the 10% STP
set-aside for safety projects.

Safe Routes to Schools
TEA-LU §110 l(a)(23)
§ 1118(b)

Creates a $250M per year, six-year formula program for sidewalks, traffic calming, bicycle facilities, etc. in
the vicinity of primary and middle schools. Apportionment to states based on school enrollment with a $2M
per year minimum apportionment (probably would be Oregon's share). 10%-30% of funds to be used for
activities to encourage walking and bicycling to school, including public awareness campaigns,
traffic education and enforcement in the vicinity of schools, student sessions on bicycle and
pedestrian safety, etc

Siegel Consulting. - TPAC edits 1-9-04
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•
Projects of National and
Regional Significance
TEA-LU§110li(a)(12);
§1304

High Priority Projects
TEA-LU §1101(a)(17)
Amends23USC 117

Creates a "New Starts-like" discretionary program for "mega" road projects. Only projects costing the lesser
of $500M or 75% of the sponsoring state's annual federal highway assistance program are eligible.

Bffl: Yearl Year2 Ycar3 Year4 Yer5 Yer6 TOTAL
TEA-21 NA NA NA NA NA NA $ -
SenateEHl NA NA NA. NA NA NA $ -
HMBKD $2900 $2900 $2900 $2900 $3JOOO $3,000 $17J600

Criteria for competitive grants include: generate national benefits, reduce congestion, improve safety,
leverage non-federal investment, etc. Projects would be evaluated and rated in manner similar to New Starts
program. Projects funded through a Full Funding Grant Agreement. One can anticipate that this program
will operate similarly as the New Starts program; highly competitive, congressionally earmarked, etc.

On its merits, the 1-5 Project would be eligible and competitive for "mega" project funds. Perhaps Sunrise
Corridor would also be eligible. However, the utility of this program to Oregon depends on our ability to be
competitive in a national process. Oregon has done well with New Starts funds, but no other discretionary
program. Without members that are Committee Chairs, in leadership positions or on Appropriations, it may
be unrealistic to count on concurrently securing FFGAs and appropriations for a New Starts project and a
Mega project.

If the amount of funds authorized for mega projects were made available through a formula program with an
apportionment similar to NHS, Oregon would be allocated about $220M over six years. A "bird in hand
...," We should determine whether Oregon would be better served with funds in a formula program than in
this mega project program. The exception may be 1-5, where with help from State of Washington, the mega
project program could be beneficial.
This program is a placeholder for "demo projects." With good representation in the House T&I Committee,
Oregon has done well with demo projects. Under TEA-21, Oregon received 1.85% of such funds; a share
that is about 50% higher than for NHS funds. TEA-LU proposes to increase demo funding by 60% above
TEA-21 levels.

BD: Yearl Yer2 Year3 Y«ar4 Year5 Year6 TOTAL
TEA-21 $1J030 $1,404 $1J685 $1J685 $1,778 $1,778 $9360
SsnateHll NA NA NA NA NA NA $ -
House BSD $1953 $2144 $2355 $2587 $2841 $3,120 $15,000

Siegel Consulting. - TIPAC edits 1-9-04
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Freight Intermodal
Connectors
TEA-LU§1101(a)(18);
§1303

Dedicated Truck Lanes
TEA-LU§1101!(a)(22);
§1305

Congestion Relief
TEA-LU§1202

New formula program with 80% federal share. Funds apportioned to states on basis of one third each of (i)
the state's percent of the national total number of freight intermodal connectors, (ii) the state's percentage
contribution to the Trust Fund and (iii) the NHS formula.

Bill: Yearl Year2 Year3 Year4 Year5 Year6 TOTAL
TEA-21 NA NA NA NA NA NA $ -
Senate Bill NA NA NA NA NA NA $ -
House Bill $0.300 $0.400 $0.500 $0.600 $0.600 $0.600 $3.000

Funds must be used for construction of publicly owned intermodal connectors and related operational
improvements. Priority is to be given to NHS intermodal connectors. Funds can be used for other road
projects if state certifies there are no intermodal connector needs. While program is a formula
apportionment (which is generally better for Oregon), it is likely that formula produces lower share than
NHS formula. Generally. JPACT should support increases in flexible programs, such as STP. and be warv
of targeted or restrictive programs with new administrative requirements
TEA-LU includes authorized funding, but does not define the program (section reserved for this purpose).

Bffl: Ycarl Year 2 Yer3 Yeur4 Year5 Year 6 TODVL
TEA-21 N \ N \ N \ N4. N \ NA $0.00
SaHeHIl N \ N \ N \ N \ N \ N \ $000
HuusHIl $025 $035 $035 S035 $035 $035 $200

Requires that a portion of STP, NHS, CMAQ and Interstate Maintenance funds be dedicated for congestion
relief activities. The portion to be dedicated is 10% of these funding categories times the percent of the
state's population in urbanized areas with a population over 200,000. Each year 40% of the dedicated
revenues must be allocated to congestion relief projects than can be implemented in one year, 35% to
congestion relief projects that can be implemented in three years, and 25% to any congestion relief activity.
This program is not a new funding source, but rather a limitation on flexibility and an additional
administrative burden, and should be opposed.

OTHER PROGRAMS AND POLICIES
(Research not Addressed, Defer to PSU)

TIFIA
TEA-LU§1303
Amends 23 USC181-189

Threshold for eligibility reduced to $50M. $150M per year for six years authorized to support program.
The maximum annual credit amounts set at $2.6B.
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•

TSM
TEA-LU §1202
Amends 23 USC 133,
23 USC 149

ITS
TEA-LU§1205
Adds 23 USC 150

Tolling

Public Private
Partnerships
TEA-LU §1503

Design Build Contracts
TEA-LU §1501

Expends list of eligible projects for STP and CMAQ funds to include transportation system management and
operations activities.

Requires States to obligate a portion of their annual NHS, Interstate Maintenance, STP and CMAQ funds on
ITS projects. The portion of a state's federal funds that must be spend on ITS is $500M times the percent of
federal road funds that state receives compared to the national total. For Oregon, this means about $6M per
year. This program is not a new funding source, but rather a limitation on flexibility and an additional
administrative burden, and should be opposed.

Nothing proposed.

Section reserved, proposal to be added later.

Section reserved, proposal to be added later.
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TEA-LU (HR 3550)
TRANSIT TITLE ONLY

New Start and Small Start Programs Reviewed Separately

The House Transportation Reauthorization bill is the product of two committees. The House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee
released a bill (TEA-LU) covering the highway and transit title. Because TEA-LU increases funding beyond existing capacity, new revenues must
be enacted by the House Ways and Means Committee. Ways and Means has not yet produced a bill. So, the table below reviews only the transit
elements of TEA-LU, except for the New Start and Small Start provisions that are reviewed separately. Only changes to TEA-21 are addressed.
The table uses the following symbols to rate the overall affect of a proposed change.

Very Good

<&

Good Neutral Bad Very Bad Unclear

•

Exhibit C
-2 to R

esolution No. 05-3544

Urban Area Formula
Grants
TEA-LU §3008
Amends 49USC 5307

TEA-LU provides an 87% increase in §5307 funds over TEA-21. Year 1 of TEA-LU only provides a
4% increase over Year 6 of TEA-21, but it includes a 13% per year increase each year thereafter.

HI1: Yearl Y<ar2 Yesr3 Yer4 Yar5 Yer6 TOBVL
TEA-21 $230 $255 $278 $3JOO $323 $3.45 $1731
SenfeHD N\ N \ N \ N\. NH. N \ $ -
HhaeBSD $3.60 $431 $487 $5.48 $606 $672 $31J03

There are no other notable changes in the urban grant program. The Portland region receives about
0.8%-0.9% of the national appropriation of 5307 formula funds. Over its six years, the increased
proposed by TEA-LU results in an additional $120M for the Portland region compared to TEA-21.
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Jobs Access Reverse
Commute (JARC)
TEA-LU §3017
Adds 49USC5316

Clean Fuels Formula
Grant Program
TEA-LU §3009
Amends 49USC5308, 5338

Elderly and Disabled
Formula Funds
TEA-LU §3011
49USC5310, 5338

TEA-LU increases JARC funds by 140% compared to TEA-21.
Bill: Yearl Year2 Year3 Year4 Year5 Year6 TOTAL
TEA-21 9QO5 $003 SQ10 9013 93115 $050
Senate Bill NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

House Bill SQ175 SQI85 $0195 $0205 $0215 $0225 $1200

Under TEA-21, JARC was a discretionary grant program that ultimately became one of federal
earmarks. TEA-LU proposes to make JARC a formula program. 60% of funds would be apportioned to
transit operators in urban areas with >200,000 population based on relative share of low-income persons
and welfare recipients. 20% would be apportioned to states and 20% to urban! areas with less than
200,000 population based on same factors. Not enough information to know impact on Oregon.
TEA-21 authorized specific amounts for Clean Fuels, but each year appropriators merged Clean Fuels
authority into §5307 formula funds. TEA-LU increases authorization for Clean Fuel Program by 140%.

Bill: Yearl Year2 Year3 Year4 Year5 Year6 TOTAL
TEA-21 9305 $005 $005 9CO5 9305 $025
Senate Bill NA NA NA NA NA NA $000
House Bill $010 $010 $110 9310 $010 9310 SQ6D

However, TriMet would no longer be eligible for formula apportionments under the program. A recent
EPA rule changed ozone standards; making Portland an "attainment area" rather than a "maintenance
area." The apportionment formula for Clean Fuels is based on weight factors for non-attainment. My
read is that as an attainment area, that weight factor would be zero. To continue TriMet's eligibility, add
the following to 49USC5308(d)(2)(A):
: "(vii) 1.0 if, at the time of apportionment, the area is not designated as a nonattainment or
maintenance area under the 8-hour ozone standard but was designated as a nonattainment area or
maintenance area under the 1-hour ozone standard."
TEA-LU increases E&D Formula funds by 90% compared to TEA-21.

Bill: Yearl Year2 Year3 Year4 Year5 Year6 TOTAL
TEA-21 $006 $007 $007 $008 $009 $009 $0.46
Senate Bill NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

House Bill $010 $012 $014 $015 $0.17 $019 9087

The program is changed to allow funds to be used for operating expenses, at a 50% match ratio. A
requirement to certify coordination with non-profits is added. Also requires that projects be derived
from a "locally developed coordinated public transit-human services transportation plan." The State of
Oregon received on average 1.36% of E&D Formula funds from 1999-2003.
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New Start Funds
TEA-LU§3010
49USC5309, 5338

TEA-LU increases New Start funds for "major" projects by 87% compared to TEA-21, and that is on
top of the "small start" funds.

Bill: Yearl Year2 Year3 Year4 Year5 Year6 TOTAL
TEA-21 $0800 91902 SQ930 S1.Q58 $1,136 $1214 $6090
Senate Bill NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
House Bill $1350 SL596 $1,791 $2(02 $2197 $2426 $11362

Programmatic issues are discussed in a separate review.

Bus Discretionary Funds
TEA-LU §3010
49USC5309, 5338

TEA-LU increases Bus Discretionary funds by 87% compared to T E A T 2 1 . NO other notable changes are
proposed.

Bill Yearl Year2 Year3 Year4 Year5 Year6 TOTAL
TEA-21 $0400 $0451 $0490 $0529 $0568 $0607 $3045
Senate Bill NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
House Bill $0675 $0,798 $0896 $1001 $1JO99 $12B $5681

The State of Oregon received on average 1.36% of Bus Discretionary grants from 1999-2003; a high
percentage compared to other federal transportation programs. The Portland region received 0 4%.

Rail Modernization Funds
TEA-LU §3010
49USC5309, 5338

T E A - L U increases Rail M o d funds by 8 7 % compared to T E A - 2 1 . N o other notable changes are
proposed

Bill: Year1 Year2 Year3 Year4 Year5 Year6 TOTAL
TEA-21 $0800 $Q9Q2 $0980 $1,058 $1,136 $1214 $6030
Senate Bill NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
House Bill $1350 $1,596 SL791 $2002 $2197 $2426 $11362

Portland only receives about 0 .37% of Rail M o d funds, a l though that percent will increase slightly as
more rail lines reach Rail M o d eligibility. The way the apport ionment formula works , Por t land ' s share
of this program will continue to be small. Because Rail M o d funding levels are directly tied to N e w
Start funding levels, J P A C T must be supportive (or not opposed to) these funding levels, even though
the Portland share is low. .,

Siegel Consulting. 1-10-03
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New Freedom Program
TEA-LU§3018
Creates 49USC5317

Small Starts Funds
TEA-LU §
49USC5309, 5338

New formula program aimed at new public transportation alternatives for disabled persons beyond that
required by the ADA. Funds available for capital projects at 80% share and operations at 50% share.

Bill: Yearl Year2 Year3 Year4 Year5 Year6 TOTAL
TEA-21 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Senate Bill NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
House Bill SQ10 SQ12 $0.13 $015 $015 SQ18 $082

60% of funds would be apportioned to transit operators in urban areas with >200,000 population based
on relative share of disabled persons. 20% would be apportioned to states and 20% to urban areas with
less than 200,000 population based on same factors. Not enough data to know impact on Oregon.
New discretionary program for fixed guideway projects between $25M-$75M in federal assistance. Not
clear where projects under $25M fit.

Bill: Yearl Year2 Yar3 Year4 Year5 Year6 TOTAL
TEA-21 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Senate Bill NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
House Bill $Q15 Sai8 $021 SX2A SQ27 $030 $135

Small Starts program mutually exclusive of funding for "major" projects. Small starts cannot access
New Starts funds, and vice versa. Programmatic issues are discussed in a separate review.

OTHER PROGRAMS AND POLICIES
(Research not Addressed, Defer to PSU)

Metropolitan/State Planning
TEA-LU Title VI
Amends 23USC134, 135
49USC5303-5305
Planning Programs
TEA-LU §3005
49USC5303-5305

Contract Requirements
TEA-LU §3025
Amends 49USC5325

Title reserved to establish Chapter 52, which integrates provisions for metropolitan and statewide
planning for highways and transit. Provisions not yet included.

Section on TIP deleted and replaced with combination of planning activities for States and MPOs.
Establishes split of planning funds under 49USC5338(c) as 82.72% for MPOs and 17.28% for States.
State and MPOs devise formula for allocating MPO funds within the State.
Changes rules on competition. TEA-21 only required of non-competitive contract awards for capital
projects or improvements that records be provided to DOT and Comptroller General. TEA-LU
proposes that all procurements be done in "full and open competition, as determined by the Secretary. "
Allows states with a formal state procedure for procuring A&E services that is in ieffect prior to TEA-
LU to be exempt from TEA-LU requirements for A&E procurement. Allows design-build contracts.
Changes some administrative requirements relating to indirect rates, establishes certain confidentialities.
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TEA - LU
New Start/Small Start Program Issues

This analysis examines Section 3010 (Capital Investment Grants) ofHR 3550 (Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users), which primarily
amends Section 5309 of the Transit Act, Section 3037, which authorizes fixed guideway projects for Final Design and Construction, and Section
3034, which authorizes funding for such capital grants. The changes proposed to the provisions of TEA-21 in TEA-LU are described in the table
below. The table uses the following symbols to describe the overall affect of a proposed change.

Very Good Good Neutral Bad Very Bad Unclear

Rating Section;'Issue-^

§5309(a)(l) General Authority Loans of §5309 Funds no longer permitted, does not affect Portland region projects

§5309(c): Establish Category for
Major Capital Investment Grants

$75M threshold for full new starts evaluation process allows streetcar projects to proceed without
onerous criteria.

Exhibit C
-3 to R

esolution N
o. 05-3544

Deleted from TEA-21:
Exemption from New Starts
Criteria for Entirely Flexible
Funded Projects

TEA-21 exempts from the New Starts review "part of a project financed completely with
amounts made available from the Highway Trust Fund (other than the Mass Transit Account)."
Thus, a MOS entirely funded with STP funds is exempt from New Starts criteria under TEA-21.
Under TEA-LU such an MOS would be subject to New Starts review. This would affect a small
streetcar project funded entirely with MTIP funds.

§5309(c)(2)(B): Justification
Criteria for Major Projects

The factors considered in FTA's "comprehensive review" are expanded to include "transit
supportive policies" and "existing land use. " While "transit supportive policies" helps Portland
region, "existing land use" helps mega-cities like NY, Chicago, etc. and hurts Portland. A
preferable factor is "land use policies."

Siegel Consulting. 12-23-03 TEA-LU
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§5309(d)(l):$75M "Small
Starts" Threshold

m
§5309(d)(l): $25M "Exempt"
Threshold

§5309(d)(2) and (3): Alternatives
Analysis Required

§5309(d)(4)(A) and (C): Project
Justification Factors

§5309(d)(4)(B): Cost
Effectiveness

§5309(d)(5): Local Financial
Commitment

Overall, the small starts program much more supportive of streetcar projects'than the major fixed
guideway program. But some specifics, discussed below, are troublesome.

TEA-LU does not proscribe any processes or criteria for "exempt projects" (i.e. <$25M).
Congress should set parameters for exempt projects rather than leave it entirely to FT A.

§5309(d)(2) and (3) require that the evaluation of small starts be based on the results of
Alternatives Analysis (AA). AA requires consideration of non-streetcar project alternatives,
probably including a baseline alternative for cost effectiveness rating. Unless narrowed by
statute, this will lead to considerable FTA involvement and interference. Thus, amend
§5309(d)(2)(A) as follows "(A) based on the result of planning and alternatives analysis fas used
in this subsection, alternatives analysis requires a comparison only to the no build alternative).
While the justification of "major" projects must consider "operating efficiencies,"
"environmental benefits, " "mobility" and "existing land use," these factors kre not considered in
evaluating small start projects. This helps because small starts would not be competitive with
regard to these factors. Paragraph C establishes "positive effect on local economic development"
as a key criterion. This helps Portland streetcar projects.
Grant approval requires consideration of "cost effectiveness at the time of the initiation of revenue
service." FTA is provided 120 days after bill passage to develop regulations on how cost
effectiveness (CE) will be evaluated. If history is an indication, FTA will propose a CE that
compares the small start project with a baseline alternative. This begins to drag the "streamlined"
small starts process into the same issues that delay "major" projects. Also, (EE is evaluated when
operations start, rather than the normal 20-year basis; making "cost per rider" and "cost per new
rider" measures worse for small starts than for "major" projects. Bill shoulld define parameters
for CE calculation, rather than leaving to FTA discretion, as follows: "B. determine cost
effectiveness based on the amount of development leveraged bv the\ transit investment
(compared to the no build alternative) at the time of the initiation of revenue) service. "
The bill excludes for "small starts" certain financial evaluation factors required of "major"
projects, such as "the extent to which ... local financial commitment exceeds the required non-
Federal share ..." and "local resources are available to operate the overall proposed public
transportation system ...without... a reduction in existing... services ..." These are very helpful
exclusions. However, their absence in the bill does not necessarily mean they will not be part of
FTA's ratings Congress should clarify that rating factors required in the bill of "major" projects
but not "small starts" establish legislative intent to exclude such factors for "small start" ratings.

Siegel Consulting. 12-23-03 TEA-LU
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§5309(d)(7) and (8): Construction
Grant Agreements

§309(d)(10): Eligible Projects in
Small Starts Program

C=>
?

•

§5309(e): Grandfather Provisions

§5309(f)(4)(A): Limitations on
Amounts that can be Obligated

§5309(f)(5): Notification of
Congress

§5309(g)(2): Remainder of Net
Project Cost

§5309(g)(3): FTA Not
Authorized to Require Local
Match in excess of 20 percent

In lieu of Full Funding Grant Agreements (FFGA), "small starts" receive Construction Grant
Agreements (CGA). The content of a FFGA and CGA appear similar. But a FFGA requires 60-
day congressional review, and a CGA does not. FTA requires 60% Final Design completion
before starting FFGA negotiations, and up to 1 year to complete the FFGA iapproval process. To
avoid this aberrant delay, add to the end of §5309(d)(8) "Construction Grant Agreements mav
be issued at the start of Final Design and cover the cost of Final Design and construction.
Small starts include "corridor-based public transportation bus capital projects if the majority of
the project's corridor right of way is ... for exclusive use by public transportation ... all or part
of the day." This limits small start program funding for BRT projects to only those with
substantial bus-only lanes. j

Only projects with a FFGA or Letter of Intent (LOI) before enactment of the! bill are exempt from
the provisions for "major" projects and "small starts." This is a serious prbblem for Commuter
Rail, which will not have a FFGA in time. Commuter Rail will be subject to the small start
provisions and await enactment of "small start" rules before proceeding -r undoubtedly a year
delay. Also, Commuter Rail will be re-evaluated based on "small start" factors; reopening
discussions with FTA on the merits of the project. A non-bill fix is to obtain a LOI for
Commuter Rail prior to bill enactment (recall an LOI requires 2-month congressional review).
Alternatively, amend provision as follows: "Subsections (c) and (d) do not apply to projects for
which the Secretary has issued a letter of intent or entered into a full funding grant agreement
before the date of enactment ... Subsection (d) does not applv to prdiects for which the
Secretary has approved Final Design before the date of enactment fof the bill] "

Section is hard to decipher, but looks like the amount that can be contingently committed to
projects is raised from 2-years worth of authorization under TEA-21 to 3-years under TEA-LU.

Eliminates House and Senate Appropriations Committees from notice of intent to issue a FFGA.
Doubt that this stops Istook-like problems.

Do not know what this means.

Sounds good, but hard to reconcile with other provisions. §5309(c)(3)(D)(iv) states that the
amount of overmatch shall be considered in evaluating local financing. §5309(c)(4) states that
the degree of local financial commitment is a basis for determining the rating of a project.
§5309(a)(3) mav mean that FTA cannot automatically rate proiects Not Recommended because
they have only 20% match, but can rate projects with >20% local match higher.
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§5309(g)(4): Project Cost can
Include Previously Purchased
Vehicles

§5309(m)(l): Small Start Funds
Allocated "Off-the-Top" of
Capital Funds

§5309(m)(l)(B): Small Starts
cannot access funds for "Major"
New Starts

§5309(m)(4): New Start funds
must be derived from General
Fund

ft §5338(b)(2)(C): Allocation to
Small Starts is Only for Small
Starts

§5309(m)(I)(B): Portland Projects
Not Yet Authorized for Final
Design and Construction

Permits the cost of a project to include vehicles purchased for the project before FTA approved
the project. Requires that no federal funds were used to purchase such vehicles. May be way to
get reimbursement for 10 "option" LRVs. Do not know what last sentence in provision means.

Funding for small start program is carved out of capital funding program before the 40-40-20
split to new starts, rail mod and bus capital. This mitigates the hit on New Starts. This will be
further addressed below in explanation of Section 3034 of HR 3550.

Provides that 40 percent of funds remaining after allocation to "small starts" are for "major new
fixed guideway capital projects." §5309(c)(5) defines "major" as costing over $75M. Thus, this
category is not available for small starts; ensuring that "small starts" projects, such as FTA-
favored BRT projects, cannot use-up funding for LRT projects.
Puts full onus of General Fund appropriations on "major" fixed guideway projects. Rumor is that
General Funds are guaranteed, but there is nothing apparent in bill that provides guarantee. Small
starts do not appropriation risk because a specified amount of funds is annually allocated; and the
full amount will come from Trust Fund if General Funds are not appropriated. Rail Mod and
Bus/Bus-Related do not share in risk because they are funded with Trust Funds. Creates need for
small constituency of congresspersons with LRT interests to secure large, ; annual general fund
appropriations. Need to get New Starts on Trust Fund rather than General Fund, or, at least,
spread General Fund risk to broader constituency. One option is to delete §5309(m)(4), which
would cause appropriations risk to be spread among all capital investments (New Starts, small
starts, Rail Mod and Bus/Bus-Related). A broader fix would be to change allocations in §5338
(see Section 3034 of HR 3550) to have General Fund applied to formula grants and allocate only
Trust Funds to capital program. ,

States that "the Secretary shall make available for capital investment grants of less than
$75,000,000 under section 5309(d)." Ensures that "major" projects do not have access to small
start funds.

Other than IMAX, Portland projects are not yet authorized in bill. Must get dommuter Rail and I- 1
205 LRT authorized in this section for Final Design and Construction. Also, need Portland
Streetcar, and 1-5 LRT authorized; although they can, if necessary, at first be authorized for
alternatives analysis and preliminary engineering and later for Final Design and construction.
Also, should think about earmarking bus/bus-related projects in Section 3038 of HR 3550.
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SAFETEA (S. 1072) by EPW Committee
As Amended November 9, 2003

The Senate's Transportation Reauthorization bill is the product of three committees. The Finance Committee is responsible/or raising revenues
that support the transit and highway titles. The Banking Committee proposes the transit title, and the Environment and Public Works (EPW)
Committee proposes the highway title. At this time, neither the Finance Committee nor the Banking Committee has produced a draft bill. Thus,
this review of the EPW bill addresses only highway provisions. Only changes to TEA-21 are reviewed.in the table below, The table uses the
following symbols to describe the overall affect of a proposed change.

Very Good Good
Sta.

Neutral Bad Very Bad Unclear

•

A

Interstate Maintenance
Program
SAFTEA §1101(1)
Amends 23 USC 129

If revenue is
21, and 17%

enhanced, SAFETEA provides 60%
higher IM funding than TEA-LU.

Bill: Yr 1

TEA-21 $3.43
EPW Bill $5.50
House Bill $4.50

Yr2

$3.96
$6.30
$4.99

Yr3

$4.00
$6.55
$5.36

higher Interstate

Yr 4 Yr 5

$4.07 $4.14
$6.55 $6.55
$5.71 $5.87

Maintenance

Yr6

$4.22
$6.55
$6.07

funding than TEA

PAL

3.81
8.00
2.50

E
xhibit C

-4 to R
esolution N

o. 05-3544
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National Highway System
Program
SAFETEA §1102(2)
Amends 23 USC 103

Highway Bridge Program
SAFETEA §1102(3); §1808
Amends 23 USC 144

Surface Transport. Program
SAFETEA §1102(4);
§1401(g)(2); §1620
Amends 23 USC 133(d)

If revenue is enhanced, SAFETEA provides 61% higher National Highway System funding than
TEA 21, and 18% higher NHS funding than TEA-LU.

Bill: Yearl Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 TOTAL
TEA-21 $4,112 $4,749 $4,793 $4,888 $4,968 $5,061 $28,571
EPW Bill $6,650 $7,650 $7,950 $7,950 $7,950 $7,950 $46,100
House BilI $5,401 $5,986 $6,431 $6,854 $7,039 $7,287 $38,998

If revenue is enhanced, SAFETEA provides 59% higher National Highway Svstem funding than
TEA 21, and 16% higher NHS funding than TEA-LU.

Bill: Yearl Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 TOTAL
TEA-21 $2,941 $3,395 $3,427 $3,495 $3,552 $3,619 $20,429
Senate Bill $4,700 $5,400 $5,600 $5,600 $5,600 $5,600 $32,500
House Bill $3,862 $4,280 $4,599 $4,901 $5,033 $5,211 $27,886

SAFETEA revises several provisions of how the program operates, most notably it (a) increases the
bridge discretionary program by 50% ($150M per year); (b) does not set an uppfer limit on use of
funds for bridges off of the Federal system and (c) provides greater flexibility ini using funds for
jjreventative maintenance and historic rehabilitations. ,
Both SAFETEA and TEA-LU create a highly funded highway safety program and remove from the
STP program the 10% set-aside requirement for safety projects. However, SAFETEA adds a 2% set
aside for stormwater mitigation projects. Taken both of these adjustments into account, SAFETEA
increases funds for non-safetv, non-stormwater projects bv 56%, if revenue isj enhanced; a slightlv
lower increase than for other funding programs.

STP Funds Not Set Aside for Safety Projects
Excludes funds Set Aside for Stormwater in SAFTEA

Bill: Yearl Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 TOTAL
TEA-21 $4,318 $4,986 $5,033 $5,133 $5,216 $5,315 $30,000
Senate BUI $6,811 $7,791 $8,085 $8,085 $8,085 $8,085 $46,942
House Bill $6,286 $6,954 $7,461 $7,942 $8,147 $8,446 $45,236

If the new or expanded safety programs are not funded, it is likely that the 10% STP set aside for
safety projects will be continued or expanded.
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CMAQ Program
SAFETEA §1102(5);
§1611
Amends 23 USC
104(b)(2); 149

Transportation &
Community & System
Preservation Pilot Prog
SAFETEA §1814
Adds 23 USC 175

Consistent with other existing funding sources, SAFETEA proposes to increase CMAQ funding by 59%
compared to TEA-21.

Bill: Yearl Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 TOTAL
TEA-21 $1,193 $1,345 $1,358 $1,385 $1,407 $1,434 $ 8.122
Senate Bill $1,900 $2,150 $2,225 $2,225 $2,225 $2,225 $12,950
House Bill $1,530 $1,696 $1,822 $1,942 $1,994 $2,065 $11,049

However, several factors work to make the proposed increase in CMAQ funds unattractive for Portland.
EPA recently issued a rule changing the ozone standards, which results reclassifying Portland as an
"attainment area" rather than a "maintenance area." This results in Portland losing its eligibility for ozone-
related CMAQ funds. Also, SAFETEA incorporates an apportionment factor relating to "fine particulates."
This has the affect of spreading CMAQ funds to more areas, resulting in decreased CMAQ funds for
"attainment" areas like Portland. Accordingly:
(a) (b) Allow Portland to retain its eligibility for ozone-related CMAQ funds by amending

§1611(2) of SAFETEA to include: "(x) 1.0 if, at the time of apportionment, the area is not
designated as a nonattainment or maintenance area under the 8-hour ozone standard but was
designated as a nonattainment area or maintenance area under the 1-hour ozone standard."

(b) Support the change in the apportionment factor from .8 to 1.0 for areas achieving "Maintenance"
statys

This is a revision to Sen. Wyden's TCSP program. $50M per year for six years is authorized for program,
doubling the amount in TEA-21. Remains a competitive program (assuming it is not fully earmarked each
year) for planning, development and implementation of community and system preservation projects such as
TOD, impact mitigation and jobs access projects. Priority given to applicants have policies, such as UGBs,
green corridors, etc. Funds must be allocated equitably to a diversity of populations and geographic regions.
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Multi-State Corridor
SAFETEA §1101(10);
§1810.
Creates 23USC171
Border Planning,
Operations, Tech.
SAFETEA §1101(11);
§1811
Creates 23USC172

"Corridor" funds are a key discretionary source for PE/EIS work for the 1-5 Trade Corridor. Oregon is not
eligible for "Border" funds. Under TEA-21, "Border" and "Corridor" funds were authorized as one
program. About 80% of the funds were allocated to "Corridor" projects. SAFETEA establishes
independent funding authorizations for both programs, as does TEA-LU. SAFETEA also revises the
eligibility requirements, but this may be of little consequence because funds have historically been
earmarked by Congress. While SAFETEA increases Border & Corridor funds by 141%, it splits the funds
evenly between the Border and Corridor programs. This has the affect of substantially increasing Border
funds and only marginally increasing Corridor funds. The House Bill (TEA-LU) is illustrative of a Border-
Corridor apportionment that is consistent with past practice. Also, many projects eligible for Border
Program funds are also eligible for Corridor Program funds; allowing them to "double dip."

In TEA-21

Bill:

TEA-21; B&C.
Senate Bill: Corridors
Senate Bill: Borders
Senate Bill: B&C
House Bill: Corridors
House Bill: Borders
House Bill: B&C

Borders and
Programs Combined, i

Yearl

$0,140
$0,112
$0,112
$0,224
$0,500
$0,200
$0,700

Year 2

$0,140
$0,135
$0,135
$0,270
$0,900
$0,300
$1,200

Corridors Programs
n SAFETEA/TEA-LVSeparate Programs

Year 3

$0,140
$0,157
$0,157
$0,314
$0,900
$0,325
$1,225

Year 4

$0,140
$0,180
$0,180
$0,360
$0,900
$0,350
$1,250

YearS

$0,140
$0,202
$0,202
$0,404
$0,900
$0,400
$1,300

Year 6

$0,140
$0,225
$0,225
$0,450
$0,900
$0,400
$1,300

TOTAL

$0,840
$1,011
$1,011
$2,022
$5,000
i$ 1.975
$6,975

To resolve these issues:
(a) Amend §1101(10) and §1101(11), to either (i) combine the separate authorities into one combined

authority, as in TEA-21, or (ii) revise the relative funding levels between these programs to better reflect
the size of the pool of eligible projects for these programs.

(b) In §1811, make projects using Border Program funds ineligible for Corridor Program funding.

Interstate Discretionary
Projects
SAFETEA §1805
Amends 23USC118(c)(l)

The set aside from the Interstate Maintenance Program for Interstate Discretionary Projects is raised to
$100M per year for six years (up from $50M).
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Highway Safety
Improvement Prog.
SAFETEA §1101(6);
§1401;
Replaces 23 USC 148

SAFETEA repeals the safety set-aside as part of the STP program and replaces it with a new, formula
program with a 90% federal share. This new, highly funded safety program is in addition to safety programs
continued under SAFETEA. Funds are formula allocated to states based on road mileage, VMT and amount
of gas tax collections. Do not know how Oregon fares based on this formula.

Bill: Yearl Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 TOTAL
TEA-21 N/A N/A ' N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Senate Bill $1,200 $1,300 $1,350 $1,350 $1,350 $1,350 $7,900
House Bill $1,000 $1,100 $1,200 $1,300 $1,400 $1,500 $7,500

A pre-requisite for funding is a State Strategic Highway Safety Plan, prepared in compliance with statutory
specifications. Eligible projects must be included in this plan and comply with statutory requirements.
Project requirements do not appear onerous, but do not know how they comply with Oregon/Portland
priorities. Generally, JPACT should support increases in flexible programs, such as STP, and be wary of
targeted or restrictive programs with new administrative requirements.

Safe Routes to Schools
SAFETEA §1405
Adds23USC150

Creates a $70M per year, six-year set-aside from Highway Safety Improvement Program (above) for
sidewalks, traffic calming, bicycle facilities, etc. in the vicinity of schools.

Infrastructure
Performance and
Maintenance Prog.
SAFETEA §1101(13);
§1201
Adds 23 USC 139

New program focused on highway preservation and operational improvements, only limited capacity
enhancements are permitted. Funds must be obligated to projects within 180 days of appropriation or lost.
Bill does not specify criteria or an apportionment formula.

Bill:
TEA-21
Senate Bill
House Bill

Yearl
NA

$2,500
NA

Year 2
NA

$2,500
NA

Year 3
NA

$2,000
NA

Year 4
• NA
$2,000

NA

Year 5
NA

$2,000
NA

Year 6
NA

$0,500
NA

TOTAL
$
$11,500

$

Bill does not specify criteria or an apportionment formula; therefore do not know how much Oregon would
receive. This appears to be a large program that is intended to phase-out. Portland/Oregon objectives better
met with more flexible and lasting highway programs.
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Freight Intermodal
Connectors to NHS
SAFETEA§1203(c)
Amends 23USC103(b)

Of the NHS funds allocated to Oregon, the greater of (i) 2% or (ii) the percentage of NHS miles connecting
to intermodal terminals of total NHS miles in the State must be set aside for intermodal freight connector
projects. State can seek exemption from set aside each year, if State certifies intermodal connectors are in
good condition and there are significant NHS needs. Set aside funds have only 10% local match
requirement.

OTHER PROGRAMS AND POLICIES
(Research not Addressed, Defer to PSU)

TIFIA
SAFETEA§1303
Amends 23 USC181-189

Freight
SAFETEA§1203
Adds 23 USC 325

Tolling HOV Lanes
SAFETEA§1606
Amends 23 USC 102
Tolling Programs
SAFETEA§1609(a)

MPO Funding
SAFETEA§1102(b)
Amends 23 USC 104(f)

Local Match
SAFETEA§1301
Amends 23USC120(d)

Eligible projects expanded to include intermodal freight facilities, private rail facilities "providing public
benefit," etc. State and regional planning and programming requirements do not have to be met until
contract to receive federal credit instrument is executed. Threshold for eligibility reduced to $50M or 20%
of federal highway assistance apportioned to State (down from $100M or 50%). Maximum assistance under
TIFIA limited by the amount of senior debt - makes clearer that TIFIA is not to be the primary borrowing.
S130M per year for six years authorized to support program.

In addition to Freight-NHS connector program discussed above, SAFETEA includes several policies and
programs related to freight. Intermodal connectors and transfer facilities are made eligible for STP funds.
Requires creation of State Freight Transportation Coordinator and integration of freight issues irito State and
Regional Transportation Planning.

Allows states to establish toll program to charge non-carpools to travel in HOV lanes. Criteria for eligibility
for Interstate System Reconstruction and Rehabilitation Pilot program made more flexible. May have
applicability for 1-5 Trade Corridor. Variable Toll Pricing Program extended, with favorable provisions.
May have applicability for 1-5 Trade Corridor.

Requires a 1.5% set aside of highway funds (after deduction for DOT administrative expenses) for
metropolitan planning. TEA-21 had a "not to exceed 1%" requirement.

Expands ability to increase federal share of highway funding above 90% (for interstates) and 80% (for other
roads) based on percent of State land in national parks, national forests, tribal lands, etc. Authority already
exists for some states. Do not know affect of change on Oregon.
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Transportation
Funding Study
SAFETEA§1305
RTP and TIP
SAFETEA§1615
Amends 23 USC 134

Historic Site
SAFETEA§1604
Amends 23 USC 103(c)

Establishes 11-person National Commission on Future Revenue Sources to Support the Highway Trust Fund
to study alternatives to replace or supplement the fuel tax as the principal source to support the Highway
Trust Fund.

Changes interval that MPO is required to update RTP from "periodically as determined by Secretary" (every
3 years) to five years. TIP program extended from every three years to every four years.

Section aimed at generally exempting the interstate system from being considered; an historic site for
purposes of 23 USC 138 or 49 USC 303. However, in doing so it states that a "portion of the Interstate
System that possesses an independent feature of historic significance, such as a historic bridge ... that would
qualify independently for Listing on the National Register of Historic Places shall be considered a historic
site ..." This affects the ability to replace the 1-5 Bridge to Vancouver.

Siegel Consulting. - TPAC edits 1/17/04
SAFETEA - EPW Bill Analysis

Preliminary Draft



Exhibit C-5 to Resolution No. 05-3544

Memorandum
Date: January 31, 2005
To: Olivia Clark, Dick Feeney, Neil McFarlane; TriMet
From: Steven M. Siegel, Siegel Consulting
Subject: Section 3011 of Senate Transit Bill: Proposed Amendments to §5309 in the

Transit Title

This memorandum reviews amendments to Section 5309 "Capital Investment Grants" proposed
in Section 3011 of the Senate Bill (SB) received on January 27th. No other sections of the bill
have been reviewed, so impacts of cross-referencing Sec. 5309 in other sections of the bill, if any,
are not accounted for. Also, the Senate Bill does not yet specify funding authorization levels, so
it is not possible to determine changes in the amounts of available funds.

A. Major Issues

The major issues discussed below are highly detrimental to the transportation agenda of the
Portland region and others. The numbering is for reference, no priority is intended.

Major Issue 1: New Starts funds Opened to BRT Projects

Issue: Sec. 301 l(j) of SB amends the former 49USC5309(m), which is redesignated §5309(i) by
the SB, to allow non-fixed guideway projects access to former New Start funds (now Major
Capital Project funds). TEA-21 made New Start funds available for "capital projects for new
fixed guideway systems and extensions to existing fixed guideway systems". The SB makes these
funds available for "major capital projects for new fixed guideway systems and extensions and
corridor improvements, in accordance with subsections (e) and (f)". The term "and corridor
improvements" makes BRT and other bus projects eligible for New Starts funds. FTA is already
on record favoring BRT projects over LRT and Streetcar. So, not only will be more competition
for LRT and Streetcar projects, there will not be an even playing field for such projects. This will
severely damage the ability to achieve the Portland region's transportation agenda.

Solution: The first two following statutory amendments help clarify, the last amendment is
required:

• Amend Sec, 301 l(e) of SB as follows "(e) Major Fixed Guidewav Capital Investment
Grants of $75,000,000 or More"
Amend Sec, 301 l(f) of SB as follows "(e) Major Fixed Guidewav Capital Investment
Grants Less than $75,000,000"

• Amend Sec. 301 l(j) of SB as follows: "(A) 65 percent shall be allocated for major capital
projects for new fixed guideway systems and extensions and corridor improvements, in
accordance with subsections (e) and (f)".

Major Issue 2: Criteria for Small Starts Program Left Wide Open for FTA
Discretion

Issue: The genesis of the Small Starts program grew from undue planning and procedural
burdens placed on less expensive projects by the New Start regulations. The SB does not

Summary of Senate Transit Bill: 1
Proposed Amendments to 5309 in
the Transit Title
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specifically establish a reduced justification or streamlined process for small starts. Instead, in
Section 301 l(f) it states: "if the amount of a grant ... for a major capital project is less than
$75,000,000, (A) the project shall be subject to the requirements under subsection (e) to the
extent the Secretary determines to be appropriate; and (B) the Secretary shall not make a grant
for such a project unless the Secretary determines that the project is cost effective." The
subsection (e) referred to in the previous sentence is the project rating and grant approval criteria
for major New Start projects. Thus, other than cost effectiveness, which is required, the SB does
not establish any specific criteria for Small Starts and leaves it to FTA to determine which, if any,
New Start factors will not apply to Small Starts.

In comparison, the House Bill (HB) includes specific criteria and procedures to facilitate the
project development process for small starts. For example, TEA-LU excludes for "small starts"
certain financial evaluation factors required of "major" projects, such as "the extent to which ...
local financial commitment exceeds the required non-Federal share ..." and "local resources are
available to operate the overall proposed public transportation system ...without ...a reduction
in existing ... services ..." . These and other factors in TEA-LU will facilitate project
development of Small Starts, but improvements are needed to the HB, as well.

Solution: Add specific statutory language prescribing specific and a streamlined process criteria
tailored to Small Starts. The HB provides a considerably better approach than the SB, so I
suggest it as the base (although I do not include for sake of brevity). In a previous memo, I
proposed statutory improvements and Report Language for the HB (TEA-LU).

Major Issue 3: Funding for Small Starts (<$75M) and Major Projects (> $75M) is in
an Amalgamated rather than Separated Program

Issue: Given FTA's disdain for LRT and the likelihood that Small Starts will be provided a
streamline process and less burdensome justification criteria, Small Start projects will quickly
advance ahead of LRT and other major projects, eventually squeezing them out of the funding
queue. The HB addresses this problem by establishing mutually exclusive funding programs
(after the initial allocation of capital funds) for Small Starts and Major New Starts. It further
accommodated the higher costs of major new starts by funding the New Start program at a much
higher level than Small Starts. Thus, while the HB provides the Portland region with a reasonable
opportunity to pursue several projects in its transportation agenda, the SB forces regional projects
to collide.

Solution: Amend proposal to fund Small Starts in SB to tack HB proposal by dividing New
Starts program into two separate funding programs, and authorizing funding for Small Starts at
10-15% of Major New Start levels.

Major Issue 4: Must Grandfather Commuter Rail from New Requirements

Issue: Under Sec. 5309(e), as amended by Sec. 301 l(e)(6) of the SB, only projects with a FFGA
or Letter of Intent (LOI) before enactment of the bill are exempt from the provisions for "major"
projects and "small starts." This is a serious problem for smaller projects in Final Design or in
the process of having Final Design approved, such as the Commuter Rail Project. If not clarified,
these projects will be subject to the small start provisions and have to await enactment of "small
start" rules before proceeding — undoubtedly a year delay. Also, these projects will have to be re-
evaluated based on "small start" factors; requiring new analyses to be submitted to FTA on the
merits of the project.

Summary of Senate Transit Bill: 2
Proposed Amendments to 5309 in
the Transit Title
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Statutory Solution: Amend proposed §5309(e) as follows: "This subsection shall not apply to
projects for which the Secretary has issued a letter of intent or entered into a full funding grant
agreement before the date of enactment ... Projects for which the Secretary has received an
application for Final Design before the date of enactment of the Federal Public
Transportation Act of 2004 shall proceed under the rules in effect when the application was
received."

Report Solution: Notwithstanding Sec. 5309(e), as amended, it is the intent of the Committee
that projects for which an application for Final Design has been submitted to the Secretary before
the date of enactment of the Federal Public Transportation Act of 2004 proceed under the rules in
effect when the application was received.

Major Issue 5: SB Modifies the Criteria and Ratings Process for Major Projects,
Requires New Rules to Set Criteria and Process and Allows FTA 240
Days

Issue: Unlike the Small Starts program, where new criteria and ratings procedures are required
because it is a new program, there is no such requirement for the Major New Start program.
While the industry is dissatisfied with the way FTA implements the process, this will not be fixed
by a reinvention of the wheel. Rather, this will lead many projects in a lurch, unable to advance
until new rules are issued and implemented. Undoubtedly this will cause these projects a year or
more delay, during which costs will escalate and project agreements will require renegotiations.

Solution: The preferred solution is to avoid material changes to the statutory language regarding
the justification and rating of major new start projects. Alternatively, grandfather projects that
have advanced to, say, completion of DEIS to be grandfathered under rules in place prior to new
act.

B. Moderate Issues

There are a number of moderate and minor issues that, due to time constraints, I do not address in
this memorandum. Below are a few such issues that standout.

Moderate Issue 1: New Unduly Burdensome Requirement for "Before and After"
Study

Issue: Sec. 301 l(g) of SB revises existing rules regarding the preparation of a "Before and After
Study" for major new start projects. In the past this work occurred after a Full Funding Grant
Agreement (FFGA) was executed. Under the SB, the preparation of a plan to do the study and
collection of the "Before" data is a pre-requisite to construction. This will delay construction on
projects that are ready and approved for construction, increasing costs and delaying service
improvements for seemingly unnecessary reasons.

Statutory Solution:

"(D) COLLECTION OF DATA ON CURRENT SYSTEM. To bo eligible for a roll funding
grant agreement, recipients shall have collected data on the current system, according to the plan
required, before the beginning of construction of the proposed new start project. Collection of this
data shall be included in the full funding grant agreement as an eligible activity. Collection of

Summary of Senate Transit Bill: 3
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data on the current system according to the required plan shall begin as soon as practical
after the full funding grant agreement is executed."

Moderate Issue 2: Ensure Transparency and Fairness in the New Start/Small Start
Process

Issue: The New Starts process has been marred by controversy over FTA's implementation of
TEA-21 evaluation criteria and procedures; in particular relating" to' the methodology and
application of the user benefits (i.e. TSUB) requirements where FTA does not use the measure
described in its rules. As a result the "transparency" and "fairness" of the process has been
widely questioned by industry representatives and congress. The SB seeks to address these
concerns through the creation of new criteria and processes and the mandate for new rules. This
was previously discussed as a Major Issue, and, furthermore, will increase frustrations with FTA
rather than decrease them. An alternative is to clarify the Committee's expectations under the
current criteria and procedures.

Statutory Solution: None.

Report Solution: The Committee is concerned that FTA's user benefit measure has been applied
without consideration of highway user benefits, user benefit thresholds have not been inflated
commensurate with base year cost estimates, and ridership and user benefit estimates from FTA
approved forecast models have been adjusted by FTA on an ad hoc basis. In establishing the
process and criteria for rating projects under Sec. 5309(c) and (d), it is the Committee's intent that
FTA applies its rules and criteria in a consistent manner that is open, clear and fair to potential
grantees and consistent with FTA rules and guidance.

C. Opportunities

There are several helpful amendments proposed in the SB, that I do not address in this
memorandum due to time constraints. Some require modifications to be useful to the Portland
region. Below are a few such issues.

Opportunity 1: Reimbursement for Locally Purchased Vehicles used for Future
Projects

Issue: Sec 3011(H)(5) of SB amends §5309(g)(4) to permit the cost of a fixed guideway project
to include vehicles purchased with local funds for the project before FTA approved the project.
This amendment may not cover TriMet's case where local funds were used to purchase vehicles
for its eastside line, which is interlined with the 1-205 LRT project between Gateway and
Downtown. Passengers on the interlined section can use either line, and the number of vehicles
in this section relate to the total demand. Thus, the cost of the locally purchased vehicles
materially relates to the project, even though they do not operate on the Gateway to Town Center
segment of the Project.

Statutory Solution: Amend the proposed §5309(g)(4) in §3010(d) of TEA-LU as follows:
'(4) SPECIAL RULE FOR ROLLING STOCK COSTS-In addition to amounts allowed pursuant
to paragraph (1), a planned extension to a fixed guideway system may include the cost of rolling
stock previously purchased if the applicant satisfies the Secretary that only amounts other than
amounts of the Government were used and that the purchase was made for use on the extension
or a segment of the system interlined with the extension. A refund or reduction of the

Summary of Senate Transit Bill: 4
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remainder may be made only if a refund of a proportional amount of the grant of the Government
is made at the same time.

Report Solution: It is the intent of the Committee that the term "for use on the extension" in
Sec. 5309(g)(4) include vehicles purchased for use on an existing fixed guideway segment that is,
in part, interlined with a project extension.

Opportunity 2: Allow 'Cross-BorderLeasing

Issue: Many transit districts have taken advantage of the tax benefits of sales-leaseback
arrangements on their depreciable capital assets; resulting in millions of dollars for transit
projects and operations. FTA approval for transferring the asset is a pre-requisite for such sales-
leaseback arrangements on capital assets procured with Federal funds. Due to concern regarding
the loss of tax dollars associated with sales-leaseback arrangements, FTA has ceased approving
such arrangements. While domestic sales-leaseback arrangements impact tax collections, cross-
border leasing does not. Thus, the ban on cross-border leases cost transit districts millions of
dollars, without any benefit to the Treasury. The SB does not address this issue.

Statutory Solution: None.

Report Solution: The Committee encourages the Secretary to consider permitting cross border
leasing as a way to provide private funding for public transportation projects and operations
without the Federal tax impacts associated with domestic sales-leaseback arrangements.

Summary of Senate Transit Bill:
Proposed Amendments to 5309 in
the Transit Title



STAFF REPORT

IN CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 05-3544, FOR THE PURPOSE OF
ENDORSING AN UPDATED 2005 REGIONAL POSITION ON THE REAUTHORIZATION
OF THE TRANSPORTATION EQUITY ACT OF THE 21ST CENTURY (TEA-21)

Date: January 23, 2004 Prepared by: Andy Cotugno

BACKGROUND

The Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21), adopted by Congress in 1998, expired
September 30, 2003 and an extension is scheduled to expire before May 2005. TEA-21 is the federal
authorization bill for transportation projects and funding. The authorization bill establishes federal
programs, identifies or "earmarks" some specific projects and sets the upper limits on the amount of
federal funds the programs and projects are eligible to receive. The act also establishes rules for the
distribution of federal transportation funds including apportionment formulas for those programs whose
funds are distributed by such methods.

The reauthorization bill will have a direct effect on Metro and the region's jurisdictions in terms of how
planning for transportation is performed and how much federal assistance to perform this planning
function is made available. There is also a direct impact on which transportation projects are identified as
eligible to receive federal funding.

Because the extension of the current reauthorization is set to expire before May 2005, Congress must
choose to again extend the current bill or complete the next reauthorization of a federal transportation bill.
To favorably influence the federal legislation, it is important to clearly articulate the region's positions
during their consideration of the reauthorization bill language.

ANALYSIS/INFORMATION

1. Known Opposition None known at this time.

2. Legal Antecedents TEA-21 is the current federal transportation authorization authority providing
Metro the authority to function as a federally designated Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO).
TEA-21 expired September 30, 2003 and was extended by Congress through May 2005. Congress
will be considering reauthorization of transportation legislation during its 2005 session.

3. Anticipated Effects This resolution will communicate the regional policy position for reauthorization
of TEA-21. The policy paper will be used in the regions federal reauthorization activities in Congress.

4. Budget Impacts Reauthorization is a significant issue affecting Metro and the Portland region and, as
such, this paper and efforts to influence its outcome are a significant work effort for the department.
In addition, one of the issues directly affects funding to MPOs including Metro.

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Adopt Resolution No. 05-3544.

Staff Report to Resolution No. 05-3544
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February 8, 2005

MEMORANDUM

TO: Rex Burkholder, Chair, JPACT

FROM: Sam Adams, Commissioner, City of Portland

SUBJECT: Amendment to Resolution No. 05-3544 For the Purpose of Endorsing an Updated
2005 Regional Position on Reauthorization of the Transportation Equity Act of the
Twenty-first Century (TEA-21)

The City of Portland is requesting an amendment to the TEA-21 Reauthorization
Priorities List; JPACT action on Metro Resolution No. 05-3544 as follows:

1. Consolidate the following two projects.

a. E. Burnside - Willamette River to East 14'
b. Portland Eastside Streetcar Extension

th $1.5M
$1.5M

New project title and dollar amount:
Burnside Corridor Street Improvements - $5M.

The City of Portland respectfully submits this amendment to enable Rep. Blumenauer to earmark
both the E. Burnside and the Eastside Streetcar projects more effectively.

2. Please correct on the TEA 21 Metro Area Reauthorization Request List dated 2-4-05, under the
heading of Local Project Priorities, "Portland: North Macadam Access $15.00 M (project) should be
amended to read " Portland: I-5/N. Macadam Access $ 15.00M".

Thank you in advance for your consideration.

An Equal Opportunity Employer
www.portlandtranspoptatlon.org



BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

FOR THE PURPOSE OF APPROVING
PORTLAND REGIONAL FEDERAL
TRANSPORTATION PRIORITIES FOR
FEDERAL FISCAL YEAR 2006
APPROPRIATIONS

) RESOLUTION NO. 05-3548
) Introduced by Councilor Rex Burkholder

WHEREAS, the Portland metropolitan region relies heavily on various federal funding sources to
adequately plan for and develop the region's transportation infrastructure, and

WHEREAS, Metro must comply with a wide variety of federal requirements related to transportation
planning and project funding, and

WHEREAS, Metro's Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation (JPACT) has approved
Exhibit A to this resolution, entitled, "Portland Region Priorities for FY 06 federal transportation
appropriations,"; now therefore

BE IT RESOLVED, that the Metro Council

1. Approve Exhibit A of this resolution, entitled "Metro Area FY 06 Federal Transportation
Appropriations Request List" and directs that it be submitted to the Oregon Congressional
delegation.

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this day of February, 2005

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

David Bragdon, Council President

Daniel B. Cooper, Metro Attorney



Exhibit A to Resolution No. 05-3548

Metro Area FY 06 Federal Transportation Appropriations Request List
Appropriation

Request ($million)

Local Project Priorities
Portland: 1-5/1-405 Loop General Provisions Earmark
Porttand: Going Street Bridge General Provisions Earmark
Portland: North Macadam Access General Provisions Earmark
Multnomah: Sellwood Bridge
Wilsonville: Barber Street Extension General Provisions Earmark
Oregon City: l-205/Hwy 213 Interchange General Provisions Earmark
Milwaukie: Lake Road Safe Routes to Schools
Port/Troutdale: l-84/257th Interchange General Provisions Earmark
Gresham: Springwater-US 26 Access General Provisions Earmark
Gresham: Fairview Trail

Total

Support for OTA Transit Request
South Clackamas (Molalla) Transit District Bus Replacement

Vehicle Maintenance
& Storage Facility

Transit Center
City of Sandy Transit
City of Canby Transit Center

Totalm
Support of University Research
PSU: MultiModal ITS Research Research Center

Support for Washington/Clark County
Priorities
I-5 Trade Corridor (WashDOT Share)1

Borders & Corridors
ITS

Hwy Demo

Vancouver Area SMART Trek1
PE/EIS

Integration & Construction
PlanningWest Coast Coalition

Grand Total - Transportation Appropriations

Channel Deepening Project Energy & Water Act
Columbia River/RR Swingspan Language Change

'Request to Washington Congressional Delegation

1-28-05

Purpose PageSource

Regional Highway Projects
Sunrise Project, Unit 2
I-205 Auxilary Lane
I-5 Trade-Corridor (ODOT Share)
I-5/99W Connector
ITS Equipment (ODOT)

Total

Regional Transit Priorities
Interstate MAX
Commuter Rail
Bus Expansion and Facility
Streetcar (N. Macadam)
SMART Bus/Bus Related

Total

General Provisions Earmark
I-Maintenance

—Borders-Corridors
General Provisions Earmark

ITS

EIS
Construction

EIS/PE
EIS/PE

Construction

Construction
Construction
Expansion

Construction
Buses/Construction

5309 New Starts
5309 New Starts

5309 Bus
HUD

5309 Bus

Planning
Construction
Construction

PE/ROW
Construction

EIS
PE/CON
Planning

PE/Construction
Construction

Construction
Construction

Project Type/Name

5309 Bus

5309 Bus
5309 Bus



STAFF REPORT

IN CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 05-3548, FOR THE PURPOSE OF
APPROVING PORTLAND REGIONAL FEDERAL TRANSPORTATION PRIORITIES FOR
FEDERAL FISCAL YEAR 2006 APPROPRIATIONS

Date: January 21, 2004 Prepared by: Andy Cotugno

BACKGROUND

The region annually produces a position paper that outlines the views of the Metro Council and the Joint
Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation (JPACT), a regional body that consists of local elected and
appointed officials, on issues concerning transportation funding that are likely to be considered by
Congress during the coming year. This year priorities are focused on both annual appropriations,
addressed by this resolution as well as reauthorization of the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st

Century (TEA-21), addressed by Resolution No. 05-3544, For the Purpose of Endorsing An Updated
Regional Position on Reauthorization of the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (Tea-21).

The Portland region is pursuing an aggressive agenda to implement a high-capacity transit system. This
effort involves implementing three projects concurrently within the next three to five years: finishing
Interstate MAX, and starting the Wilsonville to Beaverton commuter rail and I-205/Downtown LRT.
Additionally, there are several complementary projects for which the region is requesting funding: bus
and bus facility purchases regionwide, Wilsonville Park and Ride, highway projects and others.

Oregon and Washington continue developing a cooperative strategy to address the transportation needs in
the 1-5 Trade Corridor. The paper outlines the Federal funding needs and sources for continuing this work
and requests support for obtaining these funds. Other interstate issues addressed in the paper include
Columbia River channel deepening, high-speed rail and support of requests by the State of Washington.

ANALYSIS/INFORMATION

1. Known Opposition None known.

2. Legal Antecedents Projects within the region earmarked for federal funding must be consistent with
the Regional Transportation Plan, adopted by Metro Resolution No. 03-3380A, For the Purpose of

- Designation of Adopting the 2004 Regional Transportation Plan as the Federal Metropolitan
Transportation Plan to meet Federal Planning Requirements.

3. Anticipated Effects Resolution would provide the US Congress and the Oregon Congressional
delegation specifically with the region's priorities for transportation funding for use in the federal
transportation appropriation process.

4. Budget Impacts Metro is involved in planning related to several of the projects included in the
priorities paper and must approve many of the requested funding allocations. Failure to obtain
funding for one or more of the projects could affect the FY 06-07 Planning Department budget.
However, most of the funding requests deal with implementation projects sponsored by jurisdictions
other than Metro.

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Approve Resolution 05-3548 for submission to the Oregon Congressional delegation for consideration in
the Federal Fiscal Year 06 Appropriations Bill.

Staff Report, Resolution No. 05-3548
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Metro Area FY 06 Federal Transportation Appropriations Request List
Appropriation

Request ($million)Project Type/Name

Regional Highway Projects
Sunrise Project, Unit 2 General Provisions Earmark
-205 Auxilary Lane

1-5 Trade Corridor (ODOT Share) Borders & Corridors
I-5/99W Connector General Provisions Earmark
ITS Equipment (ODOT)

Regional Transit Priorities
5309 New Starts
5309 New Starts

5309 Bus
HUD

5309 Bus

Bus Expansion and Facility
Streetcar (N, Macadam)
SMART Bus/Bus Related

Construction
Construction
Expansion

Construction
Buses/Construction

Local Project Priorities
Portland: 1-5/1-405 Loop General Provisions Earmark
Porltand: Going Street Bridge General Provisions Earmark
Portland: North Macadam Access General Provisions Earmark

HBRMultnomah: Sellwood Bridge
Wilsonville: Barber Street Extension General Provisions Earmark
Oregon City: l-205/Hwy 213 Interchange General Provisions Earmark
Milwaukie: Lake Road Safe Routes to Schools
Port/Troutdale: l-84/257th Interchange General Provisions Earmark
Gresham: Springwater-US 26 Access General Provisions Earmark

TCSP

Planning
Construction
Construction

PE/ROW
Constructi o n^

EIS ""
PE

Planning _
PE/Construction

Constructionoresham: Fairview Trail

South Clackamas (Molalla) Transit District Bus Replacement
vehicle Maintenance

& Storage FacilityCity of Sandy Transit
City of Canby Transit Center

Total

H
Support of University ResearchPSU: MultiModal ITS Research Research Center

Support for Washington/Clark County
Priorities
I-5 Trade Corridor (WashDOT Share)1

Vancouver Area SMART Trek1
Borders & Corndors

Integration & Construction
PlanningWest Coast Coalition Hwy Demo

Grand Total - Transportation Appropriations

Channel Deepening Project Energy & Water Act
Columbia River/RR Swinqspan Lanauaae Change

1 Request to Washington Congressional Delegation

$
$
$
$

$

3.00
3,00
5.00
2.50
1.20

14.70

EIS
Construction

EIS/PE _ ' _
EIS/PE"

Construction

$
$
$
$
$

$

18.12
37.80
8.00
2.00
1.75

67.67

!$
$
$.
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

4.00

15.00
4.00
2.00
2.00
1.00
2.00
5.00
1.00

38.00

$ 1.00

$ 1.00

0.16

JL?iL

0.50

1.86

5309 Bus

5309 Bus
5309 Bus

ITS

ITS$

$

8.00
1.50
0.50

PE/EIS

$ 133.23

$ 40.00 Construction
Construction

Interstate MAX
Commuter Rail

Total

Total

Source Purpose Page

Support for OTA Transit Request

Total

Total

Total
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Metro Area FY 06 Federal Transportation Appropriations Request List

1 Project Type/Name

Regional Highway Projects
Sunrise Project, Unit 2
-205 Auxilary Lane
I-5 Trade Corridor (ODOT Share)
I-5/99W Connector
ITS Equipment (ODOT)

Total

Regional Transit Priorities
Interstate MAX
Commuter Rail
Bus Expansion and Facility
Streetcar (N. Macadam)
SMART Bus/Bus Related

Total

Local Project Priorities
Portland: I-5/I-405 Loop
Portland: Going Street Bridge
Portland: North Macadam Access
Multnomah: Sellwood Bridge
Wilsonville: Barber Street Extension
Oregon City: l-205/Hwy 213 Interchange
Milwaukie: Lake Road
Port/Troutdale: l-84/257th Interchange
Gresham: Springwater-US 26 Access
Gresham: Fairview Trail

Total

Support for OTA Transit Request
South Clackamas (Molalla) Transit District

City of Sandy Transit
City of Canby Transit Center

Total

Support of University Research
PSU: MultiModal ITS Research

Total

Support for Washington/Clark County
Priorities
-5 Trade Corridor (WashDOT Share)1

Vancouver Area SMART Trek1

West Coast Coalition1

Total

HUB!

Appropriation
Request ($million)

$
$
$
$
$

$

PHI

$$
$
$
$
$

mm
$$$$$$$$$$
$

$
$
$

$

$$$

$
Grand Total - Transportation Appropriations

Channel Deepening Project
Columbia River/RR Swingspan

$

3.00
3.00
5.00
2.50
1.20

14.70

18.12
37.80
8.00
2.00
1.75

67.67

4.00
2.00

15.00
4.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
5.00
1.00

40 00

0.16

1.20
0.50

1.00

1.00

8.00
1.50
0.50

10 00

135.23

40.00
Language Change

Source

General Provisions Earmark
I-Maintenance

Borders & Corridors
General Provisions Earmark

ITS

5309 New Starts
5309 New Starts

5309 Bus
HUD

5309 Bus

General Provisions Earmark
General Provisions Earmark
General Provisions Earmark

HBR
General Provisions Earmark
General Provisions Earmark

Safe Routes to Schools
General Provisions Earmark
General Provisions Earmark

TCSP

5309 Bus

5309 Bus
5309 Bus

ITS

Borders & Corridors
ITS

Hwy Demo

Energy & Water Act
Truman Hobbs

1-28-05

Purpose
I

EIS
Construction

EIS/PE
EIS/PE

Construction

Construction
Construction
Expansion

Construction
Buses/Construction

Planning
Construction
Construction

PE/ROW
Construction

EIS
PE/CON
Planning

PE/Construction
Construction

Bus Replacement
Vehicle Maintenance
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2005-06 JPACT
Work Program Topics

Legislative
Legislature
• Oversight of Lobbying Efforts
• JPACT Lobbying Role
• Coordination with other MPOs.

Congressional Visits at JPACT Meeting

Develop regional priorities package
• DC Trip Coordination
• High-speed Rail 2010 Olympics Connection

Policy Development
RTP Update

2040 Re-Evaluation

New Urban Area Development Strategy

Policy Implementation
Metro Transportation Improvement Program
• Complete Priorities 2006-09
• Refine Criteria for Priorities 2008-11
• MTIP/STIP Coordination

Transportation Finance
• Form Finance Committee
• Prepare for Possible Ballot Measure

Major Corridor Projects in the Region
• Sunrise
• I-5 Columbia River
• I-5/99W
• Newberg/Dundee
• 20-year Rail Vision

Joint
JPACT/MPAC

•

•

•

•

•
•

Routine

•
•
•

•

•
•

•
•
•

•
•

•
•
•
•
•

Policy
Initiatives

•

•

•

•

•

•
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2005-06 JPACT
Work Program Topics

Partnerships
Bi-State Committee
• Bridge Project Oversight
• Bi-State Cooperation

Oregon MPO Coalition

OTC/ODOT Relationship
• Oregon Transportation Plan
• Sphere of Influence/ACT
• West Coast Coalition

LCDC/DLCD Relationship
• Transportation Planning Rule
• Valley Rule / Greater Region Issues

JPACT Bylaws

Joint
JPACT/MPAC

•

Routine

•
•

•

•

•

•

Policy
Initiatives

•
•

•
•

February 10. 2005 Draft



2005-06 JPACT Work Program
2005

January

February

March

April

May

June

Consent

Release published 2004
Regional Transportation Plan
(RTP)

Routine Updates & Discussion
Priorities 2006-09 Narrowing Policy

Legislative Priorities

Bi-State Committee Report

Regional Travel Options (RTO) Report

Legislative Priorities

Bi-State Committee Report

Quarterly MPO Summit Update

Bi-State Committee Report

Finance Committee Report

Damascus Concept Plan Alternatives

Bi-State Committee Report

Congressional Visit

RTO Marketing Activities Update

Bi-State Committee Report

Quarterly MPO Summit Update

Bi-State Committee Report

Finance Committee Report

Action

Legislative Priorities Package

Priorities 2006-09 Funding Allocation

2005-06 JPACT Work Program
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2005-06 JPACT Work Program
July

August

September

October

November

December

RTO Rideshare Study Results

Bi-State Committee Report

Bi-State Committee Report

Damascus Concept Plan - Alternatives
Analysis Conclusions

Bi-State Committee Report

Quarterly MPO Summit Update

Finance Committee Report

2006-07 RTP Update Work Program

Bi-State Committee Report

Congressional Visit

2006-07 RTP Update Work Program

Bi-State Committee Report

Quarterly MPO Summit Update

Bi-State Committee Report

Finance Committee Report

2006-09 Metropolitan Transportation
Improvement Program (MTIP)
Update and Air Quality Conformity
Determination

2006-07 RTO Program Priorities

2005-06 JPACT Work Program
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2005-06 JPACT Work Program
2006

January

February

March

April

May

June

July

August

September

Consent Routine Updates & Discussion
Bi-State Committee Report

Legislative Priorities

Bi-State Committee Report

Legislative Priorities

Quarterly MPO Summit Update

Bi-State Committee Report

Finance Committee Report

Bi-State Committee Report

Congressional Visit

Bi-State Committee Report

Quarterly MPO Summit Update

Bi-State Committee Report

Finance Committee Report

Bi-State Committee Report

Bi-State Committee Report

Quarterly MPO Summit Update

Finance Committee Report

Bi-State Committee Report

Action

Legislative Priorities Package

2005-06 JPACT Work Program
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2005-06 JPACT Work Program
October

November

December

Bi-State Committee Report

Congressional Visit

Bi-State Committee Report

Quarterly MPO Summit Update

Bi-State Committee Report

2005-06 JPACT Work Program
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February 8, 2005

Mayor Tom Potter
Commissioner Sam Adams
Commissioner Randy Leonard PORTLAND FREIGHT COMMITTEE
Commissioner Dan Saltzman
Commissioner Erik Sten

DearMayolFPotter and QryC^rnrnissioners:

One of the more important subjects the Portland Freight Committee has been examining
is the 1-5/1-405 Loop Study being completed by the City's Office of Transportation and
Bureau of Planning. We have had three briefings on the project thus far, and are
following the progress of the concepts with great interest. After lengthy discussion, our
membership has concluded that we disagree with the approach that the project is taking,
and in particular, are frustrated that a decision has been made to defer any action to
remediate the problems associated with the I-5/I-84 interchange until a comprehensive
study of the entire Loop system is completed. This is Oregon's busiest interchange and
its improvement should be a high priority.

The staff of the advisory committee for the Loop Study has recommended against
advancing separate projects within the Loop until a full-scale analysis of transportation,
land use and economic opportunities is assessed. This process of project advancement
would be similar to the 1-5 Trade Corridor Partnership.

As we understand the staff recommendation, that means a comprehensive study will be
undertaken, followed by a programmatic EIS of the entire system, then additional
environmental and other efforts for the discrete projects that make up the system.
According to our calculations, under the very best of circumstances, we won't be in a
position to request construction funding until 2015-2017.

It should be noted, however, that projects within the 1-5 Trade Corridor were advanced
while the comprehensive system study was underway (i.e., 1-5 North HOV and lane
additions on 1-5 in North Vancouver). So, a successful precedent has already been set to
proceed with discrete projects while planning work continues.

One thing is certain: the interchange is deficient in its capacity to accommodate current
demand. It presents a hazardous situation for passenger and commercial vehicles alike.
A 2004 study prepared by the American Highway Users Alliance ranks this interchange
as the 109th most congested intersection in the country, with over 2 million hours of delay
recorded in 2002. Furthermore, these safety and traffic flow problems will grow much
worse if all our projections about future transportation conditions are accurate.

Another certainty is that any future Loop Study will point to the seriousness of the traffic
flow at this bottleneck, and that any potential fixes would: 1) not impact land use since all
adjacent land uses are for transportation purposes; and, 2) be absolutely vital to our



continued economic success. There could be no other answers to those questions,
whether they are asked today or two years from now at the end of the loop study. In the
meantime, we should be planning a modernized interchange that could be in a position
for construction funding in the next Federal Highway Bill.

Like the discrete actions taken on the 1-5 Trade Corridor Partnership project - of which
the Loop was originally a part ~ we strongly suggest that the I-5/I-405 Loop System
Study move forward as scheduled but that a ̂ eparateprocess and efforHfe established
immediately to complete a comprehensive engineering/environmental analysis of the
I-5/I-84 interchange that is timed to be "construction-ready" by the year 2008.

We strongly urge that Portland's City Council request appropriate federal funding now so
that engineering resources will be in place immediately after the necessary planning work
and environmental analysis is complete. The 1-5 Trade Corridor is a national freight
route, extending from Baja to BC. Portland has a responsibility to ensure its segments
are updated, improved and safe.

Sincerely,

Ann L. Gardner Gary Eichman
Chair Vice Chair

Cc: Rex Burkholder
JPACT



JOINT POLICY ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION
SIGN - IN SHEET

February 10,2005

NAME JURISDICTION

Metro Council

INITIALS

Vice Chair Rod Park Metro Council
Commissioner Sam Adams City of Portland
Mayor Tom Potter City of Portland

City of Beaverton, representing Cities of Washington Co.Mayor Rob Drake
City of Tualatin, representing Cities of Washington Co.Mayor Lou Ogden

Mr. Matthew Garrett ODOT - Region 1
Ms. Robin Me Arthur ODOT-Region 1
Ms. Stephanie Hallock Oregon Dept. of Environmental Quality (DEQ)
Mr. Dick Pedersen Oregon Dept. of Environmental Quality (DEQ)
Ms. Annette Liebe Oregon Dept. of Environmental Quality (DEQ)
Mr. Andy Ginsburg Oregon Dept. of Environmental Quality (DEQ)
Mr. Fred Hansen TriMet
Mr. Neil McFarlane TriMet
Commissioner Bill Kennemer Clackamas County
Commissioner Martha Schrader Clackamas County
Councilor Steve Owens City of Fairview, representing Cities of Multnomah Co.
Councilor Dave Shields City of Gresham, representing Cities of Multnomah Co.
Councilor Lynn Peterson City of Lake Oswego, representing Cities of Clackamas Co.
Mayor James Bernard City ofMilwaukie, representing Cities of Clackamas Co.
Mayor Royce Pollard City of Vancouver
Mr. Dean Lookingbill SW Washington RTC
Commissioner Roy Rogers Washington County
Commissioner Tom Brian Washington County
Commissioner Maria Rojo de
Steffey

Multnomah County

Commissioner Lonnie Roberts Multnomah County
Commissioner Steve Stuart Clark County
Mr. Peter Capell Clark County

Washington State Dept. of Transportation (WSDOT) (Mr. Don Wagner
Mr. Doug Ficco Washington State Dept. of Transportation (WSDOT)
Mr. Bill Wyatt Port of Portland
Ms. Susie Lahsene Port of Portland
Commissioner Jay Waldron Port of Portland
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Schedule 
2005 Washington D.C Visit 

PortlandNancouver Metropolitan Officials 
March 8-10, 2005 

G Oor~ Jr~ Drvi-~ e Vl~·o 
March 8, 2005 

5:00 p.m. 

March 9, 2005 

8:00a.m. 

9:00 a.m. 

10:00 a.m. 

11:15a.m. 

Noon 

2:30p.m. 

Arrive in Washington, DC 

Planning meeting 
Dirksen Building Cafeteria 
Basement Level 

Meeting with Congressional Staffers 
188 Russell Senate Building 

Senator Ron Wyden (confirmed) 
230 Dirksen Office Building 
Transportation: Joshua Sheinkman 
Contact: 202-224-5244 

Senator Patty Murray (Tentative) 
173 Russel1 Senate Office Building 
Transportation: Dale Learn 
Contact: 202-224-2621 

Luncheon 
Capitol Room SC-6 
Guest Speaker 

Congressman Brian Baird (Confinned) 
1421 Longworth House Office Building 
Transportation: Joel Rubin 
Contact: 202-225-3536 
From Long\vortb office 
Take Elevation down to G-3 
\Valk to Rayburn -Take 2 escalators 
Jn basement - take stairs up one flight 



3:30 p.m. 

4:15 p.m. 

4:45 p.m. 

5:30p.m. 

Thursday, March I 0, 2005 

9:00 a.m. 

9:45 a.m. 

10:30 a.m. 

11:15a.m. 

Waiting confirmation from 
Senator Mt1rray 
Congresswoman Hooley 

Congressman Peter DeFazio (Confirmed) 
2134 Rayburn House Office Building 
Transportation: Kathy Dedrick 
Contact: 202-225-6416 

Congressman Earl Blumenauer (Confirmed) 
2446 Rayburn House Office Building 
Transportatioh: Tim Daly, LD James Koski, COS, Mariia 
Zimmerman 
Contact: 202-225-4811 

Reception 
Location: Cannon House Office Building 
Room 121 

Congresswon1an Darlene Hooley (Tentative) 
2430 Rayburn House Office Building 
Transportation: Mark Dedrick 
Contract: 202-225-5711 

Senator Gordon Smith (Confirmed) 
404 Russell Se11ate Office Building 
Transportation: Wally Hsueh 
Contact: 202-224-3753 

Congressman David Wu (Confirmed) 
1023 Longworth House Office Building 
Transportation: Mary Cunningham 
Contact: 202-225-0855 

Congressman Greg Walden (Confirmed) 
1210 Longworth House Office Building 
Transportation: Brian Hard 
Contact: 202-225-6730 

P110 



<YOV .ft_~ I:NV'IfJ!E© 
'To a reception nonoring tli.e Oregon/Vancouver 

Congressional (])efegation 
Senator <J\gn U)id"en 

Senator <Jordon Smith 
Senator<Patty :Murray 

<R§presentative <Peter <De'F azio 
<R§presentative 'Ear( <B(umenauer 
<R§presentative <Dar(ene Jfoo(ey 
<R§presentative <;reg Wa(den 
<R§presentative <David Wu 

<R§presentative <Brian <Baird 
Jfostetf6y 

'Metro, CXDOT, 'Tri'Met, Port of <Portfancf, City of <Portfancf, City of 'VJ!ifsonvi{fe, City of 
'Mifwaulije, City of La~ Oswego, City of qresfiam, City ofJfiffsvoro, City of 

'Vancowver, Cfacfi.gmas County, 'Muftnomafi County, 'Wasfiington County, <Portfanlf 
State Vniversity and Oregon Jfea{tfi. Sciences Vniversity 

'WElD!NPS©.ft.".(, !M.ft_<J.©{9, 2005 
5: 30 -7: 30 <P.9rf.. 

c;f!N!NO!NJfOV.s<E OPPl(JE, <BVl£<Dl!N<} 
CJW()9rf.121 

P{ease <R_So/<P 6y Pe6rnary 28, 2005 
503-962-4830 



Participants in JP ACT DC visit 

ODOT 
• Jason Tell 
• Comn1issioner Gail Achtennan 

TriMet 
• Fred Hansen 
• Olivia Clark 

Port of Portland 
• Rick Firm - Federal Gov. Relations 

Manager 

Clackamas 
• John Rist 
• Commissioner Bill Kennemer 
• Commissioner Martha Schrader 
• Commissioner Larry Sowa 

Hillsboro 
• Mayor Tom Hughes 

Multnomah County 
• Karen Schilling 
• Mike Pullen, PIO 
• Commissioner Lisa Naito 

City of Portland 
• Laurel Wentworth 
• Commissioner Sam Adams 
• Brant Williams? 

City of Wilsonville 
• Mayor Charlotte Lehan 
• Danielle Cowan 
• Steve Dickey, Director SMART 

City of Milwaukie 
• Mayor Jim Bernard 

City of Lake Oswego 
• Councilor Lynn Peterson 

City of Gresham 
• Ron Papsdorf 
• Councilor David Shields 

City of Oregon City 
• Mayor Alice Norris 
• Corrunissioner Bob Bailey 

City of Vancouver 
• Thayer Rorabaugh 

Metro 
• Andy Cotugno 
• Richard Brandman 
• Councilor Rex Burkholder, Chair JP ACT 
• Councilor Rod Park, Vice Chafr, JP ACT 
• Randy Tucker 

Portland State University 
• Larry Wallack, Dean oftl1e College of Urban 

and Public Affairs 
• Deborah Murdock 

Washington County 
• Kathy Busse 
• Dennis Mulvihill 
• Commissioner Tom Brian 
• Commissioner Roy Rogers 
• Gerald Kubiak 

OHSU 
• Mark Williams 
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1.0 Introduction 

DRAFT 
Phase I Rec()mmendation 
Highway 217 corridor study 

January 2004 

The Highway 217 Policy Advisory Committee voted to carry three options forward into 
phase two on November 17) 2004. The Policy Advisory Committee took a straw poll 
vote where each member could support three options. The committee quickly reached 
consensus after the straw poll vote. The committee conclusions and recommendations 
are sununarized below. The complete Highway 217 Corridor Study Phase I Overview 
Report may be viewed at: http://www.metro-region.org/article_.cfm? ArticleID=l 1838 

1.1 Project Background 

The Highway 217 Corridor Study is developing multi-modal transportation solutions for 
traffic problems on Highway 217 and the rest of the corridor. 

Highway 217 is the major north-south transportation route for the urbanized portion of 
eastern Washington County. Today, it is generally a four-lane highway with auxiliary 
(non-continuous) lanes between interchanges. Traffic volumes have grown significantly 
as Washington County has grown from a primarily agricultural area to a booming high-
tech and retail center. Traffic volumes have doubled over the past twenty years. 

Nearly every transportation planning effort that has looked at this part of the region 
during the past decade has identified the need for additional capacity on Highway 217. 
ODOT's Western Bypass Study, Metro's 2000 Regional Transportation Plan, and the 
Oregon Highway 217 Initial Improvement Concepts Technical Memorandum, alJ 
recognize the need for at least one additional through lane in each direction on Highway 
217. 

In 2001, Metro prioritized corridors throughout the region that required additional study. 
Highway 217 was recognized as one of the most crucial corridors for improvement. 
During the summer of2003, Metro began work on the Highway 217 Corridor Study with 
funds from Metro and local jurisdictions. The study was also partially funded through a 
grant from the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) to study value-pricing options 
in this corridor. 

L2 Study Goal 

The primary purpose of the corridor study is to provide for mobility to regional 
destinations served by Highway 217 and to provide access to activity centers within the 
corridor. The study is considering roadway, transit, bicycle and pedestrian 
improvements. 
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The Policy Advisory Committee identified the following overall goal: 

Develop transportation improvements that will be implemented in the next 20 years to 
provide for efficient movement of people and goods through and within the Highway 217 
corridor over the next twenty years while supporting economically dynamic and 
attractive regional and town centers and respecting the livability of nearby communities. 

1.3 Study Process 

The Highway 217 Corridor Study is being completed in two phases. The first phase 
developed and analyzed a wide range of multi-modal alternatives. Based on this 
evaluation, the alternatives will be refined to a smaller set that can be studied in more 
detail. 

Alternatives will be evaluated based on how well they address the study objectives in 
terms of travel performance, supporting regional economic centers, environmental and 
neighborhood effects, financial feasibility, cost effectiveness and potential for public 
support. The study's future year planning horizon is 2025. 

The study options include highway, arterial, transit, bike and pedestrian improven1ents. 
The options each assume that improvements listed in the Regional Transportation Plan's 
financially constrained system have been made by 2025. 

2.0 Overall Findings 

2.1 Overall Conclusion 

The first phase found that adding an additional through Jane on Highway 217 was 
necessary to improve mobility for trips to regional destinations. It also found that 
improving the interchanges on Highway 217 by building braided ramps or consolidated 
interchanges was important to improving the function and overall mobility on Highway 
217. Without interchange improvements, drivers on Highway 217 would continue to 
experience significant delays even with a new lane. 

It is also important to have multi-modal and arterial improvements. Baseline commuter 
rail, bicycle and arterial improvements are included in each alternative. Additional 
transit, bicycle and arteriaJ co1U1ections are also proposed for further study in Phase II. 

The first phase also highlighted an existing bottleneck on 1-5 South between Highway 
217 ~c! !_Vi!~~~y!_!J~:__~prov~ments ~o_thro!J.&1!. cap~~!!Y.Q!!_!!!Bhw?_yJJ_?~~:xacerb~te _tjl~ 
congestion anticipated for this section ofl-5. Detailed study of this portion ofl-5 is 
needed, but is not within the scope of this corridor planning effort. 

2.2 Overall Recommendation 

All options proposed for further study include interchange improvements (braided ramps 
and consolidated interchanges) and an additional through lane on Highway 217. They 
also include baseline commuter rail, arterial and bicycle improvements. 
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In addition, the policy advisory committee recommends further study of seJected arterials 
from option 1. This set of arterial improvements will be considered as to how they can 
help achieve study goa1s of improving access to activity centers in the corridor and 
enhancing mobility for regional trips. The arterial alternative includes completion of key 
bicycle improvements identified in Phase I. 

Finally, to the extent possible within study resources, Phase II work will seek to further 
illuminate how study a1tematives relate to both 1-5 and Highway 26. In particular, 
consideration will be given to the bottleneck on I-5 between Highway 217 and 
WilsonvilJe. A separate study is needed to fully understand the needs and potential 
solutions on 1-5. The Highway 217 Conidor Study will suggest appropriate next steps 
regarding this issue as part of its final recommendations. 

3.0 Options recommended for further study in Phase II 

3.1 Option 3, six lanes plus interchange improvements, includes a new through Jane, 
which will be open to general purpose traffic, as well as interchange improvements. The 
alternative assumes continuation of ramp meters at all access ramps. 

Summary Conclusions 

This option improves access for regional trips coming into the conidor. It offers the 
greatest overall reduction in delay for all drivers on Highway 217 and improves safety 
from eliminating merge/weave conflicts. It also offers benefits for trucks because it 
reduced overall congestion. This option has a substantial funding gap. 

Recommendation 

This option will be studied in phase II. Selected arterial improvements will be analyzed 
with this option to analyze their benefits to accessing activity centers and enhancing 
conidor mobility for trips to key regional destinations. Exploration of alternatives for 
phasing and alternative funding sources will be the primary focus of Phase II. 

3.2 Option 5, six lanes with rush~hour toll lanes, includes an additional through lane, 
which would be managed as a rush hour toll lane, as well as interchange improvements. 
This alternative assumes ramp meter bypass lanes proximate to entry points. It also 
includes two express bus routes, which utilize the managed lane. 

Summary Conclusions 

.,~ optl00-5-enhaTICeS ovefali" access for regional trips to centers within the corridor. It 
offers a reliable, express trip for drivers in the toll lane and provides some improvement 
for drivers in the general-purpose lane compared to the base case. This option offers 
benefits for small trucks that were allowed to use the tolled lane. It also increases transit 
travel due to the new bus service in the toll lane. Because it is expected to generate 
significant toll revenues, this option has the smallest funding gap. 
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Recommendation 

This option should be studied in Phase II. In order to reduce merge conflicts associated 
with accessing the lane, the two intermediate entrances in each direction will be 
consolidated into a single entrance and exit in each direction. The locations for the 
intermediate entrance and exit will be studied in Phase II. In addition, potential benefits 
from additional arterial connections will be considered. A key focus of Phase II work 
will be on refining the toll revenue projections, developing a realistic phasing strategy 
and public acceptance. 

4.3 Option 6, six lanes with tolled ramp meter bypasses includes an additional through 
lane, which would be open to all traffic and interchange improvements. This option 
would provide a toll bypass at the ramp meter to provide a faster option for those willing 
to pay a toll. 

Summary Conclusion 

This option offers travel performance similar to option 3, but provides some toll 
revenues. Less funding from toll revenues is expected in this option than with a tolled 
lane. Trucks could use the tolled ramp meter bypass making this the option with the most 
ben.efits for all trucks regardless of size. It also includes new bus service that would use 
the ramp meter bypasses. 

Recommendation 

This option should be studied in Phase II. Particular emphasis should be placed on public 
acceptance of tolling the ramp bypasses. Also, further analysis of the potential toll 
revenues and phasing options will be conducted. 

4.0 Options not recommended for further study 

4.1 Option 1: arterial, transit and interchange improvements did not include a new 
through lane on Highway 217. Jt attempted to address corridor travel needs by improving 
the interchanges on Highway 217 to reduce merge/weave conflicts, improving the arterial 
network and increasing transit service. 

Summary Conclusion 

While this options increased transit ridership and improved access for local trips, it did 
_no_!"~~~ress _!~gional !1JObility ~eeds ~-!!1-~~ as other opt~o~-.:._!!!_~uc~<!_C::~J!~~~ti_o1:1 _~!_1 
surface streets, but did not reduce delays or improve travel times on Highway 217. It was 
also the most expensive option and involved by far the most environmental and 
neighborhood impacts. 
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Recommendation 

This option was not selected to move forward as a separate option. However, it did 
highlight the importance of addressing the merge/weave conflicts on the highway and 
improving local connections. It also demonstrated the demand for eventual increases in 
connnuter rail service. A smaller set of arterial improvements included in this option will 
be considered in Phase II for their effectiveness in improving access to centers and 
providing an alternative for trips utilizing Highway 217. 

3.2 Option 2: six lanes without interchange improvements included a new through lane 
on Highway 217 but did not include interchange improvements to address the 
merge/weave conflict on Highway 217. 

Summary Conclusion 

This option demonstrated the importance of the improving the interchanges on Highway 
217. While it provided additional capacity, the turbulence caused by merging and 
weaving traffic would result in significant delays and impair safety. 

Recommendation 

This option should not be canied forward for further study. 

3.3 Option 4: six lanes with carpool lanes included interchange improvements and 
restricted use of the new lane to carpools and transit. 

Summary Conclusion 

This option did not increase the number of carpools using Highway 217. It also had little 
public support. While it provided for a fast trip for carpools, it did not reduce overall 
delay on the highway. 

Recommendation 

This option is not recommended for further study. 
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AGENDA 

I. State Legislature 

• Update 
• Rex Burkholder at House Transportation and PBA 
• Milwaukie LRT 
• Connect Oregon 

II. Updates 

• Oberstar visit 
• I-5 Crossing - New Committee 
• Commuter Rail 

III. Re-Authorization 
• John Rist DC Trip Report 
• Review of Request List 
• New Senate Banking Form 

IV. Appropriations 
• Deadline-February 9, 2005 

V. Delegation Visit- March 8-10 

• Agenda 
•- P-artieipants 
• Briefing Material 
• 28 Feb. 5 p.m. - Dry Run 
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M E M 0 R A N D u M 

600 NORTHEAST GRAND AVENUE I PORTLAND. OREGON 97232 2736 

TEL 503 797 1700 FAX 503 797 1794 

• METRO 

DATE January 24, 2005 

TO: TPAC and Interested Parties 

FROM: Ted Leybold: Principal Transportation Planner 

SUBJECT: MTIP developn1ent and the Transportation Priorities 2006-09 Final Cut List Staff 
Recommendation 

The development of the l\1etropolitan Transportation lmprove1nent Program is proceeding on 
several fronts. JP ACT approved comments on the draft STJP at its January n1eeting. The draft 
STIP includes proposed funding for transportation projects in the Metro region in the following 
amounts for federal fiscal years 2006 through 2009: 

Draft ODOT 2006-09 STIP (Metro Areal 
Highway and Road Modernization (Capacity): $205.5 million 

Road Safetv oroiects $29.3 million 
Road Operations, Maintenance & Preservation $149.3 million 
Bridge projects proposal not yet final $85.5 million 
(ReQion One 2004-07 =) 
Public Transportation $23.0 million 
(+Portion of $21 million statewide for 06107\ 
Bicvcle/Pedestrian 106107 onl111 ; $1.6 million 
Transportation Enhancements $7.9 million 
!State wide 2007-08\ 

Additionally, the public transportation agencies Tril'vtet and SMART are anticipating the 
follotving federal transportation funding support in 2006 through 2009 to be programmed in the 
l\1etropolitan TIP: 

Draft Transit 2006·09 STIP (Metro Area) - --
Ooeratina Assistance $130.9 million! 
Bus & Rail Fleet Maintenance $29.3 million I 
Requested Capital Projects (1-205 LRT, $69.3 million I 
Commuter Rail, Streetcar, Maintenance ' 

Facilities) - 2006 only i 



State transportation trust fund pass through revenues to local jurisdictions (approximately 40% of 
state gas and weight-mile taxes and other fees), and locally generated transportation revenues are 
not programmed in the MTIP. 

Regional flexible funds, local Surface Transportation Program (STP) and Congestion 
Mitigation/ Air Quality (CMAQ) funds are being allocated through the Transportation Priorities 
2006~09 competitive application process. JP ACT and the Metro Council will program $62.3 
million of transportation projects for fiscal years 2008 and 2009. This will add to the $54.75 million 
of these funds previously programmed for 2006 and 2007. Attached are several docu1nents 
related to the staff recommendation on selection of projects to receive regional flexible funds. 

Attached is the draft Resolution and Staff Report that will be presented for JP ACT action on 
March 17th and Metro Council action on March 24th Exhibit A is a summary of the Transportation 
Priorities program objectives and policy direction to staff on the development of a recommended 
set of projects proposed for funding. Exhibit Bis the Executive Summary of the Public Comment 
Report. Exhibit C is the explanation of the Metro staff reco1n1nendation. Exhibit Dis the draft 
Conditions of Approval of project funding. 

The Metro staff recommendation to TPAC included a base package of projects that most clearly 
implement the program objectives and policy guidance provided by JP ACT and the Metro 
Council. It included projects in the emphasis modal categories where clear technical score breaks 
distinguish those projects from lower scoring projects in those categories, program funding at 
levels consistent with previous allocations, and projects from the non-emphasis categories that 
best meet the additional policy direction as provided by JP ACT and the Council as to when to 
propose funding for those projects. Consideration of a fair and reasonable contribution from 
regional flexible fund sources was also given to projects when special circumstances V.'arranted 
such as large project cost, multiple agency interests or project cost increase responsibility. 

Additionally, a list of "Next Tier'' projects that represent projects that also addressed the progra1n 
objectives and policy guidance provided by }PACT and the Metro Council but not as distinctly as 
the recommended base package of projects was presented for further consideration. Fron1 these 
projects, four add package options were developed by Metro staff for TPAC consideration. The 
Base Package and Next Tier project recomn1endations are presented in the table below. 

TP AC developed t\vo options based on the Metro staff recomn1endation. A summary of those 
options is also summarized below. 
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The TPAC recommendation included the following hvo options that include the Base Package 
recommendation with the following modifications. 

TPAC Recommended Options 
B Pk "hhfll" h ase ac aae wit t e o ow1na c anaes: 
Project Agency Option 1 Option 2 

l$ millions) ($ millions) 

Add to Base Packaae 
Marine Drive Bike Lanes Portland $.685 
Powerline Trail ROW TH PRO $.600 
Rockwood Ped to MAX Gresham $.900 
Beaverton TOD Site Beaverton $.650 
Caoitol Hiahwav Pedestrian Portland $.538 
Gatewav TOD Site Portland $.500 
Easlside Streetcar Portland $1.000 
South Metro Amtrak Station Oreaon City $1.150 $1.00 
Bike Model and Interactive Metro $.201 
Mao 
Urban Center TOD Proaram Metro $.500 
Sellwood Bridae Multnomah Co. $.500 
B-H/Scholls!Oleson Washinaton Co. $1.000 
Ledbetter extension Port of Portland $.900 
172nd Avenue Clackamas Co. $2.000 
Cleveland Avenue Gresham $1.000 
Subtotal $6.023 $8.101 
Remove from Base Package 
Trollev Trail 1$.742\ 
TOD Cateaon1 1$.500\ 
RTO Cateaorv 1$.500\ 
Subtotal 1$1.742\ 
Total Addition to Base $6.023 $6.359 
Total Cost wi.th Base $62.931 $63.267 
Over oroarammed $.703 $1.039 
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BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL 

FOR THE PURPOSE OF ALLOCATING $62.2 ) 
MILLION OF TRANSPORTATION PRIORITIES ) 
FUNDING FOR THE YEARS 2008 AND 2009, ) 
PENDING AIR QUALITY CONFORMITY ) 
DETERMINATION. ) 

) 
) 

RESOLUTION NO. 05-3529 

Introduced by Councilor Rex Burkholder 

WHEREAS, Approximately $62.2 million is forecast to be appropriated to the Metro region 
through the federal Surface Transportation Program (STP) and Congestion Mitigation-Air Quality 
(CMAQ) transportation grant programs, and 

WHEREAS, the Metro Council and Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation 
(JP ACT) are designated by federal legislation as authorized to allocate these funds to projects and 
programs in the metropolitan region through the Transportation Priorities process, and 

WHEREAS, the Metro Council and Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation 
(JP ACT) have provided policy guidance to Metro staff and the Transportation Policy Alternatives 
Committee (TPAC) on the type and balance of projects and programs that are a priority for these funds 
through Metro Resolution No 02-3206 For the Purpose of Adopting the Policy Direction, Program 
Objectives, Procedures and Criteria for the Priorities 2003 Metropolitan Transportation Improvement 
Program (MTIP) and Allocation of Regional Flexible Funds, adopted July 25, 2002 and further refined at 
the Metro Council Infonnal of May 6, 2003, and the JP ACT meeting of May 15, 2003, and 

WHEREAS, Metro received approximately $130 million in project and progra1n applications, and 

WHEREAS, Those applications have been evaluated by technical criteria \Vith1n one of t\velve 
modal categones, by a summary of qualitative factors and by a summary of public comments, and 

WHEREAS, an extensive pubhc process has provided an opportunity for conunents on the merit 
and potential impacts of the project and program applications between October 15th and Decen1ber 61

h, 

2004 and at a public hearing before the Metro Council to respond to a staff and TPAC recominendation of 
proposed projects and programs to allocate funding, and 

WHEREAS, f\.fetro staff and TPAC have provided recommendations to JP ACT and the Metro 
Council on a list of projects and programs to allocate funding 1n response to the policy direction provided, 
considering the technical evaluation, qualitative factors, and public comments provided as sho\vn in 
Exhibit .'\,and 

WHEREAS, JP ACT has acted on the recommendations of Metro staff and TP J-\C and 
recommended funding for a list of projects and programs identified in Exhibit D, and 

\\'HEREAS, Receipt of these funds are conditioned on completion of requirements listed in 
Exhibit E to the staff report, and 

\VHEREAS, The recommended list of projects and programs, along \Vi th all of the projects and 
programs expected to recei\·e federal funding in the 2006 through 2009 fiscal years \Vill be analyzed for 



conformity with the State hnplementation Plan for air quality and adopted within the Metropolitan 
Transportation hnplementation Plan (MTIP); now therefore 

BE IT RESOLVED that the Metro Council adopt the recommendation of JPACT on the project 

and programs to be funded through the Transportation Priorities 2006·09 process as shown in Exhibit A. 

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this 24th day of March 2005 

David Bragdon, Council President 

Approved as to Form: 

Daniel B. Cooper, Metro Attorney 



Exhibit A 

Transportation Priorities 2006-09 Policy Objectives 

The primary policy objective for the Transportation Priorities 2006-09 progran1 is to 
leverage economic development in priority 2040 land-use areas through investments that 
support: 

2040 Tier I and II mixed-use areas (central city, regional centers, town centers, main 
streets and station communities) 

2040 Tier I and II industrial areas (regionally significant industrial areas and industrial 
areas), and 

2040 Tier I and II mixed-use and industrial areas \Vithin UGB expansion areas with 
completed concept plans 

Other policy objectives include: 

• en1phasize modes tl1at do not have other sources of revenue 

• complete gaps in modal systen1s 

• develop a multi-modal transportation system with a strong emphasis on funding 
bicycle, boulevard, freight, green street demonstration, pedestrian, regional 
transportation options, transit oriented develop1nent and transit projects and 
programs 

• meet the average annual requirements of the State Implementation Plan for air 
quality for the provision of pedestrian and bicycle facilities 

IMPLEMENTATION OF PROGRAM POLICY OBJECTIVES FOR 
NARROWING TO FINAL CUT LIST 

1. Support econon1ic develop1nent in priority land use areas. 

In addition to the quantitative technical summary, pro\·ide infom1ation in the staff 
report on ho\\i each project or n1odal category of projects addresses: 
•link to retention and/or attraction of traded-sector jobs, 
•transportation barrier to developn1ent in 2040 priority land use areas 
•support of livability and attractiveness of the region. 

2. Emphasize pnority n1odal categories in the follO\\'ing n1anner: 

214105 



A. Emphasize projects in the bicycle, boulevard, freight, green street demonstration, 
pedestrian, regional transportation options, transit oriented development and 
transit categories by: 
• proposing the top-ranked projects at clear break points in technical scoring in all 

of the emphasis categories (with limited consideration of qualitative issues 
and public comments). 

B. Nominate projects in the road capacity, reconstruction or bridge categories \Vhen 
the project competes well within its modal category for 2040 land use technical 
score and over all teclmical score, and the project best addresses (relative to 
competing candidate projects) one or more of the following criteria: 
• project leverages traded-sector development in Tier I or II n1ixed-use and 

industrial areas; 
• funds are needed for project development and/or match to leverage large sources 

of discretionary funding fro1n other sources; 
• the project provides new bike, pedestrian, transit or green street elements that 

would not othenvise be constructed without regional flexible funding (new 
elements that do not currently exist or elen1ents beyond minimum design 
standards). 

C. When considering nomination of applications to fund project development or 
match costs, address the follo\ving: 
•Strong potential to leverage discretionary (competitive) revenues. 
•Partnering agencies illustrate a financial strategy (not a commitment) to 

complete construction that does not rely on large, future allocations fron1 
Transportation Priorities funding. 

• Partnering agencies demonstrate ho\V dedicated road or bridge revenues are used 
within their agencies on competing road or bridge priorities. 
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3. As a means of further emphasis on implementation of Green Street p·rinciples, the 
following measures should also be implemented: 

• Staff may propose conditional approval of project funding to further review 
of the feasibility of including green street elements, particularly 
interception and infiltration elements. 

• Strong consideration will be given to funding the Livable Streets Update 
application in the Planning category. This \York \vould document the latest_ 
research and further the training and education of green street 
implementation in the region. 

214!05 



Summary of Comments by Mode 

A total of 1,209 comments were received on the 2006~09 MTIP proposed transportation 
projects. 

Large Bridge Project 

A total of 108 comments were received on the Sellwood Bridge Replacement Study, with all 
but one in favor of a new bridge for safer cycling, walking and driving, and more efficient freight 
routing. The bridge was called "a death trap waiting to happen for cyclists" and vital for 
transportation connections. Some people wanted a new bridge in a new location, and one 
person thought the existing bridge should be prese1Ved and widened. All comments agreed that 
there was an urgent need to do something about the dangerous condition of the Sellwood 
Bridge. 

Bike/Trail Projects 

The bike/trail project category received 353 comments, the most comments of any mode 
category. Comments related to safety and connectivity of multi-use trails in the region. 

The Springwater Trail Sellwood Gap: SE 191
h to SE Umatilla multi·use trail project 

received 107 comments, all but one in favor of the project. Many comments related to the 
elimination of dangerous road crossings on the trail. Cyclists and walkers expressed delight 
with the trail and their desire to close the gaps for easier, safer trail connections. 

The Powerline Trail (North): Schuepback Park to Burntwood Drive in Beaverton received 
65 comments in favor of continuing this important multi-use trail in a growing area with few 
parks. The trail was seen as a vital corridor linking homes, shopping and transit while protecting 
greenspaces and wildlife. In addition, petitions totaling 320 signatures were received in favor of 
funding this trail project. 

The Trolley Trail: Arista to Glen Echo received 57 comments, all but one in favor of 
completion of this "'long awaitedH project. Comments mentioned the need for a safe, usable 
year-around linear park that would foster pride in the community and a leave a legacy for 
generations. It was also seen as a boon to Milwaukie Center revival. 

The Marine Drive Bike Lanes and Trail Gaps: 6th to 185'h Avenue project received 47 
comments. Most comments were from cyclists who would use it more if proposed safety 
improvements were made. The trail was seen as providing scenic access along the Columbia 
River. It could be one of the best in Portland, if improved. 

The Rock Creek Trail: Orchard Park to Wilkens project received 26 favorable comments. 
This trail is seen as the spine of the trail network in Hillsboro; greatly needed in a dense and 
growing area. It would connect neighborhoods to employment, shopping, light rail. parks and a 
new library. 

The Springwater Trailhead at Main City Park received 21 comments in favor of providing 
needed facilities and connections to the Springwater Trail and light rail, It would provide a 
critical missing link in the path network. 

MTIP Public Comment Report 
Executive Summary 

Section 2 Page 1 



The Powerline Trail {South): Barrows to Beef Bend Road project received 16 favorable 
comments. This trail is seen as providing an important multi-use corridor in an area lacking 
parks, sidewalks and north/south routes. 

Pedestrian Proiects 

All pedestrian projects received 158 comments relating to safety and pedestrian links. 

The Capitol Highway: Multnomah to Taylors Ferry project received 59 comments asking for 
relief from a congested area devoid of paved sidewalks or shoulders on the roads. Safety was 
seen as a problem for walkers and cyclists, now using a dirt "goat" path. The path is seen as a 
vital link to schools, shopping, recreation and residential areas. One person said improving this 
path was a misuse of government funds. 

The Milwaukie Town Center: Main/Harrison/21st project received 48 favorable comments. 
Most were printed postcards that requested funding for a project that enhances the town 
center's livability and creates a pedestrian link to nearby parks. Some comments stressed 
safety improvements needed to reduce risks and improve mobility. 

The Tacoma Street: 61h to 21st Avenue project received 21 comments, most in favor of further 
improving safety and aesthetics on this street for pedestrians and bicyclists. Three comments 
were against this project, partly because of proposed curb extensions. 

Road Reconstruction Projects 

All road reconstruction projects received 101 comments, with the most interest in Lake Road 
and Naito Parkway improvements. 

The Lake Road: 21st to Hwy 224 project received 57 comments in favor of safety 
improvements to improve driving conditions and protect children with sidewalks and bike lanes. 
This project was seen as a multi-modal link that would help revive Milwaukie and improve 
connections to Clackamas Regional Center. 

The Naito Parkway: NW Davis to SW Market project received 25 comments, most in favor of 
reconstructing this street. Most comments expressed the need for street repair, sidewalks and 
bike lanes to increase traffic flow in an important part of downtown Portland next to Waterfront 
Park. 

Boulevard Projects 

All boulevard projects received 84 comments, with Burnside Street receiving the most 
comments for improvements leading to economic development and greater access. 

The Burnside Street: Bridge to E. 141
h project received 44 comments, most in support of 

safety improvements for cyclists, walkers and autos. One person stated the need to transform 
the area into a Gateway to the City, called for in the Central City Plan. Others supported the 
project as important to business and economic growth. A few comments against the project 
called for traffic calming signals for bikes, and adjacent one-way streets. 

MTIP Public Commen1 Repor1 
Executive Summary 
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The Cornell Road: Saltzman to 1191
h project received 20 favorable comments to help make it 

safer for bikes. One person said it was a miserable intersection that needed high priority 
funding. Others said the street had dangerous traffic with no bike lanes. Safe, healthy bike 
routes were requested for westside cycling. 

The Killingsworth: 1·5 Overpass & N Commercial to NE MLK project received 16 
comments, most in favor of improving the safety and access of this "long ignored" street. The 
project was seen as filling a missing link and promoting further residential and commercial 
growth in the area. One comment was against curb extensions. 

Planning Prolects 

All planning projects received 142 comments relating to the need for further planning for freight, 
trails, livable streets, bike information and transit. 

Bike Model and Interactive Map Regionwide received 43 comments, most in favor of the 
uMap Quest for bikes" project. Comments highlighted the usefulness as roads change; the 
convenience of trip planning and the assistance in finding safer routes. One person said it is a 
great, low cost idea. One comment said it is not a priority because ii is not hard to read a paper 
map. 

The Willamette Shoreline - Hwy 43 Transit project received 39 comments, most in favor of 
funding this planning project. Bicyclists support the project for more bike lanes and less car 
traffic to dodge on Hwy. 43. This corridor is seen as being at or near capacity, with traffic 
increasing with development. Action is seen as critical for safety and access between the South 
Waterfront area and Lake Oswego. One person said there is little support in Lake Oswego for a 
rail line. 

Multi-Use Path Master Plans, Lake Oswego to Milwaukie received 36 comments in favor of 
this planning project. Most comments wanted essential links in the trails system for livability, 
access, safety and recreation opportunities. A non-motorized river crossing was requested 
between lake Oswego and Milwaukie. 

Transit Projects 

All transit projects received 72 comments regarding the need for transportation links and access 
around the region. 

The Eastside Streetcar project received 24 comments, most in support of the streetcar line for 
livability, access and economic development throughout the Central Eastside area, including 
Lloyd Center, Oregon Convention Center and OMS!. Comments against the project said it 
would increase auto congestion and it ignored the Hawthorne Bridge as a more cost-effective 
crossing. 

South Metro Amtrak Station received 18 comments, most in favor of the enhancements to the 
existing train station and increased parking space. The project is seen as important for 
improving the popularity of Amtrak and supporting rail transport. Comments against the project 
stated that Amtrak should fund it and questioned whether it would ease auto congestion. 

MTIP Public Comment Repor1 
Executive Summary 
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Transit Oriented Development Projects 

All TOD projects received 74 comments, most with praise for the program for helping to fund 
mixed-use transit-oriented projects around the region. 

The Regional TOD Urban Center Program received 24 comments in support of mixed-use 
projects in urban centers but not along light rail. One small developer was very happy with TOD 
as "a smart way to get smart growth." 

The Regional TOD LRT Station Area Program received 25 comments, almost all in support of 
this tool to develop higher density projects and promote creative land development. 

Freight Projects 

Fifty-four comments were received on the freight projects, with the N. Leadbetter Extension, 
Kinsman Road Extension and the Freight Data Collection projects each receiving 12 comments. 
Most comments requested completion of the projects for safety and better freight movement. 

Road Capacity Projects 

All the road capacity projects received 40 comments, with the most comments (13) in support of 
the SE 172nd Ave. Phase I: Sunnyside to Hwy 212 project to increase traffic flow and aid 
economic development in the area. 

Green Streets Projects 

Fifteen comments were received on the Green Streets projects, with the most comments (11) 
on the NE Cully Boulevard project, which was seen as unsafe and in need of sidewalks for 
school children. 

Regional Travel Options Projects 

Eight comments were received on the Regional Travel Options programs and projects. The 
Three Travel Smart projects received 5 comments and the RTO Base program received 2 
comments. 

General Comments 

Some comments and suggestions were received that did not relate to a specific MTIP project. 
A total of 33 comments were general in nature. Some requested making bike paths and lanes 
safer and supporting bike commuters. Other comments related to the need for repairing and 
expanding roads for auto and freight movement. 

MTIP Public Comment Report 
Executive Summary 
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Exhibit C 

Transportation Priorities 2006-09: 
Investing in the 2040 Growth Concept 

Explanation of Metro Staff Project/Program Recommendations 

Following is a summary of the rational used by Metro staff to implen1ent the policy 
direction provided by JP ACT and the Metro Council in developing a Final Cut List 
recommendation as shown in Exhibit D. The summary is organized by mode category. 

Bike/Trail 

•The top six technically ranked projects were nominated for inclusion in the final cut list 
base package. The fourth, fifth and sixth ranked projects had similar technical scores 
while there is a more pronounced break point bet\veen the sixth and seventh ranked 
project. 

•The Marine Drive trail gaps project was initially reduced in reco1nmended funding in 
the Base package by the amount that project was thought likely to receive through the 
state Transportation Enhancement (TE) funding program. Subsequent comn1unication 
with the TE staff indicates the project is not likely to receive funding through that 
program. TPAC recommended this funding be restored in the Option 1 add package. 

•The Trolley Trail project was reduced in recon1mended funding in the Base package by 
half to allow coordination with the area se\ver districts for the potential use of the trail 
right-of-way for a sewer trunk line. Slowing the rate of funding for this project would 
allow better construction coordination and the potential for shared construction costs. The 
Option 2 package would eliminate all funding consideration for this project in this 
funding cycle. 

• Right-of-way for the Po,verline Trail fro111 Scheupback Park to Burnt\vood Drive is 
included in the Option I package to help secure the undeveloped tvlt. \Vil Iiams property 
\vhere the project is located prior to the expiration of a purchase option o\vned by a 
consortium seeking to secure the property for park and trail use. 

•The projects included in the Base package \vill meet progress needed on air quality 
Transportation Control Measures of Smiles per bienniurn. Proposed prcijects \vould 
provide 6.79 miles of bicycle trail projects. Ho,vever, the location of the 2.3 n1iles of 
MAX multi-use path project is located in tl1e Gresham regional and Rock\vood to,vn 
centers and therefore is eligible to meet required pedestrian improvements .. >\s proposed 
funding for the Pedestrian improven1ents n1ay not n1eet air quality TCtvl requiren1ents 
(further definition is needed for the Forest Grove To\vn Center project) a portion of the 
MAX path project may be needed to meet the pedestri<1n projects need. Elin1ination of 
funding for the Trolley Tr<1il project for the base package recommendation of segments.+ 
a11d 5 \vou!d elin1inate 1.2 miles fron1 the bike in1proven1ents provided. 

Resolution 05·3529 



Exhibit C 

Response to Policy Guidance 

In addition to the teclmical score that reflects a quantitative measure of the policy 
guidance, the Metro staff recommendation within the bicycle modal category addresses 
the following policy guidance. 

Economic development in priority land use areas 
•Link to retention and/or attraction of traded-sector jobs 

• Address transportation barrier to development in 2040 priority land use areas 
None of the projects in the bicycle/trail category remove or reduce a congestion barrier 
that is preventing development in a 2040 priority land use area. However, all of the 
projects, other than the Springwater Trailhead project, would provide an alternative mode 
option to priority land use areas that have or are forecast to have congestion. 

•Support livability and attractiveness of the region. 
The development of a regional bike system and bike access to 2040 priority land use 
areas contribute to the economic vitality of the region by increasing bike trips that do not 
require more land intensive and costly auto parking spaces in those areas where efficient 
use of land is most critical. The provision of a well-designed network of bicycle facilities 
also contributes to the overall livability and attractiveness to both companies and work 
force to locate in the region. 

Emphasize modes that do not have other sources of revenue 
On-street bicycle projects, outside of vehicle capacity or reconstruction projects that are 
required to build bike facilities, only have the dedicated funding ofa state program that 
allocates approximately $2.5 nlillion per year to bicycle and pedestrian projects on state 
facilities. Off-street trails are one of several eligible project types that compete for 
statewide Transportation Enl1ance1nent grants of approxin1ately $4 n1illion per year. 
Additionally, one percent of state highway trust fund monies passed through to local 
jurisdictions must be spent on the construction or maintenance of bicycle or pedestrian 
facilities. 

Con1plete gaps in n1odal systerns 
The bicycle projects recommended for further consideration all complete gaps in the 
existing bicycle network. While the Spring\vater Trailhead project does not strictly 
complete a gap in the provision of a bike trail or lane, it does provide needed user 
facilities on the trail systen1 that do not exist today. 

Develop a n111lti-n1odal transportation S)'Sten1 
This is a 1nodal en1phasis category for the Transportation Priorities program. 

A1eet the average annual requiren1ents of the State air qua/it}' in1pien1e11tation plan 
The bicycle and trail projects recon1n1ended for further co11sideration \vould provide 8.65 
miles of a required 5 miles of ne\V bicycle facilities for the t\vo-year funding period. This 
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Exhibit C 

assumes the MAX multi-use path project in Gresham would be applied to meeting 
requirements for the provision of pedestrian facilities and is included in the calculation of 
that category. 

Boulevard 

• The top three technically ranked projects were nominated for further consideratio11 as 
there is a clear break point between the third and fourth ranked projects. 

• As the Rose Biggi project is adjacent to the TOD acquisition site in Beaverton that is 
also recommended for funding, only preliminary engineering is recommended in the base 
package to reserve availability of resources for other areas of the region. PE is the 
minimum effort necessary to sustain momentum on the extension of the road north to 
Hall Boulevard. 

•The Burnside Street project may receive a federal earmark that would complete PE 
funding for this project phase. 

• Recommended funding for the Killingsworth project is reduced by the amount the 
project is likely to receive through the state Transportation Enl1ancement fu11ding 
program. This recommendation may be revisited as the TE funding award process 
progresses. PE funding is recommended for the remaining segn1ent between N 
Commercial and NE MLK Boulevard. 

Response to Policy Guidance 

In addition to the technical score that reflects a quantitative 1neasure of the policy 
guidance, the Metro staff recomn1endation \vi thin the boulevard niodal category 
addresses the follo\ving policy guidance. 

Econo111ic developn1ent in priorit;: land use areas 
• Link to retention and/or attraction of traded-sector jobs 
The Boulevard projects recommended support the redevelopment of adjacent properties 
to higher-density nlixed-uses. Office and commercial space in these mixed-use areas n1ay 
serve traded-sector employment and locates that employment in the regions priority 
developn1ent areas that are \Veil served by existing urban infrastructure. 

• Address transportation barrier to development in 2040 priority land use areas 
None of the projects in the boulevard category remove or reduce a congestion barrier that 
is preventing development in a 2040 priority land use area. Ho\vever, all of the projects 
\\'Ould enhance the trip end experience for users of alternative n1odes to access priority 
land use areas that have or are forecast to have congestion. 

•Support livability and attractiveness of the region. 
The recomn1ended projects are a direct investment in priority 20-J.0 mixed land use areas 
and support further economic deYelopment in those areas by providing the facilities and 
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amenities necessary to support higher densities of development, a mix of land use types 
and higher percentage of trips by alternative modes and by enhancing land values in the 
vicinity of the project. 

Emphasize modes that do not have other sources of revenue 
While elements of Boulevard projects are eligible for different sources of transportation 
funding, they have no source of dedicated funding to strategically implement tl1ese types 
of improvements in priority 2040 land use areas. 

Complete gaps in modal systems 
The recommended projects add new or enhance existing pedestrian and some bike 
facilities to the regional network. The Rose Biggi project would construct a new collector 
level motor vehicle connection within a regional center to meet regional guidance on 
street connectivity. 

Develop a multi-modal transportation system 
This is a modal e1nphasis category for the Transportation Priorities program. 

Meet the average annual require1nents of the State air quality i1nple1nentation plan 
The Boulevard projects recon1n1ended for further consideration would only provide 
preliminary engineering funds and therefore not contribute to the required 5 miles of new 
bicycle facilities and 1.5 miles of pedestrian facilities for the two-year funding period. 

Large Bridge 

• The Sellwood Bridge type, size and location study and preliminary environmental work 
is proposed for funding in the base package in the amount of$1.5 million. 

•The recommendation for further consideration of this project is based on this project 
best meeting the policy direction for inclusion of projects in the non-en1pahsis categories. 
The project has the potential for regional flexible funds to seed local and state project 
development funds that could then leverage a large allocation from federal and state 
Bridge Replacement funds to reconstruct the Sellwood Bridge. ODOT Region One is 
proposing $1.5 million in STIP funding for this project with the County providing $2.1 
million of matching funds. These funds will be used to solicit $12.8 million additional 
funds, currently under recommendation by the state bridge committee to the Oregon 
Transportation Commission for PE and right-of-way costs. The total effort will be used to 
solicit additional HBRR and other federal funds in the future to complete construction of 
the project. 

• An additional $500.000 is recon11nended in the Option 2 package to solicit discussion 
on the need for additional Transpor1ation Priorities funding to secure the $12.8 million of 
HBRR Local Bridge funds. 
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Response to Policy Guidance 

In addition to the technical score that reflects a quantitative measure of the policy 
guidance, the Metro staff reconunendation within the large bridge modal category 
addresses the following policy guidance. 

Economic development in priority land use areas 
• Link to retention and/or attraction of traded-sector jobs 
The Sellwood Bridge project supports the redevelopment of the South Waterfront and 
Tacoma main street and the greater North Milwaukie industrial area. Industrial, office 
and commercial space in these mixed-use areas may serve traded-sector employment and 
locates that employment in the regions priority development areas that are well served by 
existing urban infrastructure. 

•Address transportation barrier to development in 2040 priority land use areas. 
Due to bridge cracking, the Sellwood Bridge is currently closed to all vehicles greater 
than 10,000 lbs gross vehicle weight. This represents a significant barrier to the 
attractiveness for any business development in the vicinity of the bridge that would rely 
on truck access. 

• Support livability and attractiveness of tl1e region. 
With one 4-foot sidewalk occluded by light and sign posts, narrow travel Janes and no 
bike lanes, the current bridge is a significant bani er to access to the net\vork of multi-use 
paths and bicycle lanes in the area. A new bridge provide greater connectivity between 
the east and west sides of the Willamette River. 

Emphasize modes that do 1iot have other sources of revenue 
Bridge projects receive dedicated sources of revenue from federal and state funding 
sources. Award of these funds is done on a competitive process and allocation of regional 
flexible funds would be intended to develop enough project detail to effectively compete 
for those sources of revenue. 

Con1plete gaps in modal systems 
Meets the narrowing policy objectives of and providing new pedestrian and bicycle 
facilities that do not exist and are not likely to be constructed withot1t programming of 
regional flexible funds. The project would also reopen the bridge to freight and transit 
traffic that is currently rerouted to the Ross Island Bridge approximately 2.5 miles to the 
north. 

Develop a niulti-modal transportation S}Stern 
This is not a modal en1phasis category for the Transportation Priorities prograrn. 
Ho\vever, a ne\v bridge would provide ne\v bicycle lanes, replace a single side 
substandard sidewalk, provide local freight access and serve t\VO regional bus routes that 
can no longer use the current bridge. 
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Meet the average annual requirements of the State air quality implementation plan 
As a replacement or reconstruction project, this project does not address this policy goal. 

Green Streets 

• The top technically ranked green street demonstration projects for street and culvert 
retrofits are recommended for the final cut list base package. While these were the only 
candidate applicants in these categories, both are strong projects and worthy of funding. 

• The Cully Boulevard project will provide improvements in a 2040 mixed-use main 
street located in a low-income and minority community and will provide technical data 
on water quantity/quality improvements associated with green street techniques. 

• The Beaver Creek Culverts project will support recovery of endangered species, 
removing barriers associated with transportation facilities and will leverage a large local 
match and state restoration grant (70o/o of total project cost). To balance the program, 
funding is recom1nended to be reduced by $470,000 to a regional share of$1,000,000. 
The reduction would need to be made up from other sources or by a reduction in \vork 
scope. 

Response to Policy Guidance 

In addition to the technical score that reflects a quantitative measure of the policy 
guidance, the Metro staff recorrunendation \vi thin the green street niodal category 
addresses the following policy guidance. 

Econornic <leve/opn1ent in priorit)' /anti use areas 
• Link to retention and/or attraction of traded-sector jobs 
The Cully Street project would support the redevelopment of adjacent properties to 
higher-density mixed-uses. Office and commercial space in these niixed-use areas may 
serve traded-sector en1ployment and locates that employment in the regions priority 
development areas that are well served by existing urban infrastructure. Additionally, 
green street design principals and the removal of fish barrier culverts are part of the 
region's management plan to address the listing of several native fish species under the 
federal endangered species act. Demonstrating programmatic implementation of the 
management plan is important to staying in compliance with the act and preventing 
lawsuits or federal actions that could hinder future ability to attract traded sector jobs to 
the region. 

• Address transportation barrier to developn1ent in 2040 priority land use areas 
Neither of the applications address a specific transportation congestion bani er to 
development in a 2040 priority land use area. Ho\vever, the Cully project \\'Ould pro\'ide 
on-street parking, side\valks and bicycle lanes that are lacking today and deter access and 
inYestment in the area. 

•Support liYability and attractiYeness of the region. 
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The Cully Street demonstration project supports the economic development of a mixed-
use main street. As a demonstration project for innovative stormwater n1anagement 
techniques in the public right-of-way, the project has the potential to promote a less 
costly, environmentally sensible means of managing stormwater runoff region wide. The 
Beaver Creek culverts retrofit project support economic develop1nent by supporting the 
provision of wildlife within an urban area, increasing its attractiveness to companies and 
work force to locate in the area. 

Emphasize modes that do not have other sources of revenue. 
There are no sources of dedicated revenue to support the demonstration of innovative 
stonnwater management techniques in the public right-of-way. There are state grants 
available through the Oregon Water Enhancement Board to restore stream habitat, 
including retrofit or replacements of culverts. However, these grants require local match 
funds and are competitive relative to the needs and range of project eligibility. 

Complete gaps in modal systems. 
As a demonstration project category, Green Streets projects do not directly address this 
policy. 

Develop a multi-modal transportation S)'Sten1 
This is a modal emphasis category for the Transportation Priorities program. 

Meet the average annual requirements of the State air quality implementation plan. 
As a de1nonstration project category, Green Streets projects do not directly address this 
policy. 

Freight 

•All or a portion of the top five technically ranked projects are recomn1cnded for further 
consideration by Metro staff in the freight category. There was a clear break point in the 
technical score between the fifth and sixth ranked projects. 

• The Base package proposes to split with the Port of Portland the increase in project 
costs discovered subsequent to application for and the proposed award of OTIA III funds 
to the N Leadbetter railroad over crossing project. Option 2 restores full funding of the 
cost increase to the project. 
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Response to Policy Guidance 

In addition to the teclmical score that reflects a quantitative measure of the policy 
guidance, the Metro staffreconunendation withi11 the freight modal category addresses 
the following policy guidance. 

Economic development in priority land use areas 
• Link to retention and/or attraction of traded-sector jobs 
The Lombard Slough over crossing project is the central freight connector through the 
region's largest regionally significant industrial area with 190 companies and 8,000 
industrial jobs. If the Lombard Slough over crossing is weight limited in the future, it 
would require an 11 mile out-of-direction travel bet\veen South Rivergate, where many 
traded-sector companies are located, and Terminal 6, the region's only i11ter-modal 
container tenninaL The Leadbetter extension project would provide grade-separated 
access over a rail spur from a large traded-sector employer (Columbia Sports\vear) and 
developing industrial land to the entrance of Terminal 6, extending the capacity of the 
existing warehouse facility and number of potential employees located there. 

•Address transportation barrier to development in 2040 priority land use areas 
Without the Lombard Slough bridge improvement, a 113 acre vacant parcel, one of25 
industrial sites of statewide significance identified by the Governor's Industrial lands 
Task Force and the potential for an additional 1,000 new jobs (scenario of recent Vestas 
proposal), would not be able to fully develop. The Leadbetter extension project would 
increase attractiveness to three developable parcels i11 the vicinity by creating an 
alternative to increasing number and length of delays caused by rail traffic blockage. The 
Tualatin-Sherwood ATMS project \Vould improve operating efficiencies of a congested 
major freight route connecting a large industrial area, including several hundred acres of 
vacant industrial land brought into the UGB in 2002 and 2004, with 1-5 and 99W. The 
Kinsman Road project \Vould create a ne\v extension from an existi11g regional freight 
road connector and provide new access for 175 acres of vacant industrial land in west 
Wilsonville that is awaiting development until local concurrency requirements for road 
capacity can be met. 

•Support livability and attractiveness of the region. 
By supporting the retention and expansion of traded-sector companies that can grow jobs 
independent of local economic conditions and supply high-\vage jobs, freight projects as 
a category support the livability and attractiveness of the region. 

The freight data collection infrastructure \\·ould provide data that \vould allo\V nlore 
accurate tracking and forecasting of truck movements to better understand freight 
transportation needs in the region. 

En1phasize 111odes that do not have other sources of revenue 
The five recommended freight projects are road capacity, reconstruction or operations 
projects. These projects are eligible for eligible to be funded through state trust fund and 
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pass through revenues. The OTIA III process has also dedicated $100 million of 
statewide funding to these types of projects. 

Complete gaps in modal systems 
The Lombard slough over-crossing project would prevent the closure of freight traffic on 
the regional freight system. The Kinsman Road and Leadbetter projects would provide 
ne\V connections to the motor vehicle system. 

Develop a multi-modal transportation system 
This is a modal emphasis category for the Transportation Priorities program. 

Meet the average annual requirements of the State air quality implementation plan 
As capacity, reconstruction or operational projects, this project category does not address 
this policy goal. 

Planning 

On-Going 
• MPO Required Planning is recommended for funding. This funding continues the 
practice of previous allocations (adjusted 3o/o aMually for inflation) to the Metro 
planning department for the provision of regional transportation planning services 
necessary to carry out MPO functions. Use of regional flexible funds for this purpose 
began as an alternative to collection of dues from local transportation agencies. 

• Regional Freight Planning is recommended for funding. Funding for regional freight 
planning services began in FFY s 2004 and 2005 as freight and economic development 
became prominent regional and political issues. This allocation \vould fund these services 
for 2006 through 2009. 

Corridor Planning 
• The Milwaukie light rail Supplemental EIS is recon1mended for funding at $2.0 of its 
$3.725 million cost from regional flexible funds. This effort is needed to nlake the project 
eligible to receive federal funds. 

•The Willamette Shoreline - High\vay 43 Transit alternatives analysis is proposed fro 
funding. Preliminary engineering phase is not recon1mended at this time but should a\vait 
further development of a strategy for corridor improvements through the AA process. 

•Three of the four Multi~Use n1aster plans (Lake Os\vego to Mil\vaukie, Tonquin Trail, 
and the Mt. Scott to Scouter's Loop trail) are reco1nrnended for funding. These trail 
projects span multiple local jurisdictions that need technical support to prepare trails to 
enter preliminary engineering and continue efforts provided at Metro to developing 
regional trail projects through implementation of the Greenspaces bond measure. The 
Sullivan's Gulch trail is not recommended for funding as it \Vas not indicated as a local 
priority to the city of Portland and to the degree of cooperation and effort that \vill be 
needed to con1plete master planning \VOrk for this project. 
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• The Next Priority Corridor analysis is recom1nended for funding. This work would 
address the fourth corridor from regional flexible funds of the 18 corridor plans the state 
Department of Land Conservation and Development requires the region to con1plete as 
part of the adoption of the Regional Transportation Plan. JP ACT has requested ODOT 
also contribute to the completion of a second corridor study in this time frame 
conditioned on regional funding of one corridor study. 

Planning Enhancements 

• The Bicycle Interactive Map and Model Update is recommended for funding in the 
Option 2 package. 

Response to Policy Guidance 

In addition to the technical score that reflects a quantitative measure of the policy 
guidance, the Metro staff recon1mendation within the plaru1ing category addresses the 
following policy guidance. 

Econornic deve/opn1ent in priority land use areas 
• Link to retention and/or attraction of traded-sector jobs 
None of the candidate planning activities claimed a direct link to the retention or 
attraction of a specific traded-sector business to the region. However, planning activities 
are necessary to ensure federal funding eligibility and adequate transportation services to 
the region, both essential to retaining and attracting traded-sector businesses to the region 
in general. 

• Address transportation barrier to development in 2040 priority land use areas 
The 2000 RTP allows develop1nent in the region's priority 2040 mixed-use areas even 
when motor vehicle congestion is forecast in the peak hour as long as certain conditions 
exist, on of which is the availability of frequent transit service. The Milwaukie LRT 
Supplemental EIS and the Willamette Shoreline AA are steps in providing reliable 
frequent transit service to the Central City and Milwaukie and Lake Oswego town 
centers, key pieces of investment to ensuring the allowance of future development to 
proceed in those areas. Other planning activities proposed for funding support econon1ic 
development by ensuring the 2040 priority land use areas are adequately served by 
transportation services and that requirements are met to allo\v state and federal funding to 
be allocated to projects serving those areas. 

• Support livability and attractiYeness of the region. 
Transportation planning activities support the livability and attractiveness of the region 
by ensuring the transportation systen1 adequately serves the comprehensive land use 
plans of the region and local communities. 
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Emphasize modes that do not have other sources of revenue 
General planning transportation activities, but not specific corridor planning activities, 
are supported through limited federal planning revenues, though not enough to cover 
planning services provided to the region. 

Complete gaps in modal systems 
Planning activities identify and direct funding to projects tl1at co1nplete gaps in modal 
systems. 

Develop a ntulti-modal transportation system 
Planning activities identify and direct funding to projects that develop multi-modal 
systems. This is an emphasis category for the Transportation Priorities progran1. 

Meet the average annual requirements of the State air quality implementation plan 
While used to develop, coordinate and report on the implementation of the annual 
requirements, planning does not construct new facilities to meet State air quality plan 
requirements. 

Pedestrian 

• The top t\vo technically ranked projects are recommended for funding on the final cut 
list base package as there is a clear break in the technical scoring betwee11 the second and 
third ranked projects and no clear break between the third and fifth ranked projects. 

• $900,000 is recomn1ended for the Rockwood Pedestrian to Iv1AX project is in the 
Option I package. 

• The Capitol Highway (PE) pedestrian project is recommended for funding in the Option 
1 package. 

• The ODOT Preservation Supplement request is a result of regional policy request to 
ODOT. The funding amount from regional flexible funds would provide cost sharing 
\vi th ODOT Region 1 from funding proposed in the draft STIP outside of their 
preservation program to provide pedestrian and potentially bicycle and transit 
improvements in conjunction with their preservation work. It appears at this time that 
ODOT will be able to provide pedestrian improvement treatments on the two urban 
preservation projects (Powell Boulevard: 50thto 1-205, and NW Yeon) with existing STIP 
revenues. A preliminary cost analysis of adding bicycle lanes on SE Po\vell between 71 51 

and 82n<l Avenues, consistent with the Portland TSP, \Vas cost prohibitive at between £5 
and $7 nlillion as a preservation supplement project. 

Response to Policy Guidance 

In addition to the technical score that reflects a quantitative n1easure of the policy 
guidance, the Metro staffreconunendation \Vithin the pedestrian n1odal category 
addresses the follo\ving policy guidance. 
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Economic development in priority land use areas 
• Link to retention and/or attraction of traded-sector jobs 
The Pedestrian projects reco1nrnended support the redevelopment of adjacent properties 
to higher-density mixed-uses. Office and commercial space in these mixed-use areas may 
serve traded-sector employment and locates that employment in the regions priority 
development areas that are well served by existing urban infrastructure. 

• Address transportation barrier to development in 2040 priority land use areas 
The 2000 RTP allows development in the region's priority 2040 mixed-use areas even 
when motor vehicle congestion is forecast in the peak hour as long as certain conditions 
exist, on of which is the availability of a well connected local street system to support 
walking trips within the mixed-use area. The Forest Grove and Milwaukie town center 
pedestrian projects are steps in providing pedestrian access on their well connected 
downtown street networks, key pieces of investment to ensuring the allowance of futt1re 
development to proceed in those areas. 

• Support livability and attractiveness of the region. 
the pedestrian projects recon1mended contribute to the economic vitality of the Forest 
Grove and Milwaukie mixed-use areas by providing access by users \Vho would not 
require more land intensive and costly auto parking spaces. 

Emphasize rnodes that do not have other sources of revenue 
Pedestrian projects outside of vehicle capacity or reconstruction projects that are required 
to build bike facilities only have dedicated funding limited to a state progran1 that 
allocates approximately $2.5 million per year or as one of several eligible project types 
that compete for statewide Transportation Enhancement grants of approximately $4 
million per year. Additionally, one percent of state highway trust fund monies passed 
through to local jurisdictions n1ust be spent on the construction or nlaintenance of bicycle 
or pedestrian facilities. 

Complete gaps in n1odal sy·stems 
The pedestrian projects recommended for further consideration all complete gaps, either 
\Vi th new facilities or upgrading substandard facilities, in the existing pedestrian net\vork. 

Develop a n1u/ti-modal transportation systen1 
This is a modal emphasis category for the Transportation Priorities progran1. 

]l,feet the average annual req11iren1e11ts of the St(lfe air qu(ffif)' in1plen1e11tation plan 
The pedestrian projects recon1mended for further consideration \vould provide .26 miles 
(+Forest Grove - still confirming length of project) of a required 1.5 111iles ofne\V 
pedestrian facilities \Yithin mixed-use areas for the t\VO-)'ear funding period. The MAX 
multi-use path project, evaluated in the Bike/Trail category could contribute a portion of 
its 2.32 n1iles of pedestrian improvement to meet air quality plan requirements for the 
provision of pedestrian facilities as it is located in the Gresham regional and Rock\\ood 
tO\Vll centers. 
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Road Capacity 

•The SW Greenberg Road project in the Washington Square regional center is 
recommended for funding as the top tier road capacity project with a clear break point in 
project score between it and the next tier of projects (#2 through #5). The$ I million 
request would complete project funding of local resources and prior regional award of PE 
funds for a total project cost of $5 million. 

• The Beaverton-Hillsdale/Scholls Ferry/Oleson Road intersection project is located in 
the Raliegh Hills town center. Funding is recommended for a portion of the PE costs in 
the Option 2 package. Funding would be conditioned on the completion of some planning 
work for the large portion of the town center area to be impacted by the right-of-way 
acquisition process. The county is seeking to use progress on PE work to solicit state and 
federal funds for right-of-way and construction. 

•Right-of-way acquisition costs of $2 nlillion is recommended for fttnding of the l 72nd 
A venue project in the Option 2 package. This would address the $1.0 million estimated 
right-of-way costs and a start on construction costs. This project is located in the newly 
expanding urban area on the east side of Happy Valley. The application will leverage $I 0 
million of County funds to complete construction of the project. The County has begun 
master plalll1ing of the area surrounding this project and anticipates designating much of 
it as Regionally Significant Industrial Area to serve as a job base for Happy Valley. This 
is also the only project proposed for funding in the recently expanded urban growth 
boundary area, which when master planning is con1pleted, is one of the priority lat1d use 
emphasis areas. This funding is recommended to be conditioned on completion of the 
Damascus master plan and for the project design to be consistent with implementation of 
the master plan. 

Response to Policy Guidance 

In addition to the technical score that reflects a quantitative measure of the policy 
guidance, the Metro staff recommendation within the road capacity modal category 
addresses the following policy guidance. 

Economic development in priority land use areas 
•Link to retention and/or attraction of traded-sector jobs 
The SE l 72nd A venue project \Viii provide the primary arterial access to the future Rock 
Creek industrial area. Forecasts of expected traded-sector jobs \viii be available upon 
completion of the Damascus concept plan. 

The B-H/Scholls project \vould support the redevelopment of adjacent properties to 
higher-density mixed-uses. Office and commercial space in these mixed-use areas may 
serve traded-sector employment and locates that employment in the regions priority 
development areas that are \Veil served by existing urban infrastructure. No specific link 
to the retention or attraction of traded-sector jobs \vas provided by the project applicant. 

Resolution 05-3529 I J 214 05 



Exhibit C 

• Address transportation barrier to development in 2040 priority land use areas 
Upon completion of the Damascus concept plan, the SE I 72nd A venue project will 
address the primary urban infrastructure need to development of the future Rock Creek 
industrial area. The Beaverton-Hillsdale/Schol ls Ferry/Oleson intersection project, if tied 
to the development of a Raleigh Hills town center planning effort, is of a scale and 
impact to provide significant redevelopment opportunities in that area. The Wood Village 
Boulevard project would provide new access and development opportunity in the Wood 
Village town center. 

•Support livability and attractiveness of the region. 

Emphasize modes that do not have other sources of revenue 
Road capacity projects are supported through pass through state trust fund revenues to 
local jurisdictions, system development charges and some local taxes or improvement 
districts. However, some jurisdictions have maintenance needs that are larger than state 
pass-through revenues and which generally take priority over capacity projects. 

Complete gaps in nzodal systems 
Other than the Wood Village Boulevard project, \vhich \vould complete a gap in the 
motor vehicle street systen1 between Halsey and Arata Road, these projects expand 
existing motor vehicle connections. New connections to con1plete gaps in the pedestrian 
and bicycle system would be provided with these projects, however. 

Develop a multi-1nodal transportation S)'Slem 
This is not a modal emphasis category for the Transportation Priorities program. 
However, all of these projects \Vould provide ne\V or upgrade substandard pedestrian and 
bicycle facilities on these roads (current Greenburg Road has existing sidewalks but no 
bike lanes). 

Meet the average annual require111ents of the S'tate air qualit)' in1plen1entation jJlan 
These projects do not address this policy goal. 

Road Reconstruction 

•The Cleveland Street project is recommended for funding at $1 million in the Option 2 
package. If funded, it would be necessary to work \vi th the City of Gresham to define a 
phase of the project that could be completed \Vi th this an1ount or additional sources 
secured. This project demonstrated strong connections to the developn1enl of the 
Gresham regional center and adds side\valk, bicycle and transit ele1nents that are 
currently missing fro1n the existing facility. It also strongly incorporates green street 
elements, providing another demonstration project for the region. 

Response to Policy Guidance 
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In addition to the technical score that reflects a quantitative measure of the policy 
guidance, the Metro staff recommendation within the road reconstructio11 modal category 
addresses the following policy guidance. 

Economic development in priority land use areas 
• Link to retention and/or attraction of traded-sector jobs 
The Cleveland Street project would support the redevelopment of adjacent properties in 
the regional center to higher-density mixed-uses. Office and commercial space in these 
1nixed-use areas may serve traded-sector employment and locates that employment in tl1e 
regions priority development areas that are well served by existing urban infrastructure. 

• Address transportation barrier to development in 2040 priority land llse areas 

• Support livability and attractiveness of the region. 

Emphasize modes that do not have other sources of revenue 
Road reconstruction projects are supported through pass through state trust fund revenues 
to Jocal jurisdictions, system development charges and some local taxes or improven1ent 
districts. However, some jurisdictions have maintenance needs that are larger than state 
pass-tlrrough revenues and which generally take priority over reconstn1ction projects. 

Co1nplete gaps in 1nodal systents 
The recommended project does not complete gaps in the existing motor vehicle system 
but provides new pedestrian and bicycle facilities, completing gaps in those modal 
systems. 

Develop a n1ulti-modal transportation systen1 
This is not a modal emphasis category for the Transportation Priorities program. 
llov.1ever, the project would provide new or upgrade substandard pedestrian and bicycle 
facilities. 

Alee! the average annual require1nents of the State air quality imple1nentation plan 
These projects do not address this policy goal. 

Regional Travel Options 

• The Regional Travel Options program is recommended for further consideration at the 
level of funding needed to implement the programs strategic plan, \vi th the exceptio11 of 
pr0\1iding vanpool capital assistance, in the base funding package. 

• $500,000 is recommended to be elimi11ated from the RTO Program in the Option 2 
package. No specific guidance on \Vhich portion of the program to elin1inate \Vas 
provided. 

Response to Policy Guidance 
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In addition to the technical score that reflects a quantitative measure of the policy 
guidance, the Metro staff recommendation within the regional travel options category 
addresses the following policy guidance. 

Economic development in priority land use areas 
• Link to retention and/or attraction of traded-sector jobs 

• Address transportation barrier to development in 2040 priority land use areas 
The RTO program is regional in scope and therefore markets and provides travel option 
services, reducing congestion region \vide. 

• Support livability and attractiveness of the region. 

Emphasize modes that do not have other sources of revenue 
These programs are not supported by other sources of dedicated transpo11ation revenues 
although they do leverage funding from private Transportation Management Associations 
and other grants. 

Complete gaps in n1otlal systems 
The RTO program does not construct projects and therefore does not address this policy 
goal. 

Develop a multi-mo(fal transportation sy·sten1 
This is a policy emphasis category for the Transportation Priorities program. RTO 
projects contribute to the development of a multi-modal system by educating and 
providing incentives to reduce trips or use existing pedestrian, bicycle and pt1blic transit 
facilities. 

Meet the average annual requiren1ents of the S'late air q11ali(V in1ple111e11tation plan 
While the RTO progra1ns promote use of the facilities provided by the requirements, it 
does not specifically address this policy goal. 

Transit Oriented Development (TOD) 

• The TOD rail station area and urban centers programs are recommended for funding 
equal to the previous allocation. 

• 'fhe Beaverton TOD site acquisition project is also recommended for funding at $2 
million, equal to the previous allocation to the Greshan1 Civic station site in the previous 
allocation. This would be a $1 million cut fro1n the requested amount. It is recommended 
that the City of Beaverton investigate use of other sources to match the large regional 
contribution to the project. $500,000 of this cut \vould be restored in the Option I 
package. 

•The Gate\vay TOD site \Yould be fundeJ for $500.000 in the Option 1 packagl.'.. 
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• The urban centers program is recommended for an additional $500,000 in the Option 2 
package but the same $500,000 is recommended to be eliminated from the TOD 
category, with no specific recommendation on what project or program to reduce, in the 
Option 2 package. 

Response to Policy Guidance 

In addition to the technical score that reflects a quantitative measure of the policy 
guidance, the Metro staff recommendation within the transit oriented development 
category addresses the following policy guidance. 

Economic development in priority land use areas 
• Link to retention and/or attraction of traded-sector jobs 

• Address transportation barrier to development in 2040 priority land use areas 
The TOD program and recommended projects address market development barriers to 
development in 2040 priority mixed-use land use areas. 

•Support livability and attractiveness of the region. 
The TOD program and recommended projects support implementation of regional and 
local comprehensive plans by supporting mixed-use development at densities and with 
amenities beyond what the current market \Viii bear in emerging mixed-use areas. 

Emphasize modes that do not have other sources of revenue 
While urban renewal and other programs facilitate new development, transit oriented 
development projects are specifically designed to increase the efficiency of the regions 
investment in the transit system and is not supported by other sources funding. 

Complete gaps in 1nodal systems 
The TOD program and projects do not address this policy goal. 

Develop a n1u/ti-modal transportation systeni 
This is a modal policy emphasis category for the Transportation Priorities program. TOD 
projects contribute to the development of a multi-modal system by increasing the density 
and design of development in areas well served by existing pedestrian, bicycle and public 
transit facilities. This increases the use of those facilities and makes them more cost-
effecti\'e. 

A1eet tl1e average annual requiren1ents of the State air quality i1nplen1entation plan 
\Vhile the TOD programs promote use of the facilities provided by the requiren1ents. it 
does not specifically address this policy goal. 

Resolution 05-3529 17 



Exhibit C 

Transit 

• The existing commitments (by Metro Resolution) to rail transit projects in the region 
are recommended for funding. 

• The Frequent Bus program is recommended for funding at a rate equal to the previous 
allocation amount. 

• The Eastside Streetcar is recommended for funding in the Option I package. 

•The South Metro Amtrak station is recommended for funding at $1.15 million in the 
Option 1 package and for $1 million in the Option 2 package. 

Response to Policy Guidance 

In addition to the technical score that reflects a quantitative measure of the policy 
guidance, the Metro staff recommendation within the transit modal category addresses 
the following policy guidance. 

Economic development in priori!)' land use areas 
• Link to retention and/or attraction of traded-sector jobs 
Office and commercial space in the mixed-use areas served by these transit projects inay 
serve traded-sector employment and locates that employment in the regions priority 
development areas that are \veil served by existing urban infrastructure. 

• Address transportation barrier to development in 2040 priority land use areas 
The 2000 RTP allows development in the region's priority 2040 mixed-use areas even 
when motor vehicle congestion is forecast in the peak hour as long as certain conditions 
exist, on of\vhich is the availability of frequent transit service. The existing rail 
commitments and the Frequent Bus capital improven1ent progran1 are steps in providing 
reliable frequent transit service to n1ixed-use and industrial areas region-wide, key pieces 
of investment to ensuring the allowance of future development to proceed in those areas. 

• Support livability and attractiveness of the region. 
The development of a comprehensive regional transit system with frequent and reliable 
access to 2040 priority land use areas contribute to the economic vitality of the region by 
increasing trips that do not require more land intensive and costly auto parking spaces in 
those areas where efficient use of land is most critical. The pro·vision of a well-designed 
net\vork of transit facilities also contributes to the oYerall livability and attractiveness to 
both companies and \Vork force to locate in the region. 

E1nphasize 1nodes that llo not ha1·e other sources of revenue 
The existing rail commitments and the Eastside Streetcar fund applications are used lo 
le\'erage large federal grants to construct those projects. C:urrently, TriI"vlet general fund 
revenues are conm1itted to transit serYice as a n1eans of not having to cut bus service 
hours and to start ne\v light rail service during the on-going recession. \\.'hile this \Vas a 
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resource allocation choice, on-street capital improvements for the Frequent Bus progran1 
now come solely from the Transportation Priorities program. The south Amtrak station 
improvements are not eligible for any other source of transportation revenues. 

Complete gaps in modal systems 
The rail commitments and Eastside Streetcar projects extend high frequency service to 
new areas consistent with the RTP and local Transportation System Plans, however, they 
do not strictly fill in gaps within the existing rail network. Frequent Bus improvements 
will allow new frequent bus service co1U1ecting gaps in the existing system. 

Develop a multi-modal transportation system 
This is a modal policy emphasis category for the Transportation Priorities program. 
Transit projects contribute to the development of a multi~modal system by providing 
higher efficiency transit service in the corridors served by those projects. 

Meet the average annual requirements of the State air quality i1nplementation plan 
While the rail con1rnitment and Frequent Bus program do not result directly in the 
provision of additional service hours as required by the air quality in1plementation plan, 
they do contribute to service efficiencies that can then be reallocated to providing 
additional transit service. 
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Transportation Priorities 2006-09: 
Investing in the 2040 Growth Concept 

Conditions of Program Approval 

Bikeffrail 

All projects will meet Metro signage and public notification requirements. 

(Bk2052) The MAX multi-use path project funding is conditioned on the demonstration 
of targeted public outreach activities in the project design phase and construction 
mitigation phase to the significant concentration of Hispanic and lo\v-income populations 
in the vicinity of the project. 

(Bk3072) The Powerline Trail (Schuepback Park to Bumtwood Drive) funding is 
co11ditioned on the execution of the purchase option of the Mt. Willian1s property for use 
of right-of-way for the project. If the purchase option is not executed, Metro n1ay rescind 
the funds for future reallocation. 

Boulevard 

All projects will meet Metro signage and public notification requirements. 

All projects will meet street design guidelines as defined in the C'rcating LivaiJle Streets 
guide book (Metro; 2nd edition; June 2002). 

projects will incorporate stonn\vater design solutions (in addition to street trees) 
consistent \vith Section 5.3 of the Green Streets guide book and plant street trees 
consistent with the planting dimensions (p 56) and species (p 17) of the Trees for Green 
S1reets guide book (Metro: 2002). 

(Bd3020) The Rose Biggi project funding is conditioned on the demonstration of targeted 
public outreach activities in the project design phase and construction mitigation phase to 
the significant concentration of Hispanic and low-incon1e populations in the vicinity of 
the project. 

(Bdl 05 l) The E Burnside project funding is conditioned on the demonstration of targeted 
public outreach activities in the project design phase and construction mitigation phase to 
the significant concentration oflo\v-income population in the Yicinity of the project. 

(Bdl260) The Killings\vorth project funding is conditioned on the Je1nonstrat1on of 
targeted public outreach activities in the project design phase and construction mitigation 
phase to the significant concentration of Black and ]o\v-incon1e populations in the 
vicinity of the project. 

Exl1ibil E to Staff Report on tv1etro Resolution 05·3529 
Conditions of Appro\"a] 
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Large Bridge 

(RRl 012) Funding of the Sell wood Bridge project is contingent on the programming $1.5 
million of STIP funding and Multnomah County prioritizing the Sellwood Bridge as the 
first priority large bridge project for receipt of HBRR funds after completion of the 
Sauvie Island bridge in 2007. 

Freight 

(Fr4063): Funding of the N Lombard project is contingent on the demonstration of a 
financial strategy that does not rely on large ( > $2 m) future contributions from the 
Transportation Priorities process. 

(Fr4087): Funding for the Ledbetter over crossing project is contingent on the 
programming of $6 million in ODOT OTIA III funding and $2 million of local match by 
the Port of Portland to the project. 

The N Lombard and N Ledbetter over crossing project funding is conditioned on the 
demonstration of targeted public outreach activities in the project design phase and 
construction mitigation phase to the significant concentration of Black population in the 
vicinity of the project. 

Green Streets 

All projects will meet Metro signage and public notification requirements. 

All projects will nleet street design guidelines as defined in the Creating Livable Streets 
and Green S'treets guidebooks (Metro; June 2002). 

(GS1224): The Cully Boulevard project funding is conditioned on the demonstration of 
targeted public outreach activities in the project design phase and construction mitigation 
phase to the significant concentration of Black, Hispanic and lo\v-incon1e populations in 
the vicinity of the project. It is also conditioned on provision of results of the water 
quantity and quality testing as described in the project app1ication. 

Planning 

(Pl0002): ·rhe R"J'P ('orridor Plan- Next Priority Corridor is conditioned on a project 
budget and scope being defined in the appropriate Unified Work Program. 

Pedestrian 

All projects v.'ill meet Nletro signage and public notification requirements. 

Exhibit E to Staff Report on l\letro Resolution 05-3529 
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All projects will meet street design guidelines as defined in the Creating Livable Streets 
guidebook (Metro; 2nd edition; June 2002). 

Road Capacity 

All projects will meet Metro signage and public notification requirements. 

All projects will meet street design guidelines as defined in the Creating Livable Streets 
guidebook (Metro; 2nd edition; June 2002). 

(RC7001) The 172nd Avenue project funding is conditioned on a project design that 
implements the transportation guidelines and recommendations of an adopted Damascus 
concept plan. Based on the results of the plan, the County may request a different atierial 
improvement location or scope. 

(RC 1184) The Beaverton-Hillsdale/Scholls Ferry/Oleson Road intersection PE funding 
is conditioned on the provision of a redevelopment plan being completed for the area 
encompassed by the project construction i1npacts in conjunction with PE activities. A 
general scope for such redevelopment plan will be further defined prior to the March 17th 
JP ACT meeting. De1nonstration of a financial strategy (not a commitment) for funding of 
right-of-way and construction that does not rely on large future allocations from regional 
flexible funds is also required prior to programming of awarded funds. 

Road Reconstruction 

All projects will meet Metro signage and public notification requirements. 

All projects will meet street design guidelines as defined in the Creating Livable Streets 
guidebook (Metro; 2nd edition; June 2002). 

(RR2035) Clevela11d A venue is conditioned on the provision of green street elements as 
described in the project application. 

Regional Travel Options 

Transit Oriented Development (TOD) 

All projects \VIII meet Metro signage and public notification requirements. 

(TD8005): Upon con1pletion of a full funding grant agree1nent, station areas of the I-205 
MAX and Washington County cominuter rail are eligible for TOD progran1 project 
support. 

Transit 
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Capital projects will meet Metro signage and public notification requirements. 

Allocations to Interstate MAX, South Corridor planning and priority project 
development, Washington County commuter rail, and North Macadam development per 
Metro Resolution Nos. 99-2442, 99-2804A and 03-3290 will be limited to actual interest 
and finance costs accrued and not those forecasted for cost estimating purposes as 
defined within the resolutions. Residual revenues will be reallocated through a 
subsequent MTIP update or amendment. 

(TRI I 06) The Eastside Streetcar project funding is conditioned on the demonstration of 
targeted public outreach activities in the project design phase and construction mitigation 
phase to the significant concentration of low-income population in the vicinity of the 
project. It is also conditioned on the securing of other funding to complete the 
preliminary design and engineering costs of the project. 

Exhibii E to Staff Report on Metro Resolution 05·3529 
Conditions of Approval 
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STAFF REPORT 

IN CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 05-3529, FOR THE PURPOSE OF 
ALLOOCATING $62.2 MILLION OF TRANSPORTATION PRIORITIES FUNDING FOR 
THE FEDERAL FISCAL YEARS 2008 AND 2009 PENDING AIR QUALITY CONFORMITY 
DETERMINATION. 

Date: January 7, 2004 Prepared by: Ted Leybold 

BACKGROUND 

The Transportation Priorities 2006-09; Investing in the 2040 Growth Concept program allocates 
transportation funding to Metro area transportation agencies from two federal want programs; the Surface 
Transportation and Congestion Mitigation/Air Quality programs. The Metro region is forecast to receive 
$60.5 million from these sources in the federal fiscal years of 2008 and 2009. Previous allocations have 
identified projects and programs to receive funds during the fiscal years of 2006 and 2007. 

Prior to the application process, an outreach process identified a general policy direction for the allocation 
of these funds. The primary objective of the program as adopted by the Metro Council is to leverage 
economic development through investments that support Region 2040 centers, industrial areas and urban 
gro\vth boundary expansion areas that have completed concept plans. Other policy objectives include 
emphasizing modes that do not have other sources of dedicated revenue, completing gaps in 1nodal 
systems and developing a multi-modal transportation system. 

Metro expects to distribute approxin1ately $62.2 million 1n regional flexible funds during the 
Transportation Priorities process. Table I demonstrates the new funds forecast to be avail;iblc for projects 
and programs. 

T bl I N R a e ew cg1ona I f"I bl F d A I bl c P · ex1 e un s va1 a e °' ro1...rram1n1ng 
2006 2007 2008 2009 

STP $16,811,716 $16,860,254 
CMA11 $13,540, I 23 $13,579,087 
Interstate Transfer $1,728,000 
Total $30,351,849 $30,439,341 

More than 70 project and program applications \Vere received requesting more than $140 million. A 
technical ranking of projects \Vas completed for the project applications \Vithin t\velve modal categories. 
This technical analysis, along \\·ith qualitallYe considerations \Vas used to 1nfOrn1 a decision process to 
select a first cut of project and program applications for public comment. Public comments \Vere received 
for all applications and the first cut hst bet\veen October 15th and December I 6' 11 2004. 

Further policy direction \vas provided by the }.fetro Council and JP ACT to direct staff on hO\V to narro\v 
the First Cut List to a draft staffrecon1mended Final Cut List. The direction included honoring past 
commitments for these funds and continuing funding of i\·letro planning. The direction also included 
funding projects in all 2040 mixed-use and 1ndustnal land areas and emphas1z1ng non-road or bndgr 
projects in mixed-use areas to max1n11ze develop111ent and n1ult1-n1oda! objcct1\'es. Finally. all projects 



and programs were to be screened based on their relationship to the implementation of mixed-use and/or 
industrial area plans and development using the 2040 technical score and qualitative issues identified In 
project applications or through public comments. 

The staff recommended Final Cut List and an explanation of the recommendation 1s attached as Exhibit 
C. The draft conditions of program approval, directing applicants on tasks to be completed as a condition 
of receiving funds, is attached as Exhibit E. 

Attached are the following updated Transportation Priorities 2006-2009 documents: 

Exhibit A: Summary of program policy goals and objectives and policy direction from Metro Council and 
JP ACT to technical staff on how to narrow the First Cut List to a I 00% Cut List. 

Exhibit B: Technical evaluation and qualitative factors summary 

Exhibit C: Executive summary of the public comment report. The complete public comment report may 
be down loaded_form the Metro \vebsite (www.metro-region.org), or \vill be mailed on request (call 
FranCine Floyd lit 503-797-1839) and will be available at the JP ACT meeting. 

Exhibit D: Metro staff recommended Final Cut List of projects and programs provided for review and 
public comment at the January 28, 2004 TPAC meeting, February 17, 2004 public hearing, ~larch 17, 
2004 JP ACT meeting and March 24, 2004 Metro Council meeting. 

Exhibit E: Explanation of Metro Staff Project/Program Recommendations 

Exhibit F: Draft recommendation outlining the conditions to be met to allow obligation of Transportation 
Priorities funds for each project or program recommended for funding. 

ANALYSIS/INFORMATION 

I. Kno\\'ll Opposition None knov.'n at this tin1e. 

2. Legal Antecedents This resolution allocates transportation funds in accordance \Vith the 1£-deral 
transportation authorizing legislation (currently known as the 'J'ransportation Equity i\Ct i'or the 2 l ' 1 

Century or TEA-21 ). The allocation process is intended to i1nple1nent the Transportation Priorities 
2006-09 program policies as defined by Metro Resolution No. 05-3529. 

3. Anticipated Effects Adoption of this resolution \vould instigate an air quality confom1ity analysis of 
the effects of implementing these projects and programs for compliance with the State 
Implementation Plan for air quality. 

4. Budget Impacts Adoption of the resolution \vould begin stRffanalysis Dfthe air quality impacts of 
1mplen1enting the list of projects and programs as provided for 111 the Unified \York Program. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION 

Approve the resolution as recommended. 
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DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

E M 0 R A N D u M 

600 NORTHEAST GRANO AVENUE PORTLAND, OREGON 97232 2736 

TEL 503 797 1700 FAX 503 797 1794 

METRO 

February 7, 2005 

Joint Policy Advisory Conunittee on Transportation and Interested Parties 

Ted Leybold: Principal Transportatio11 Planner 

TPAC Reconunendation and Public Hearing on Transportation Priorities 2006-
09 Final Cut List 

* ***** 
This memorandum and attachments supplen1ents the 1naterials you received in your JP ACT 
n1ai!ing packet regarding the TPAC recomn1endation on the Transportation Priorities Final Cut 
List. 

Following the polic:y direction provided by tl1e Council and the Joint Policy Advisory 
Committee on Transportation (JP ACT), tvletro staff released a draft recommendation to 
TP.l\.C on the av..'ard of transportation funLis. The reconunendation \Vas str11ctured into a 
"base package" of projects that most clearly reflects the policy direction provideLi, 
representing ai.-)proximately 85Sb of the fu11ds available. A series of pote11tial add 
packages to allocate the remaining 15Sb of fu11ds were recomn1ended for furtl1er 
consideratio11 from a "next tier" of candiLlate projects that also 1neet policy directio11 but 
not as clearly as the projects in the base package. 

The Transportation Policy Alternatives Conunittee (TPAC) acted on the Metro Staff 
recommendatio11 FriLiay, February' 4th anLi recorrunenLied tv;o options for furtl1er 
co11sideratiort. JP ACT \Vil! be l)riefed on the TPAC recommendation February 10th and 
there will be a joint l'vletro Co11ncil/JPACT public hearing February 17th at 5:00 pm in 
the Council Cl1amber. 

Attach1ne11t 1-Table 1 su11unarizes the l\Ieh·o staff recon1menLiaho11 of canLliLiate 
projects to incluLie in a base package a11d a next tier of projects to co11sidereLi for 
inclusion in potential add packages to the base program. The adLi packages \\'ould 
allocate the remaining 15Sb of a\·ailable funt..is ant..i represent remaii1ing policy cl1oice:; 
for decision n1akers \Vl1ere the applicatio11 of existll1g policy' Liirectio11 by tech11ical staff 
is not already clear. 



TPAC recommended two options for public comment, and JP ACT and Metro Cou11cil 
consideration. Those options are summarized in Attachment 1- Table 2 and listeLi in 
total in Attachment 1 - Tables 3 and 4. 

The JP ACT mailing contained an error that has been corrected in these attach1nents. 
TPAC reconunended option B included right-of-tvay funding for the Pot-verli11e Trail 
(north) project. Total cost for Option B is also corrected. 

A summary of all TPAC actions is also attached for your information. 

Candidate project descriptions and a summary of the TPAC recommendation is 
available by contacting Metro at 503-797-1839 or on the Metro website at: 
http:/ /www.metro-region.org/ 
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Summary of TPAC Actions 
February 4th, 2005 

Transportation Priorities 2006-09 
Final Cut Recommendation 

Metro staff introduced its recon1mendation for the Transportation Priorities 2006-09 Final 
Cut list of projects and programs to be funded. The reco1nmendation included a base 
package of projects that best n1et the program policy guidance provided by JP ACT and 
the Metro Council, a list of"next tier" ofteclmically ranked projects that addressed the 
policy objectives but not as definitively as the base package, and a list of four potential 
add packages of projects fro1n the next tier list that represented different policy choices of 
how to allocate the remaining funds after fu11ding the base package. The base package 
and next tier project list is included in this mailing as Attachement 1 - Table I. 

The add packages presented included an option that allocated funds to a group of projects 
that focused on alternative modes, two options that focused on roads and a package that 
included projects across all of the modes. 

TPAC members were then asked to discuss their preferences on projects, potential add 
packages and how they wished to proceed \Vith the process of developing a 
recon1n1endation to JP ACT. After discussion of n1ember perspectives on these issues, 
which i11cluded the 1nerits of several additional add packages, there \Vas a general 
consensus to nlove and vote on presenting JP ACT \Vith t\VO add packages to the Metro 
staffrecon1mended base package, if the con1n1ittee could vote to define and support t\VO 
packages. One package \Vould be oriented towards alternative modes, the other to\vards 
compromise proposals subn1itted by Washington County and Clackamas County and 
Cities of Clacka1nas County. 

A motio11was1nade to take up as one add-package option an alten1ative n1ode oriented 
package as introduced by Chris Smith. Mr. S1nith accepted friendly amendme11ts to add 
the Capitol High\vay pedestrian (PE) project, eliminate partial funding of PE on the 
Willamette Shoreline transit improvement, and to reflect the actual funding necessary for 
co1npletion of the Marine Drive bike lanes and trail gaps project. After discussion, this 
add package \Vas approved by the co111n1ittee \vi th t\VO no votes by the Clackamas and 
Washington County representatives. This option is sunm1arized in Attach1nent 1 - Table 
2 and listed in \Vho!e in Attachment 1 - Table 3. 

A n1otion \Vas then niade to consider as a second add-package an option of projects 
subn1itted to the conunittee by the representatives of the Clackamas County and Cities of 
Clackamas County. This add package as proposed also included cuts in fundi11g to 3 
projects/progran1s in the 1v1etro staffreco1nn1ended base package. i\ nlotion \Vas niade to 
a1nend this option by reducing the proposed funding to the Southeast l 72 11

d Avenue 
project fron1 $3 niillion to 52 1nillion and adding $900,000 to fully fund the No11h 
Ledbetter extension project. The proposed arnendn1ent passed on a vote of 8 to 6 \\·ith 
Clackan1as County, citizen Jan1es Castaneda, citizen Greg Diloreto, \\'ashington County, 
1v1ultnon1ah County and Cities ofClackan1as ('ounty representative Yoting no on the 



amendment. A vote was then taken to approve the Option 2 package as amended. The 
vote passed 13 to 1 with Clackamas County voting no. 

A motion was then made to consider as a third add-package the Metro staff recomn1ended 
"Road 2" option. This motion was defeated b)' a vote of 11 to 3 with the ODO"f, Cities of 
Washington County and Multnomah County representatives voting yes. 

A motion was then made to consider another add-package consisting of$900,000 to N 
Ledbetter extension, $685,000 to Marine Drive bike lanes and trail gaps, $1.14 1nillion 
for rig11t-of-way for the Rose Biggi extension, a11 additional $1.25 million to the 
Sellwood Bridge, and $1.25 million to Southeast 172nd Avenue. This inotion \Vas 
defeated 11 to 3 with ODOT, the Port of Portland, Cities of Washington County and 
Multnomah County representatives voti11g yes. 

Finally, a motion to approve the recomn1endation of the two optio11s as \Vhole package 
for JP ACT consideration was n1ade. This motion passed by a vote of 13 to 1 with 
Clackan1as County representatives voting no. 



Attachment I -Table 2 

TPAC Recommended Options 
Base Packaae with the followina chanaes: 
Project Agency Option A Option B 

($ millions) ($ millions) 
Add to Base Packaae 
Marine Drive Bike Lanes and Portland $.685 
Trail Gaps 
Powerline Trail North (ROW) THPRD $.600 $.600 
Rockwood Pedestrian to MAX Gresham $.900 
Site acquisition: Beaverton Beaverton $.650 
reQfonat center TOD 
Southwest Capitol Highway Portland $.538 
Pedestrian lPE) 
Gateway Transit Center TOD Portland $.500 
Eastside Streetcar Portland $1.000 
South Metro Amtrak Station: Oregon City $1.150 $1.000 
Phase II 
Bike Model and Interactive Metro $.201 
Mao 
TOD Urban Center Proaram Metro $.500 
Sellwood Bridae Multnomah Co. $.500 
Southwest B-H/Scholls/Oleson Washington Co. $1.000 
intersection (PE) 

North Ledbetter extension Port of Portland $.900 
Southeast 172nd Avenue Clackamas Co. $2.000 
Cleveland Avenue Gresham $1.000 
Subtotal $6.023 $7.701 
Remove from Base Packaae 
Trollev Trail ($ 742) 
TOD Cateaorv ($ 500) 
RTO Cateaorv ($.500) 
Subtotal 1$1.7421 
Total Addition to Base $6.023 $5.959 
Total Cost with Base $62.931 $62.867 
Over oroarammed $.703 $.639 
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Attachment 1- Table 3 TPAC Recommendation 
Option A 
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" '"""" Ro,•wooOPo<looWX 1ae1hAwnue>M 
B"'"'~' 

$1 402 

so 4J6 

sa 101 

SD 500 

Sub101alo $6.UO Subto1alo U 310 SoblOI" IS 7'0 

>..-----------•~~'•'"'•"•'•'~""'"~"c·~•c•c••'""l---------~~·••c'•'•'"~"·~-•c•c••c'~'•'c'c'•"'+-----------~"•••~•••c"~"'"~"'c'•"c'.-·•'•'1J!.. 
j Reglonal Travel Options ":" TOO ":::::' J Trans11 '"' 

Re<omm<ndod tor Fundong 

~·• Progrom monaoemeno & oomn~lrahon 

"" P"9rooal mar.,hr>g p<ograrn 

"" RO\j0>•ol '"''""ion 

R"ommendod I"' fondong 

.. '"'""' R"l"'"" TOO LRT '"'"'"Area 
10 J40 PrO\l••rn 
ll~GO " H)OOO> Rogr¢"'f TOD Urban Cenle1 Prog"m 

10300 < .. ll,, 

lO 500 

•'• '""' >W5LRT_CornrnuierRad swor,mo,,1s"""''' >•GoM 
,, 000 
$1 Ooo """ 1-105 S"pp"'m•no>< S1 000 

'""' '"'""'"' Bvs Capoai p<ogrorn 

'" '"" '' ''''" ~""'"'Streetc.r1Cont 
" ''''" SoulO Melfo Amtra• Soal~n Pllaso II 

l/ ''° 
SI 000 
St 150 

Soblota1--if'i$O Sob•oo••· llJ.500 
Nol Co,,•ntly Rocom,,,.n<l<d for FooOin~ 

•·• 4 -rra~ISmon oro1ec" 

""Rei'°'" 'ianr><>o• Oe"' 

Not Cu'"""' Rotommentled fo< fund<n9 

Soblolalo $2 50l 

Mod< Co1eno~ T0101 '5 OOJ 

Ro•<I Capacity 

RooommendoO lo< FuMon~ 
" •O''" SWGre<n~<\I Ro.ow""'"~''" Sou.re Or 10 

ToeO.m>o 

NOi Cunontly R«omm•nd•d fo< Funding 

" ,, .. ,. Ee»·•non.H.ll><WeH~)Ole<OnS(h""''"'' 
~·.,seO<ln ,PE) 

" •c:r•• V•OOOl.\l••9•e1·4 ~"10toH•"•> 
" ·~--...o SE1C.?nox.~Pha"I Sun",-.;~elo-~,.,-1 112 

.RQV;, 

•c ·o-oo s~ 1 ·100 A.~ Phase 1_ s,,,,,,~. ro H·~-, 2 1 / 
(':oo, 

·' ,,,. " -:·"""''"' coucly rrs sorery •M<'"""'"" 
.moro"'m""'' •t 4 r'"""' cross co~< 

"t::.:7" j Road Reconstruction 
"""~"" 

Rocomrnenooo lor Funoong 
S1 000 

$1 <CO 

,, ,_, . ., ·o'" ".tt•··• "~~'·'·'' e ;."'"""'''' 
S0'15 ,.,.,,Cle•~'"'"' Ni'i'"''oSEPo.·.oll 
$2 000 

" 

Subto1'1 $0.651 

'""""' Boulevard 

Rocommondtd 10< Funding 

'" "'"' RO>• B~y·e~•n>KlO Cr•"''"' Sr '"'""!PE• 
>' '"''" B"'"''°'Srreet Bn,,..etoE !4t"tPEl J1 6\0 

"'"' K•ll•OQSwMh N Cornn-,ercral1<l rlE ~'-X <PEI SO 'QO 
s"ocoto• -~,fWO 

Nol CU'fOO!lj Rooommto4<d tor Fundrn~ 

8o<os~,,,,.,, B"1g,tiE ·w .. PEJ 
"':>: "'""'>1'w0,1h '50'-"'0'" 

,, 
;,; 

,, . ; 
;,_,; 



Attachment 1- Table 3 

Sublotal; $11.5'1 

$11.597 

TPAC Recommendation 
Option A 

Large Bridge 

Ro<ommoJ>dt<I for Fu""'"~ 
" "'"" S.llWOM -~· R•plae<monl T,µe, 

$11.635 

$11.631 ·--...... ~, 
$1-500 

$.2 21 o S~• a Loc•""n Study. P<el.,,"1ary 
enwoom•nt>J 

" ,,,.,. SWf,alal"'·She<W<JM R-OMATMS.1-5 LO 
"'9""•1WW 

.. '"'" N Leadl>etto' E>l•n,;,n· N ~ .. La<e Cl lo 
Marn,.D< 

10 J<1 

10 000 

" '"'"' K"'""'" Ro><I "'""""""- B•"'"' to """'""''" $1 400 
" """'' Fre.;illt D.,• COllo<;11on lnlra"""''"" ood A"'""" $0 179 

SV>l•m. Apprn~mately 50 '"'"'""'9" "9"'" -
SubtOlal; 15.030 

''"'" N Leadl>eMrE>!en,;,n· N ~ee La'° Cl oo 
Maoo• Dr 

''"" NE S..oOy Bl;d (PEIROWl 201'" ,, nain 

,,..,, N Lomoa.-d Sloogn o.erao»lno 

.. ""'" SWH..,manRoad T.ton1010""A"'""" 

12 100 

ModoCale Tolal: $1'.970 

Sub1otol: 11 .500 
NO! Curr<nlly Re<ommonded for Fund•n9 

""" Sel•""'"' (ltd~• R•p<acom•nl T,p<, 
S~• g Lo<•Mo St""' "'""""'"".! 
•nwonm•olal 

12 100 

"""'''•'' U.tao 
Mode Cate Total; $3.600 

" "'"" EB•s.llne !Otlloo20LO 

Mod< C.,. o~ Tot.al: 

l 

" "'"" NE Cull> "°"'"''"" P<e>e011 H K'""'il''"''"' 

" ~""' Be•<er Creek Cu1vens Tcou"'"'' C""""- S•ar> 

115. 103 
.,,...,.~ 

""'" "" 

Sul>Lot": ~l <11 

Ro•O• •nd Bn~• Reeo..-.ne,.dedT01aO 
PJannong ano Trove I OPI'""' 

Rocomrnonood Tolal: 
E.pecteo <ooa-o~ Fwoo .. 1 Au1"'"'"'' 

$13.011 
U! 314 

'"·"" suna 



Attachment 1- Table 4 

l Plannlllg 

Rooommonde<I lor F-.><1.,g 

"'°""' Regooal F<0'1lnl Plonoog rog,.,n W>de 

TPAC Recommendation 
Option B 

e1~e1Trail 

" "''""' Spoogwaoer T<a10-So11wooo Gap_ SE 19th 
io SEUmiWll• 

" "'"" Mor<ie Dr Bike Lane> & Tra•G•~ 2i•h 
A"' to 1~110 

"'°""' ~:;' ReQoire<I Plan""1g_ reg"" 11 n1 " "''"' Spth\9w•lor f<>,100'4 •I M'1n c., Par>. 
f---~~~---------------" " '""' WV< ......... P;)tti Cle"'''"° Slo1;on LO 
Comoor P>ann"1g Rub, JLlne1,0n 

""°"' Miw•u.,.LRTS"!)plemen,.IEJS P<.-nar>d 12.000 " ''"" Roo•C.ee>Tra• Orroor<1Pon10NW 
cemral cfy lo ....,,,.ukle •owo cenle< Vwll•ono 

'""" Mu~cU" Mosle< Plans L>ke 0>'""1lO 10 10 300 " '"'" Poweri,ne Trail 1nonh) Sctluepbock P><I. 
Mfwauk.,_ Tonqu"' Tr3'1, M1 Scott -5<.o<Jle<'s 10 6u<n,.,ooo D• (RQW) 
~. 

"°""' N•><I Prlo"1 Corr<lw Stuofy 10500 

WllOm"'l• Shor<I01e • Hw, 43 Tran>O 
'"""'''"'' an•ly•~ P<ril><><I SOu"1 Wa<erironl 10 688 
10 Lake Oswego 

"'" ""'°" 8'1<o MO<lol a.- °''"'""'"··•P """'" - Subtotal: $5.TZO 

"'"• 1Z05.Jl.lwy 213 01terC11•r>ge Recona~s.ance st,oy 

mrn Tu•l•hn VOiiey K'llh"•1 Com>" S'"dr Hwy 217 
10 S.>eMe Ro><I 

Regional Trove! Options 

"'" <><~rom man•gernenl & adm"1o>llot;oo 

"" Reg•onal ma"'ehng p<o.gram 

10290 

$1 lSO 

$1-725 

$0100 

11 ~00 

$Ol<O 

$2 <60 

WJOO 

I Tra"'ISmM P'"''"' ~ 
Sublol•I $l.OOO 

Nol Currently Re<ommenO.d to• Fu Moog 

Subtooal: 
Nol Curromly Re<omm•odod '"' FuMmg 

" ""'" Jeor.lecS\ 100lhto 12:!nd 
,._ TmooyT1a; Af~lato Glen Ecoo 

.,.,..,, Powo'1ne Tr•• (oonh), Sohu<oba<k Pot• 
to Bum,,.ooo Dt_ {PE/Con) 

" '"'"' ""'"'"!)1on Squ><• Reg""'' cemet 
Tr»I H<ty 217 to Fanoo Cree> Tr" 

" "'°" PowM>ne Trail 1S,,1h1 B•<row• to Beel 
B•MRO 

" '"" • Mama Dr St.• Lanes & Tr"I Gap> "'" 
~"" 10 iarn 

"' 
" 100002 Re~"'"" TOO ll<tan Cenle< p,09rom 
" !00003 S<• •cq"B'"'" Beav<rton "'g.on>I 

e<nte< 

Nol Currenu, Recornmen<lo<l <o• Funo1og 

$2000 " R<g;'"" TOO UrOa.l C<Ot81 Ptogram 

SO• ocqoo•.on B"""'""" """'"'' 
''""' •• Reg,,,nal ma'1<'1"g P'"';J""' 

"' R'g.onalVanpoOl """ 

Road Capacil~ 

Sutllolal 

'""' 5WGreenourg Ro>Q W.,h.,~ton So""' Dr 10 
T~oemon 

$0500 

WIOl 

$l.00l 

$6.103 ...... , .. 
11 o~o 

" 

Sub1oial; 

Road Re~onstruc1ion 

"" " " . ., B•a.,,noo·H,11,..,a1• Hwy.Vle>00 scoor" Fen; S• 000 
;°'"''''~"(PE) 

" ,,., SE '"""""'"'""'1 Sooo1>d•<oH . .,,,,, ;iooo 
,R'.:»»l 

,. B<a,.n:o·H'""""' H•> Cl•son S<r.0<'> F,rr, 
;oi.,-Seot~n \PE) 

Staff Report to Resolution No 05-3529 

O«< 101h A''°"' ao H9'"'' e In"''°"·"" 
;o !LI " ~•_;,, c,,,,·;01 s· rlE S'O'> '° $0 P,.-,,:i 

·--·-
10 310 

$0.190 

$0015 

$!l.600 

j 

1mw•~meots 

., '""'" """'"'~ Towo Cem<' .,,,,,,...,,,.,,"·~ 1>t 10.<W 

IS.010 Sublol•I: 11.11G 
Nol Currenl~ Roeommenood tor FuM"'g 

$0 \lo " "'''" T>com• Sk••t ""''' 2tsl 
11 41• " "''" RockwoO<I Pe<Jto w.;.: 1aain Avenwe anO 

Butn•d• 

IO'IOO ,. "'"' swca,,.,01H;g0w.,(PE) Mu""""'""'" 
T•JI.,-, Ferry 

$1-256 

10 94:1 "' "'"" ODOT Pr""'°""'° S"pj>lemon< (POW<ll 501h 
LO 1-205) 

·--·-' ,, 

" .,,.,,,, SW ScMll• Fer<y Ro,1d R'l"Jh H'"' '""'" 
O<ol« 

" "'''" SW""""" 81"1 lwe>I '"' '""') TV H,-,, '" 
fa<m.,glon <• b~• taoe) 

" '·'"" SE 129t1, S"'"'I"' '"" "''" '·'"' Scc,n Creek 
L" 10 Mo"noa;o Gal• Rd 

Transit 

12 500 "'' h/05 LRT_ commut"' R•• s Vl•tort<M< 
Streetca< 

11 100 
11 000 

,, """ 1-2os s"'"1'"''"'"1 

tt<W 
11-•00 

10 100 

·--""'"'" 

ll.000 

" ''''" Soolh ""''"Amtrak s"'""- Pno,. II __ ll____QQQ 
I0.000 Sublotal; $22 JSO 

10 soo 
S1 ooo 

ll.000 

$0.000 

Iii 83' 

Sl o;o 

" 

'" 
'" 

Nol Cu<ronll, Rocommonueu t<>r Fwnd•ng 

l•OM 

10 ;so 

ll ~·t 

•,,1 'd'""" ;, ·~''"' • ''" ; N2 t.~c .?E --"--''-'---
Subl<1al ll •o< 

,,_;-" 
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Attachment 1 ·Table 4 

•CIOO<> SE 17ZndA"' P•»e I Sunn)'><l• IO""':l21l ll300 
!Coo) .. 

Cl) .. •011., Clac>.amaSCCKJfl\y ITS s ... ,,.""''"°'.'""'' lo.SOil 

"' 1mpro.,,monts " 4 ra1l<oO<I "'°'""'I' " en ,, " ""'" NE 28m A"'nu• Ea" ""'" to Gr>ot ____!1M1 '" ·;: 
ID Suoto1al: 11.597 

od 
Mo<!. Coto o~r01a1: SU.Sil 

j ,..,_," ' Frelghl ·-Cl) ,.,_,,,, ,, R«""'mondod l"' Funding .. " 0 " '"°"' N Lomt"'" $1ougn ovorcro•;,ng 12 '10 a:: " '''"' SWTuOl•M·Sl>erwooo Road ATMS 1-~co so,., 
H9""1a)~W 

" ""'" N L••<ttie•er E.<tenston N B)llee I.a•• Cl 10 $1800 
""'""'eor 

" """ ~""""" Rooo extension 8arbeno B<l•Ckm•n $1•M 

" '''°'' F<e~OI Doi• Col'ecoion lnlrasuucrure ono S0.179 
Arcnl-<! System App« .. Mlely S-0 ""'""'°ge• 
regoonw<le 

Subtotal: ------wm 
Not Cummlty Recommenoe<l lor Funo0.9 

" ''"" NE Sand, BIW 1PEIROWl zo11n101ism SOG30 

'""'' N loml>a"' Sl0U9h "''"""""'0 $l 110 

"'"" N le>dO.•« E.>len"on N S,t<e laJo.e Ct lo l1 lOO 
Mame Or 

" ,,.,., SW Heern an RooO Teion to 1oa1n A"'""' ______H_QQQ_ 
Sutltotol: $6.040 

Mo<I< Caoooorv Total: 111.trO 

Staff Report to Resolul1on No 05-3529 

TPAC Recommendation 
Option B 

""'" l•k• Rd l1>1 lo Hwi :.a• 

"'°"' NE l<lndA"' Siar>: lo Gr.'"" 

,,,,., NW:l3ro '"'"'" a"'"''". LO LO"''"' 

Subtotal: 
Mode Cal•"•"' To101: 

Large Bridge 

Re<omm•n<l•d for funding 

"'"' S.111•<"'" Br<lge Replac.men! T,pe, 
S~• & LOCal<>O S<udy. Pr<l"""'''l' 
enwonrnenl>I 

Sub101al: 

$1 38• 

$0640 

~ 

$10-US ,,,_.,5 
,._,., 
"""'""' m"-"'" 

S2 000 

~ 
Not Curron!ly Re<ommen<le<l lor F...,<1;n9 

"""' S.llwO<O Brdgo Roplocom•nl T,J>O_ $1 600 
s~e & Locat~n SNo,, Prel<n1n•')' 

..,,,..."'"""'"' 

---
Suboo,.., $1-600 

MoOo Cateoorv Tooal_ '1100 

" 
" 

; 

" 

" 

..,,,.. K1ll1°'j$WO"h- ~0 0,<,,P•" $0.015 

Odl ,., K""9"'°''" N Comin•""''" NE t,lLK (Co") $1 6lj 

..,,,,, Cm Mii Ro>Q S>IUmM to 1\~th $1 511 

""'" E Basel<ie 1°"1 to 20th _.....£.40'1 
SuO!OL" $11.Sll 

Mo<ll! Gae.go"' Toial $15.16) 

Green Streels .... .,.,, -· .,_,~c~O· 

Roeommon<l!!d to' Funding 

c'"" NE Cullv Boule"''" P<°''°" oo ¥<1,n;>worm 12 ·~1 

GS'1ll Be•"'' Cree• cui,.,ns Tmuldale, Cociuon. II 00~ 
6'"' 

Su1>to101· ~ 
Not Curr•lltiy ReoomrnenOeO fo< Fun<11n9 

G'"" e •• ,,.,,, Cree• Culvell>. TroulOale Cocoroo. 10410 
S""' 

·---
Suboo.,I: 0'70 

Mo<le Cat• orv TotiO: nn1 
R<>aO• and e1log .. Rttom.,.n~•OTo"' $11.011 

Pl•nnlng •nO T1a"I Oplooos l'l.ISO 
Re<ommenoeo To.•I: ;u_,., 

E>veo!M l003·~ FuMiogA"'""'"'" $52 ll! 



.t\ttachment 1 - Table 2 

TPAC Recommended Options 
B P k "th th f II h ase ac aoew1 e o ow1no c anoes: 

1. • 
' 

Clackamas 
• 

I Co. & Cities 
Option A Option B Option B·1 

Proiect Aaency ($ millionsl ($millions) ($ millionsl 
Add to Base Packaae 
Marine Drive Bike Lanes and Portland $.685 
Trail Gaos 
Powerline Trail North (ROWl THPRD $.600 $.600 $.600 
Rockwood Pedestrian to MAX Gresham $.900 
Site acquisition: Beaverton Beaverton $.650 
recional center TOD 
Southwest Capitol Highway Portland $.538 
Pedestrian (PE) 
Gateway Transit Center TOD Portland $.500 
Eastside Streetcar Portland $1.000 
South Metro Amtrak Station: Oregon City $1150 $1.000 $1000 
Phase II 
Bike Mode! and Interactive Metro $.201 $.201 
Man 
TOD Urban Center Proaram Metro $.500 $.500 
Sellwood Bridoe Multnomah Co. $.500 $.500 
Southwest B-H/Scholls/Oleson Washington Co. $1.000 $1.000 
intersection IPE\ 
North Ledbetter extension Port of Portland $.900 $.900 
Southeast 172nd Avenue Clackamas Co. $2.000 $2.742 
Cleveland Avenue Gresham $1.000 $1.000 
Subtotal $6023 $7.701 $8.443 
Remove from Base Packaae 
Trollev Trail ($.742\ ($.742\ 
TOD Cateaorv ($.500\ ($.500\ 
COP/Port of Portland ($.900\ 
RTO Cateaorv ($.500\ ($.500\ 
Subtotal ($1.742\ ($2.642\ 
Total Addition to Base $6.023 $5.959 $5.801 
Total Cost with Base $62.931 $62.867 $62.709 
Over oroarammed $.703 $.639 $.481 

Staff Report to Resolution No. 05-3529 Transportation Priorities 2006-09 



Attachment 1· Table 3 

! Planning Rt0"°'td l -
Recommended for Funding 

" Ongo;ng Programs 

"' - Pr0005 R<>gional Freight PJannong; regkln wide $0.300 

"" Pl0001 MPO Requ~ed Planning: region wide $1 731 " 
" Conid01 Planning 

•• "'~ MitwaukJ& I.RT Supplemental EIS: Portland ct1<1tral city $2.000 " \<I Milwaukie \own centef 
,. Pl5053 Multi-Use Master Plans: Lake Oswego to Miwaukie, S0.300 " Tonqu1n Trail, Ml. Scott -SOO\l\e~s "'' 

" .. ••• Ne><! Priority Crundor Study $0.500 

"" Pl10'7 Willamette Sho,.,.ine - Hwy 43 Trans~ altematl•es $0.688 
analys'5: Portland Soulll Waterfront to Lake Oswego 

Subtotal: $5.S111 

Not Currently ~dad for Funding 

ti) Program Enhancements " c 
0 - ~- Livable Streets Update: region wide $0.200 

;;:: ,, 
c.. ~ e•oo Bike Model and lntaractwe Map: region wide S0.201 

0 " - •• _, Fu1"'1" Rood at 1-205 '""" GI 
> Conidor Planning 

Ill •• "~ Muni·Use Master Plans: Lake Oswego to Mllwau~le. $0.290 .. Tonquin Trail, Ml Soott -Scouter's Loop 

I- "" Pl101' Willamette Shoreline - Hwy 43 T111ns~ alternatives $1.350 
analysis: Portland Soult> Watetfmnl 1o La\:.e Oswego 

oO .. "'m Miiwaukie LRT Supplemental EIS: Portland central city $1.725 

Cl to Milwau!Je town ct1<1ter 

c "" P15ot6 1205-/Hwy 213 Interchange Reconaissance """' $0.300 ·-c •. PIJ121 Tualatin Valley Highway Corridor Study: Hwy217ta $1.900 c Baseline Road 

.!l! Subtotal; $6.466 

Q. Mode CataD<>ry Tola!: $11.985 

l -~ l R•gtOMI Tra~t Options ·-
RK<>mmended for F11ndlng 

"' 
~ Program management & administration $0 340 

"" Regional marl<eting program $2.960 " " 
rua Regianat evalualion $0.300 

oi• 1 TlaVelSmart project $0500 " 

Subtotal: l.t.100 

Not cu .... ntly R.comm-•d for Funding 

" "'" 4 TravelSmart projects $2.000 

" oi• Regional Vanpool - ~Q-5C3 

• 
Subtotal: S2.5G3 

Mod•cata-·- Total: $6.603 

i - l Road Capacity '""'"" ---Recommended for Funding 

" RC~\4 SW G!eenburg Road-Washington Square \)f_ \<I $1.000 
Tiedeman 

Sublotlll: $1.006 

Not Cumtnlly Racomm-ed for Funding 

" -m Boones Feny Road at Laoewoad Street $1.400 

" " RC11&< Beaverton-Hiisdate Hwy/Oleson/Sd1ols Ferry $2.900 
intersection (PE) 

" " RQnO Wood Village Blvd.: Arata to Halsey $0615 " .. "'- SE 172nd Ava:Pt>ase I: Sunnyside to Hwy 212 (ROW) $2.000 

" "'- SE t72nd Ave:Phase I: Sunnyside to Hwy 212 (Con) $2 300 

ti) " GI " RCS103 Clackamas County ITS: Safety ar.d ope,,,!"'1al S0.500 

Cl improvements at 4 railroad crossings 

" "C " ·- RClt\4 NE 2S1h Avenue. East Main to Gram $1 682 .. Subtotal: $11.597 m 
oO 

Mode Category Total: $12.597 

l Roo11t~" l ti) Freight - ' "C Recommended for Funding 
Ill " 0 " 

,_ 
N Lomban:I: Slough overcrossing S2.210 

0:: n F<J018 SW Tuale~n-Sl>erwood Road ATMS: 1-5 to Highway $0.341 

'~ • F•4001 N Leadbettar Extension: N Bybee Lake Ct. to Marine $0.900 ,, .. ,_ 
Kinsman Road extension: Barber to Boeckman $1.400 

" '"~ Freight Data Collection lnfres1Nctur9 and Att:hi"" $0.179 
SysMm; Awfwdmat11ly 50 inl«dlangas r11gion wide 

Subtolal: $5.030 

Not CurNntty Recammended for Funding 
F"'OOI N Leadbetter Bttensioo: N 8yb""' Lake Ct. to Marine $2.100 

" 
" '=• NE Sandy !llvd. (PE/ROW). 2071h to 238lh $0.630 

F'4063 N Lombard: Slough avercrossing $2.210 

" ,.~ SW Herman ROad- Teton ta 10&h Avenue $2.000 

Subtotal: $6.IMO 

Mode Category Total: $11.970 

Staff Report to Resolution No. 05-3529 

TPAC Recommendation 
Option A 

Blkeflrail ~---.. "'"'"""'" 
R-.;:omm-ed for Funding 

Sk10-00 Spnngwate< Tra~-SeUwood Gap SE i-.ih to $1.629 
SE Umatilla 

B'4011 Marine Dr. Bike Lanes & Trail Gaps. ,. 
Ave to 185tti $1.651 

6'2055 Spnngwater Trailhead al Main Ctty Pall< $0 310 

·~' MAX Mutti·use Patil: CJav.Oand Stat'°" to $0890 
Ruby Junction 

8•501& Trolffiy TreO: MS!a to Glen Echo (Segments so 742 
5-6\ 

Bk30t1 R~k Creek Tra~: Orchard Park to NW $0.675 
Wilkens 

w.wn Power1ine Trail (nonh). Schuepb.ack Park to S0.600 
Bumtwoo<J Dr. (ROW) 

Subtolal: $6.497 

Not Currently Recomm•nded for funding 

Bk5110 Jennifer St 1061h IO 122nd $0.550 
~010 Trolley Trai: Ansla to Glen Echo (Segments $0742 

7-8) 

8"'10'2 Pow<Mlme Trail (nortli): Schuepb.ac~ Park 10 $1.842 
Bumtwood Or. (PE/Can] 

8'8057 Washingtoo Square Regional Center Trail. $1 256 
Hwy 217 to Fanr>a Cree~ Trail 

Subtolal: S4.390 

Mod• Category Total; $10.tBT 

TOD "-" ·-
Rec""'"'ended for Funding ,_ 

Regional TOO LRT Sta~on Area Program $3000 
T00001 Regional TOO Urban Center Program $1.000 
TOOOOJ Site acqu1smon: Beaverton regional cent& $2.650 

,_, Gateway Transit Cent"' Redevelopmenl $0500 

Subtotal: IT.150 

Not Cur,..ntly Recommend&d ror Funding 

TOOOOZ Regional TOD Urban Ceriter Program $1.01}(1 

T0000' Site acquisition Beavertoo reg•onal cenler $0.350 

TD8005 Regtonal TOD LRT Sta~on Area Program $0 500 

Sub!Otlll: $1.850 

Mode Cate •A-• Total: st.ooo ·-Road Raeonatructlon ~·· _.,,., 
Rec.......,.nded lor Funding 

$ubtolal: $0.000 

Not Cur..,ntly Recommended for Funding 

RR105:i Naito Pa1kway:NW Oa'1s to SW Market $3 IJ.40 

F<Jt66 101h Avenue at Highway 8 lmersechons $0.837 

RR2035 Clevetand St.. NE Slark lo SE Powell $1 540 

RRSG.17 Lake Rd· 21st ta Hwy 224 Sl.884 

Rl\2001 NE 242nd Ave_: Stark 10 Gtisan $0.840 

RR12il9 NW 23rd Avenue: Burnside lo Lovejoy $2.694 

subtotal: $11.635 

Mode Cate-gory Total: $11.635 

Large Bridge ·--·-_,, 
Recommended !or Funding 

RR1012 SelW.ood Bridge Repl&cement Type, Size & $1 500 
Locatron Study. Prell,,..ary environmantal 

Subtolal: susoo 
Nol Currently Recommended for Funding 

RR1012 Selwood Bridge Replacement Ty?<t, Size & $2 100 
Loca1ion Study, Preliminary env>ronmental 

Subtotal: $2.100 

Mode Category Total: $3.600 

l 

" 

" 
" 
" 

'" 
" 
"" 
.. 
" 
" 
" 

" 

l 

" 
"'" 

" 
" 
" 

" 

I 

'" 
" 
" 

.. 
" 

l 

.. 
" 

Pedestrian 

R""ommencho<I rot Funding 
P0'1"' Forest Grove TOWfl Cent6f Pedestrian Improvements 

"'~ Milwauki'l Town Center· Main/HarriS0<1121st 

P02105 Rockwood Pad to MAX_ 188th Avenue and Burnside 

P"1202 SW Capitol Highway (PE): Multnomah to Taylors Ferry 

Subtolal: 

Not Cum1ntly Recom-nded for Funding 

P<llZ11 Tacoma S1reet: 61h to 21st 

P01019 T rans1I Sate Street Crossings 

POl007 ODOT Pr8$1!Nat"'1Su;>plement1Powell: 50th to I-

'"' 
P<lt°"O SE Hawt11ome: 2oth 10 50th 

POJ0<1 SW Scholls Ferry Road: Rale!gh H•lls town C<!nle< 

P0)09J SW Ml.l"r~y Blvd (wes1 side ooty1· TV Hwy to 
Famiinqtoo (+bike lane) 

P05W9 SE 1 i9lh Sidewalks and bike lane Sc;ottCraet<ln '" Mountain Gale Rd. 

Pd1105 Rockwood P&d to MAX: 186th AVe<llJ9 and Burnside 

Subtotal: 

Mode Category Total: 

Transit 

Rec""""ended for Funding 

'''"°' 1-205 LRT, Commuter Rail, S Waterlront Streetcar 

T•IOOZ 1-205 Supplemental 

T•Ol)'.lS Frequent Bus Capttal ~ogram 

T'1100 Eaststde mreetcar (Can) 

Trnt;><; South Me<ro Amtrak Station:Phese II 
Subtotal: 

Not cum1nt1y Recomm•nded for Funding 

RCllO'.l' SW Ash Streel"-'.tensklll 

Subtotal: 

Mode Cat .. Total: 

Boulevard 

Recommended for Funding 

6030W Rose B19qi extension· Crescent St to Hall (PE) 

SO•~• Burnside Street Bndge lo E 14th !PE) 

8dtl60 Killngsworth: N Commerdal to NE MLK (PE) 
Subtolal: 

Not Currently Recom-nded for Funding 

Od3020 Rase Biggi extension. Crescent $1. to Hall (ROW) 

OdJOZO Rose lliggi ex~nsian. Crescanl St to Hall (Con) 

eo1os1 Burnside S1feet Bridge lo E 14th(PE) 
Sd1ZOO Killingsw.:<th: 1-5 Overpass 

8'112<30 K;IT111gswc-l1h. N Commerelal lo NE MlK (Con) 

8dOl8' Cornell R''ad. Sattzrnan ta 119th 
ao11e9 E Base!in-i 10th to 20lh 

Subtotal: 

Mada Category Total: 

Grsen Streets 

Recom-nded for Funding 

Gs122• NE C...ity E.oulevard; Prescott to K1lingswonh 

Gs2121 Beaver Cfo!el< Culverls- Troutdale_ Cochr~n. Stark 

Sublotal: 

Not Currently Racommended far Funding 

GS<tll BeaverC~>ek Cu~erts. Trautdafe. Cocl1ran. Stark 

SUblatal: 

Mode Category Total: 
Roada and S.ldges RecommendfldTotnl 

Pl•nnlng and Travel Options 
Recamrn..nded Total; 

Exp8cted 2008·09 Funding Aulhorized: 

R..,""' ... ·-'" 

"' ""' 
$0-450 

$0 900 

$0.538 

$2.548 

$1-402 

$0.500 

$0.500 

$0 822 

$0 436 

$0.923 

$0.707 

"' "" 

$5.790 

$8.33-8 

"""'""" -
$16.000 

$2.600 

$2.750 

$1 000 

$1.150 
123.500 

$0 851 

$0.851 

$24.351 -"'--,..,,_.,,,) 

$0580 

$1 650 

$0400 
$2.630 

$1140 

$2 087 

$1.710 
so 935 

$1 679 

S2.535 

$2 447 

$12.533 

$15.163 

Roo-.. ·-
$2 457 

$1.000 

·~' 

S0.470 

S0.470 

S3.927 
$13.617 
$49.314 
$62.931 
$62 228 
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Attachment 1- Table 4 

I ~- l PlannlnA """"" 
Recommendod for Funding 

Ongotng Pmg•oms "' 
" '" PIO<.:" Regional Freo(lht Planrung. rogionvuide $0.300 .. -· MPORenU>r&Cl?\a~1on w1<1e ~1731 " ,. 

ComdocPla"'1mg ... "'""" Molwauk•e LRT Supplemental EIS: Po~land C<!nlral $2 000 " coly to Mjwaukie 1own cooler .. P'5053 Mult .. Use Ma<ler Ploos. Lake Osweogo to M~wauk1e. $0 300 .. 
T ooquon T<o•I. Ml. Scott -Seoc,lor's Loop 

" Piil002 Next Prionly Com<IO< Studv $0.500 .. Pl10H W•llarnotte Shor<Non<> ·Hwy 4;1 TranSll alternal;V<!s 
anal~s Po~land Sou!h Wat<,rfront to lake OsW<>nn $0.608 

Program Erlhancemenls 

~· Pl6000 
6"" Model and lnterachv<! Mop n>gOO<\ wide $0201 

Subtotol; $5.7111 

Not Currendy R ... om .... nded for funding ., C-Om<lO< Plann;ng " c: .. ~" Muttl·U•e MaSIO< Pia"" Lake Oswego to M1lwauk1e. $0 290 

0 
Tooq<J;n Tra~. Mt SeoU-Sooulor'• LoOI' 

; .. "'"" $1.~50 a. Wdlamette Sl>otel1ne ·Hwy 4' Trans•I al1emat1ves 

0 8r>i1IV6'8. Port1ar.d Soulh Wa!Mronl to Lake Oswa~ .. "'""' M;iwau\\"' LRT Sup~<l\81 ':IS· Portlan<;I e<>n\ral $1,725 " - city lo M•lwaulo& I°""' cent<!< 
Cl) 

" > .. """'" 12-05-!Hwy 213 lmerG><allQ& R<,conai .. ance Study $0.300 
OS .... .. P13121 Tualat"' Valley Highway Corn<lor S1udy Hwy 217 to $1.900 " I- Ba,..l1ne Road 

o!S Program EnMnc<imenlS 

Cl c: ... """"'4 Lwat>I& S1.,,et>. Updale. "'~on wiclo $0.ZOQ 

c: c: .. TOOO(l'i Fuiar Road at 1-2(15 i0.500 

OS Subtot.al: $6.26$ 

Q. Modo Categ Total: $11.985 

l Regional Tra¥el Oi>Uone -- l -
Reeommendod tor Funding .. 

"'" Program man89emon1 & admirostratio" $0.340 

"" Regional marketing program $2.460 • .. 
"'• R81J1onal ...,akJabOn S0.300 

"" 1 Tra"'"Smart D"'J&el $0.500 

Subtotal: SJ.GOO 
Not Cur,.nUy R..,omm<•nde<I for Funding 

4 TravalSman DfOJ<!Cf<l $2.000 " .. .. 
N• Rog.ana< markebng program $0 500 

"" Reg1on81 Vanpool fle8t $0.503 " 
• 

SUb-1: $3.003 

ModeC Total: "G.G03 

l -- l RoadC-cltv -· ~ ....... 
R.corn-"MI for Funding 

" RC001' SW Greenburg R<>ad:Wash;ng1on Square Dr. to $1.000 
T;edeman • 

" RC11°' Beavarton-H1llsde"' HwylOleS<>fllScl>Olls Ferry $1.000 
ontatsechOn (PE) 

" RCIOOO SE 172nd Ave:Ph•se I, Sunny~oe 10 Hwy 212 $2.000 
(ROW) 

Subtotal: $4.GOO 
Not Cu..-.ntly R .. ommo- for Funding 

" """'" Boonu Ferry Road et lanewood Slreet $1400 
" """"" Be8V8~on-H~lo<ial& Hwy/Ol-.n/Sol>Olls Ferry $1.900 

;nl.,.&ciion (PE) 

" 
" RC>110 Wood \llllage Blvd .. Areta 10 H.11 ... y $0.815 • RC7000 SE 17<nd Ave:Pl>a,..1; S\Jnny,.;oe to Hwy 212 (Con) S2.300 • ., • RC510) Clackama• County ITS: Safety arid opera11ona1 $0.500 

Cl) 
Cl 

"'fl<ovements at 4 redroad c..,.s;ngs 

" 
"Cl " •C-"" NE 26!11 Ave"'e EaS1 Ma., to '3ret>I $1.&e2 " ·;: 
Ill ----

Subtotot $8.597 

o!S M-Catag<lf)'T-1; $12.597 ., I Frt1l11ht ·-- j -"Cl 
OS Recomm....s.d lo< Funding 

0 .. .. '"'"" N Lomt>a•d- S1oui;.o-.::rn••in9 $2-210 a:: .. "'°" SW Tualal•n-sne,...ood Road A'fMS: 1-5 lo H.ghwey $0.~41 

~· 
" ''"'" N Leact>etter Exians;on: N Byboa Lake Cl. 10 Mam>B $1 MO 

~ 

" ,_, K1nomM Road exte,,.,on. Born.~ 10 Boeokrnon $1-400 .. ,_ Frl01ght Oaia Coll&ction lnfru1n1<ture and Archove $0 179 
SyS1em Appro•ornetely 50 inl0f11'&n\1"• "'goon ..,;oe 

Subtotal: $5.930 

Hot C....--tly R<ooommende<I for FIMldlng 

.. .. 20,. NE Sondy Blvd. (PEIROW)- 20:'1h to 23/llh $0.630 

'"""' N Lombard. Slough 0""''"'°"'"'q $2 210 ,,_, 
N leatlbetter Extension: N Bybo& Lake Ct lO Marine $1.200 ,, .. ,_, SW Herman Ro<Ml: Tek'.ln to 10ilth Avenue $2.000 

SUbtotal: U.040 

Modo Categ<>fY Total: $11.970 

Staff Report to Resolution No. 05-3529 

TPAC Recommendation 
Option B 

Blke/Tr.>11 

Recommond•d f0< Funding 

""''" Spnngwale• Traii·S..llW<>o<I Gap: SE 191tl lo 
SE Uma1111a 

""'"" Marine Dr Bike Laf'>Os & Trail Gap5. 281h 
Ave. to 185lh 

~~ Stmnowe1erTrailMilO al Mam C•rl Par'K 
~= MAX Muit<·u•e Path: Clavel""d Station to 

Ruby Junction 

""''" Rock Cr""k Trad Orchard Park 10 NW 
Wdken• 

""'"" Powerlone Trail (no<lh): Schuopt>ack Park to 
Bumtwood Dr ~ROW) 

Subtolal: 
Not Cur,.nUy Recomm-..:1 for Funding 

""" 10 
jenn~or St. 106!h lO 122,., ·- Trolley Tra~: Arisla 10 Glen Ect>o 

"''''" Powe<t1no Tmil(north): Sd>uopbacl< Park 10 
Burntwood Dr (PE!Con) 

"""'" Wa.n.roglO!\ Squa"' RegLOnol Cente< T<a•I. 
fiwy. 217 to Fanno Ctffl< Tra~ 

""'"'° f'o..ef1•ne Trail (SOYlh). Batrows to B&ef 
Bend Rd. 

8k4011 Marine Or. B;ke Lanes & Tra;I Gaps:6th Ave 
to 28th 

Subtotal: 

Modo C.t&gory Total: 

TOO 

R..:otnmende<l l<>r Funding ·=· Regional TOO LRT Sla1icn Area Program 

'~" Regional TOO Urban Center P<O<Jram 

-" Sile aCqu•sition: B&avetton reg>onal center 

Subtotal: 

Not Cur,.nUy Recom,,..nd•d I« Funding 

,_, Regional TOO Lltban Center Program ,_, Site ac<JUisibon B&avarton regional cenler 

,,_ Gateway Trans;1 C&nl« R&development 

108005 R89ionel TOO LRT Station Area PrO<Jram 

Subtotal: 

t.fode Cate Total: 

Road Rec:onsuuctlon 

Recomm.ndod for Funding 

RR203' Choveland St : NE Slark 10 SE Powell 

Subtotal: 

Hot Cunontly R..,omm-.d for Funding 

RR105' Naito Parl<way:NW Oav;s to SW Mark&! 

"'" .. 101h Avenue at H•ghway 8 lnt..-.eclLOns 

RRi<l" Cleveland SL NE Stario: to SE Powell 

RR50)' lake Rd_ 21st to Hwy 224 

RRl001 NE 242odAve.: Sta"'- to Glisan 

""""" NW 23rd Pwenua Burnside to Loveioy 

Sut>total: 

Modo Cat.gory Total: 

Large Bridge 

Recom,,..ndod for Funding 

""'"' Se~..-oocl Bndlf" Replecem&nl: Type. Si<o & 
Location Stud\I, Prelimonarv orwironmental 

Subtotol: 

Not Cur.-.n~y R..:ommend<>d for Funding 

""'"" SeU"'°od Bnd~ Reploc<imont'. Type. S'4e & 
Loca1ion Study. P"'hrronary e:w.-0..--nental 

Subtotal: 

Mod& Cat.gory Tolal: 

·~- I -· ·~'"""'""' 

$1 629 " 
$0.\l66 " 
$0.310 
$0.890 

$0.675 

$0 600 

$SJl70 

$0.5SO " $i 464 " 
$0.900 " 
$1.256 

• 
$0.942 "'" 
$0.685 .. 

" 
" .. 

$5.817 

$10.887 

~-- l -· 
$2.500 .. 
$1.500 "" 
~.~ 

" 
" $6.000 

$0.500 " $1 000 

" 
$0.500 

" 
$1.000 

n.~ 

~9.000 ··- ! -· .. '""""'' 
'"' $1.000 

" 
" $1.000 

$3.a-40 

$0.837 

w"' 
Sl.884 

$0 640 

$2.694 .. .. 
$10.635 

$11.835 

""'"' .... l --· ~,-... 
$2.000 .. 

" 

n.ooo 

$1.~00 

$1.600 

$3.600 

.......... 
R ... omme-.ifor Funding p.,,., Fot&SI Gn>v<1 Town Center Pedestnan 

lrnJ)<OvemanlS 

"'~ Milwaukie Town C0<1ler: Main/Harr1son/21sl 

Subtotal: 
Not Curnmlly R..,.,.,,,.,._,. tor Funding 

P01l'2' Tacoma Stntot 6th to 21st 
P<i100 Rockwood Ped (0 MAX: 1681h A"enue and Burnside 

P012(};l SW Capitol Hlgtiway (PE). Multnoma!1 to Taylors 
>o~ 

Pd101' Transit Sal& Str""I Crossings 

"'""'" ODOT f'r.,.ervation Supplement {Po..ell: 50th to 1-
205) 

Pd\000 SE Hawthorne_ 20lh to 5001 

''"°'' SW Sd>olls Ferry Road: Raleigh Hills town C911ter 

Pd300J SW Murray Blvd (west •"'e only): TV Hwy to 
FaITT11ng1oo (+ bO<.e lane I ... ,., . SE 12911> Sidewalk• and twke lane: Scon Creek Ln. 
to Mounuun Gala Rd. 

subtotal: 

Mode Catan<lf)'Totolo 

Transit 

Reco~ for Funding 
T'1001 1-205 LRT. co ....... la< Rail, s Wateifront Slr&e!Car 

T'1002 1-205 Supplem&ntal 

·-· F"'quent Bus C"!'ital program 

T"ll2" South Metro Amtra~ Station; Pila,.. II 
subtotal: 

Not Currently ~mended for FIMldlng 

r.1100 East•lde Streetcar(C<>nl 

T<Ot>• Soutn Me1ro Am1<ak Station:Pt;ase II 

~-· 
SW Ash Sl•aet extension 

Subtotal: 

Modo Cate Total: 

Boula\l<lrd 

R<ocommonde<I for Funding 

~"" Rose S.ggo extens.on: Crescen1 St. to Hai {PE) 

"""'' Burnso:Je Street Bri<li;pa to E 141h (PE) .. ,,.,, K1lingsworlll' N Commemal to NE MLK (PE) 
Subtotal: 

Not Currently R..,.,mmendod I« Funding 

""""' Rose 8'ggo e>rtenalon; Cresoent St. to Han (ROW) 

""'® Rose 6.gg1 e><tensioo; C"'soenl St to Han (Con) 

"""'' Burnside Street. Bridge to E 141h(PE) 
Bd121l0 K1ll01gsworti1: 1·5 Ove~a .. 

601260 Kollingswo~h: N COmmertial 10 NE MU< I Con) 

_,. Cornell Road: SolW'nan to 119111 

&d'1 .. E a ..... one· 101h to 20th 

Subtotal: 

Modo Cata Total: 

Grtien Slrtlets 

Recommendod !or Funding 

GS1224 NE Culy Boulevard. Prescott lo KWlingswoM 

GS212' Beaver Creel< Culverts: T•oul<lale. Cod>ran, Stark 

GS21'3 

subtotal: 

Not Curnnd~ R<ooommonde<I for Funding 
B- Creek CuO.ens; 7rOYtdale. Cochran. Stall< 

Subtotal: 

"""'"" Total: 
Roadl ..,d Bridoff; Recornmand..rfol-al 

Plannlng •nd Travel Option& 
RKommendod Total: 

~ 2008-09 FU11ding Aulhoriz&d: 

·-· -· 
$(l.660 

$0.450 

$1.110 

$1.402 
$1.400 

$0.538 

$0.500 

$0.500 

$0.822 

$0.436 

$0.923 

$0.707 

$7.228 .. ~. --
~16.000 

$2.600 

$2.750 

$1-000 
$22.350 

$1.000 

$0.150 

$0.851 

,,~ 

•n•.3~1 

~--· (_ .. ., 
$0.580 

$1.650 

$0-400 
$2.630 

$1.140 

$2.087 

$1.710 
$0.935 

$1-<079 

S.2.5J5 

$2.447 
$12.533 

$15.163 ·---
$2.457 

$1.000 

$3.457 

$0.470 

$(1.470 

$l.927 
$19.ll17 
$43.850 
$82.867 
$62.228 
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February 10, 2005 

John Vanlandingham, Chair 
Land Conservation and Development Commission 
635 Capitol St., NE 
Suite 150 
Salem, OR 97301-2540 

Dear Chair Vanlandingham: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed amendments to 
the Transportation Planning Rule (TPR). We commend the joint OTC/LCDC 
Transportation Subcommittee for producing these amendments In such a 
short time frame, and support the Commission's effort to focus this first 
round of amendments on the critical issues raised by the Jaqua vs. City of 
Springfield case. In our prior comments we have argued that the Jaqua case 
is simply a call for "fine tuning" amendments to the TPR, and not a major 
overhaul that would undermine the many valuable provisions contained in 
the rule. With some notable exceptions discussed below, the public comment 
draft of the TPR meets this test. 

''Going Slow'' on New TPR Provisions 

The January 3, 2005 public comment draft of the TPR generally focuses on 
amendments that respond to the Jaqua ruling, and we believe will prevent 
this case from creating a de facto concurrency requirement in the TPR. 
However, the provisions to apply a special test for system adequacy along 
Interstate highway corridors goes beyond the Jaqua remedies, and 
represents a major shift in policy. While we support the state's interest in 
protecting the integrity of the Interstate system, we also believe this goal 
can be more effectively met through other strategies outside this round of 
rulemaking. 

As the map in Attachment B illustrates, the effects on the Metro region, 
alone, Is sweeping and undermines the ability of the region to develop many 
of the compact urban centers called out in the Region 2040 plan that happen 
to be located near the Interstate highway system. Implementation of this 
J>ffi'lision_wouldhe further.complicatedin the11etror.egionbytheN.ctthat. 
almost all of the interstate system has been designated for "refinement 
planning" under the TPR, and thus has no specific transportation 
improvements called out in the Regional Transportation Plan until this work is 
completed. The LCDC should defer action on this component of the proposed 
TPR amendments to a separate round of rulemaking, where the effects of the 
new language can be fully evaluated. 



More specific comments on these new provisions for Interstate highways are 
outlined in Attachment A. Instead of these proposed additions to the TPR, we 
recommend that the OTC consider amendments to the Oregon Highway Plan 
to create a two-tiered process for establishing interchange management 
plans for all Interstate Highway access points within MPO areas, and key 
access points in other areas. The process would include: 

1. Inventorying, evaluating and ranking by relative importance the 
interchanges within an MPO area for their significance in providing access 
to the interstate system. This evaluation and ranking would consider 
relative vulnerability to land use changes that could compromise the 
function of an interchange. 

2. Development of individual Interchange Management Plans for existing and 
planned facilities, according to ranking of importance. Interchange 
Management Plans would include an element to be adopted in local and 
regional TSPs, establish a geographic extent for the management plan 
and would provide a framework for specific mitigation improvements and 
programs needed to protect the function of the interchange and adjacent 
Interstate Highway segment. 

Protecting Existing TPR Provisions 

Our recommendation to limit the proposed TPR amendments to remedies 
that respond solely to the Jaqua case are rooted in our concern that a 
broader overhaul of the rule could threaten critical provisions that should not 
be compromised. While in the Metro region, the acknowledged 2000 Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) exceeds many of the TPR provisions, the rule still 
functions as an important backstop for our adopted plans. To this extent, we 
do not support changes to the rule that would weaken the following key 
elements of the RTP: 

• Level of Service Policy - the Metro region adopted a graduated level of 
service policy in 2000 that balances mobility needs and funding realities. 
Unrealistic standards would have produced $14 billion in road projects 
over 20 years, compared to $1.5 billion in available capital during the 20-
year planning period. The new policy maintains mobility on major freight 
corridors, while relying on travel alternatives in major commute corridors. 
The resulting road improvements needed to implement the policy total 
just-o-veF-$4-billio-A- -o-veF--20-- yea-rs; and-are -part- of ---3--mor@--multl_,,_modal-
tra nsportation system that has broad land use and air quality benefits for 
the region. 

Metro needs the TPR provisions that give Metropolitan Planning 
Organizations (MPOs) the authority to adopt comprehensive level of 
service standards for metropolitan areas. For the Metro region, this 
provision prevents the adoption of local, potentially conflicting policies by 

Metro Comments 
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the dozens of overlapping state and local transportation providers here, 
and ensures a consistent approach to road sizing for the major routes that 
often span these jurisdictional boundaries. 

• Parking Policy - Parking minimum and maximum standards were 
adopted by Metro in 1996, and have since been incorporated into local 
codes for the 24 cities and three counties in the region. The policy is 
driven by a desire to reduce the construction of excess parking in an 
effort to minimize land consumption - particularly In mixed-use centers. A 
second component of the parking policy is to develop large parking lots 
with "street-like" features, such as curbs, sidewalks, street trees, with the 
goal of allowing parking lots to gradually infill over time with new 
structures. Several major parking lots have been successfully developed 
with these features in recent years, including the Jantzen Beach and 
Eastport Plaza redevelopments~ Gresham Station, and a number of other 
large sites. These successes demonstrate that the TPR parking provisions 
are both attainable and effective, and should be retained in the rule 
without major changes. 

• Street Connectivity - Metro's Livable Streets program also included a 
street connectivity study that demonstrated the close relationship 
between poorly connected local street systems and resulting congestion 
and delay on adjacent major streets. This study led to new regional 
connectivity standards in 1996 for new residential and mixed use 
developments, with maximum street spacing of 530 feet, and limits on 
cul-de-sac length of 200 feet. These standards have since been adopted 
in local plans and codes across the region. The TPR provisions and state 
Local Street Guidelines provide an important foundation for these regional 
standards. 

• New Throughways - In response to the 2040 Growth Concept, and 
subsequent update to the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) in 2000, 
four strategic new throughways were identified to ensure mobility In 
rapidly growing areas of the region. These include: 

o Tualatin Valley Highway 
o 1-5 to 99W Connector 
o McLoughlin/224 Corridor 
o Sunrise Corridor 

The Tualatin Valley Highway and McLoughlin/224 corridors represent 
consolidation projects, where the RTP calls for improving mobility on 
existing highways through incremental access consolidation and 
interchange improvements. The I-5 to 99W Connector and Sunrise 
Corridor project represent new facilities that would replace existing state 
routes. All four projects require a corridor refinement plan under the 
Transportation Planning Rule. For these, and other, major travel 
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corridors, the TPR provides a critical forum for identifying major corridor 
improvements as part of the regional planning process. 

• Mode Targets - The 2000 RTP employs an alternative strategy for 
addressing the TPR requirement to reduce per capita vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT/capita). The Metro region uses a series of 2040 mode 
targets that are based on land use types and expected non-auto travel 
patterns that will result from the 2040 Growth Concept. For each land 
use type, the mode target consists of the combined transit, walk, bike and 
shared ride travel as a portion of overall travel. Metro recently received a 
TGM grant to explore additional strategies for reaching the targets, and to 
better measure the effectiveness of these strategies at meeting the 
targets. The study may result in recommended fine-tuning of the TPR in 
order to best support any needed changes to the regional policy on modal 
targets. 

• Street Design Program - Metro's Livable Streets program was 
developed in 1996 as a strategy to retrofit existing major streets and 
construct new streets to meet the modal demands of the 2040 Growth 
Concept. This marked the first time that land use plans were used to 
define street design details. Metro published "Creating Livable Streets" to 
promote the new policy, and has also implemented the program with 
more than $20 million a/located to over a dozen "boulevard" retrofit 
projects across the region. Metro relies in the TPR provisions for 
promoting travel options as an important foundation for these street 
retrofit improvements that add transit, pedestrian and bicycling facilities 
to existing routes. 

ODOT Incentives for Regional Planning 

The recent state review of metropolitan planning also reports that the Metro 
region Is the only one of six federally recognized metropolitan areas In the 
state to adopt a coordinated land use and transportation strategy that 
satisfies the TPR. While this is due, in part, to Metro's unique regional 
planning authority, the reality is that our policies are largely developed 
through regional consensus, and enacted through local ordinances. We 
believe that the other MPOs could be encouraged to find consensus without a 
structure like Metro if transportation funding incentives were provided by 
ODOT. 

For example, Metro has actively used federal flexible (STP) and CMAQ 
funding to promote transportation projects that provide travel options to 
driving alone. More than $25 million has been allocated annually from these 
sources since the mid 1990s to fund transit, pedestrian, bicycle, demand 
management, transit-oriented development and boulevard projects. 
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We propose that a similar strategy be used to encourage other MPOs In the 
state to adopt coordinated regional land use and transportation plans like 
that in place in the Metro region, and called for in the TPR. ODOT could 
allocate flexible funds at the state level to similar projects when they occur in 
an MPO area that has completed a coordinated regional plan, providing an 
important incentive to MPOs that would represent a modest share of the 
State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP). We encourage the LCDC 
and OTC to explore this concept as part of the current joint subcommittee 
discussion. 

State Role in Greater Metro Area Planning 

Metro has worked to achieve Area Commission on Transportation (ACT) 
status with the Oregon Transportation Commission over the past two years, 
without success. While we believe that we can effectively communicate on 
many ACT issues without being recognized as such, we also see a need for 
the LCDC and OTC to step up involvement in regional planning issues that 
extend beyond federal MPO boundaries. Two examples include the greater 
Metro region, where our travelshed includes many cities located outside our 
planning boundary, and the Corvallis-Albany-Lebanon triangle, where the 
cities are linked by disparate employment .. and housing opportunities, placing 
a growing strain on transportation facilities. 

Metro does not advocate for extensive rulemaking on this front as part of the 
TPR update. Instead, we support a new provision for consultation among 
agencies that share a daily travelshed, with ODOT and DLCD staff convening 
stakeholders for this purpose. We also support a separate, larger 
examination of whether a "Valley Goal" Is needed to better evaluate the 
incremental effect of individual urban growth boundary and transportation 
project decisions on the long-term urbanization of the Willamette Valley. 

We look forward to continued participation and comment as rulemaking and 
legislation proceeds, and as other portions of the TPR are reviewed in coming 
months. Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important 
rulemaking. 

Sincerely, 

Rex Burkholder 
JPACT Chair 

cc: Members of the LCDC 

David Bragdon 
Metro Council 

Lane Shetterly, Department of Land Conservation and Development 
Members of the Oregon Transportation Commission 
Bruce Warner, Oregon Department of Transportation 
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Attachment 'A' 

Specific Comments on Draft TPR Amendments 

The January 3, 2005 public comment draft of the proposed TPR revisions 
represents a good effort in providing the needed fine-tuning to address the 
Jaqua decision. Upon reviewing the draft amendments, we recommend 
further revisions to the public comment draft, as follows: 

Section 1 - Defining "Significant Effect" 
The following minor revisions to the draft TPR amendments would help clarify 
how "significant effect'' is defined: 

Section 660-012-0060 (l)(b) Change standards implementing travel 
function to be inconsistent with a functional classification system, or 

Section 660-012-0060 (l)(c)(A) Allow land uses tyj>eS or levels of 
development land uses that would result in levels of travel or access that 
are inconsistent with the functional classification ... 

Section 2 - Local Remedies 
We support the proposed amendments to this section without changes -
particularly the added provision to allowed conditions of approval to be 
applied. 

Section 3 - Mitigating Impacts 
We support the proposed amendments to this section without further change. 

Section 4 - Evaluating the Effects of an Amendment 
The following proposed revisions reflect our concerns over (1) the 
inappropriate inclusion of amendments that go beyond the needed remedy to 
the Jaqua decision, (2) the lack of specific guidance for ODOT in managing 
existing and planned interchanges in the context of plan amendments, and 
(3) the role of ODOT in certifying whether a proposed change wi/I impact the 
system: 

660-012-0060 (4) Determinations under sections (1) - (3) of this rule 
shall be coordinated with affected transportation facility and service 
providers and other affected local governments. 

(a) E>«e~t wheA the affieAdffieAt iA>'Bl'o'es ~··~ert·1• withiA BAe half mile of 
an e)(isting or planned interchange on an Interstate High·~ay_in 
determining whether an amendment has a significant effect on an 
existing or planned transportation facility under section 1(c) of this 
rule, local governments shall rely on existing transportation facilities 
and services and the following planned transportation facilities, 
improvements and services: 
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(A) Transportation facilities, improvements or services that are funded 
for construction or implementation in the Statewide Transportation 
Improvement Program. Metropolitan Transportation Improvement 
Program or othera-locally or regionally adopted transportation 
Improvement program or capital improvement plan or program of a 
transportation service provider. 

(B) Transportation facilities, improvements or services that are 
authorized In a local transportation system plan and for which a 
funding plan or mechanism is in place or approved. These include, but 
are not limited to, transportation facilities, improvements or services 
for which: transportation systems development charge revenues are 
being collected; a local improvement district or reimbursement district 
has been established or will be established prior to development; a 
development agreement has been adopted; or conditions of approval 
to fund the improvement have been adopted. 

(C) Transportation facilities, improvements or services in a 
metropolitan planning organization (MPO) area that are part of the 
area's federall·t ap13roved, financially constrained adopted regional 
transportation system plan. 

(D) ImprovemeAts to state hi§hways that are IAel"ded as 
im13ro·v'ements in a regional or local trans13ortation s·tstem 13lan or 
eompreheAsive plaA wheA ODOT provides a wrltteA statemeAt that the 
imprevements are rcasonabl·1 lil<el.,. to be i;ro·1ided 'Nithin the i;lannlng 
period. 

660-12-0060 (4)(b) When the amendment involves property within 
one-half mile of an existing or planned interchange on an Interstate 
Highway, as measured from the center point of the interchange, in 
determining whether an amendment has a significant effect on an existing 
or planned transportation facility under section l(c) of this rule, local 
governments shall rely on existing transportation facilities and services 
and the planned transportation facilities, improvements and services in 
(a)(A) through (C) of this section. 

However, if ODOT provides a ·,yritten statement that the amendment 
y~o4l_ct_not ad'v'_e_r_s.el'f impa_ct __ the: inte_rc:h;;inge, -~h!;Jl lq~a_! _9_()!'e_rnmcnt~ IT'.~Y­
also rel;• oA the improvemeAts ideAtified iA s"t>seetioAs (a)(D) aAd (E) of 
this section. 

Section 5 - Definitions 
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660-012-0005 Definitions 

Transportation facility - physical improvements that serve one or more 
modes of travel, including motor vehicles, transit, bicycles and 
pedestrians. 
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Attachment 'B' 

Map: Areas affected by the Interstate Highway protection provisions 
in the Draft Oregon Transportation Planning Rule amendments. 

(note: this map is under development, and will be provided at the February 
10 JPACT meeting] 
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