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

218T CENTURY (TEA-21)

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

WHEREAS, TEA-21 expired at the end of federal Fiscal Year 2003 (Septemnber 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 “eammarking” 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 prionty 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 Prestdent
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 21* Century
(TEA-11)

Priority Policy Issues

The 109™ Congress has the opportunity to take a fresh look at the reauthorization of the
Transportation Equity Act for the 21 century (TEA-21). At this time, it is unclear whether the
work performed by the 108™ 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 concemn 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 108" 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 109 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 sitbation 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:

Increase Funding Levels

Retain the TEA-21 Program Structure

Support the Multi-State Corridor Program

Support Projects of National and Regional Significance

Retain and Improve the New Starts Program-

Support the House version of the Small Starts Program
Support a Freight Program

Retain Trust Funds and General Funds In the Transit Program
Retain the CMAQ Apportionment

ll] Ensure federal legislation does not limit the use of toll revenues
11. Support Planning Funds as provided for in the Senate Bill

PN AW
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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 imporiant to our nation’s economy and quality of life as
transportation.

2. Retain the TEA-21 Program Structure - In general, the Portland region suppoited
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 pnincipal 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 Cornidor 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. 1t 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 eanmark 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 I-5 “cracked
bridge” program and the Sunrise Coerridor.

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 “Smail Starts” category intended to provide a
streamlined program for new rail and fixed-gnideway transit projects under $75 million,
such as Commuter Rail and Street Car. However, 1t 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 Smail 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 giobal trade network. Both the earlier House
and Senate Bills recognized the importance of federal programs to enhance the nation's
ifrastructure 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 interinodal 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

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 revenne — 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. 1t 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 te 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 anthorization:

“Title 23 — Highways; Chapter 1 — Federal Aid Highways; Subchapter I — 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—-
(1) the total of all weighted nonattainment and maintenance area populations in
each State; bears to :
(11) 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--
(1) 0.8 if--
(I) at the time of the apportionment, the area is a maintenance area; or
(I1) 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.);
(i) 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. 7511 et seq.);
(i11) 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
0zone nonattainment area under such subpart;
(v) 1.3 if, at the time of the apporiionment, 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 T 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 muitiplied by a factor of 1.2,
(ii) Carbon monoxide maintenance areas.--If, in addition to being classified as a
nonattainiment 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) Mimimum apportionment.--Notwithstanding any other provision of this paragfaph,
each State shall receive a minimum of \1/2\ 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 amendinent;

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 {(viii} and (ix)] with weighting factors to-apportion funds to areas 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 particulate matter (PM2.5)",

(B) by striking clause (i) and inserting the following:

‘(i) 1.0, if at the time of apportionment, the avea is a maintenance area,’;

(C) in clause (vi), by striking ‘or’ afier 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)) or for PM-2.5";

(2) by adding at the end the following: _

‘(iii) 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;

‘(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 -hour ozone standard.”

(3) by striking subparagraph (C) and inserting the following:

(C) ADDITIONAL ADJUSTMENT FOR CARBON MONOXIDE ARFEAS- If, in addition to being
designated as a nonattainmeni 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 US.C. 7512 et seq.) as a nonattainment or mainienance 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
(3) by inserting after subparagraph (C) the following:

(D) ADDITIONAL ADJUSTMENT FOR PM 2.5 AREAS- If, in addition to being designaied 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

Regiona) Transif Priorities

This assumes that rail projects wilf not be doliar earmarked

Metro Area Reauthorization Request List 203
($million)
Authorization House
Project Type/ Name Request Source Purpose T&I Mark | Page
Regional Hichway Projects
Ii=5 Trade Corridor (ODOT Share)
* [-5: Delta Pask to Lombard Widening ] 32.800 Hwy Demo Construction 3 19.000
* Highway/Transit Columbia Crossing $ 15,000 Hwy Demo PE/EIS 3 & 000
Projects of National
* Highway/Transit Columbia Crossing $ 35.000 SiEniﬁcance' PE/EIS/Final Design
1-5/99W Connector 3 15.000 Hwy Demo PE/ROW
Hwy 217.Tualatin Valley Highway to US 26 $ 26.900 Hwy Demo Construction 3 6.250
Sunrise Praject 1-205 to Rock Creek b 32,000 Hwy Demo PE/ROW b 3.000
|Columbia Intermodal Corridor
* Ramsey Railroad Yard b 11.000 Hwy Demo Construction 3 12.000
* Air Cﬁo Access Road $ Hwy Demo Construction

South/North LRT Project Segments Reauthorization
Interstate MAX Reauthorize 5309 New Starts Constraction b3 23.293
South Corridor/1-205 Reauthorize 5309 New Starts Construction Authorized
Milwaukie Light Rail Reauthorize 5309 New Starts PE
North: Expo to Clark County Reauthorize 5309 New Starts PE
Wilsonville-Beaverton Commuter Rail Proj. Reauthorize 5309 New Starts Construction Autherized
TriMet Bus and Bus Related $ 41.000 5309 Bus Buses
SMART Bus - Wilsonville 3 1.900 5309 Bus Buses/Bus Facility | $ 0.800
Portland Streetcar Authorized
Segment 1 to Lloyd District Authorize Smail Stants Construction
| Segment 2: To Central Eastside District Authorize Small Starts Construction
ament 3. To South Waterfront Authorize Small Starts Construction
spment 4:To Lake Oswego Authorize Small Siarts Construction

[SUB-TOTAL

Local Project Priorities

42

Wilsonville: Boeckman Road -Urban Village 3 3.000 Hwy Demo Constuction 3 3.000
Wilsonville: Barber Street Urban Village
Connection b3 3,700 Hwy Demo Construclion $ 1 000
TCSP/Sale Routes 1o
{Milwaukie; Lake Road b} 6.000 Schools Construciion $ 3000
(Gresham: Gresham Civic Neighborhood LRT Seation 3 2100 Hwy Demo Construction $ 1.500
resham: Rockwood Town Center $ 2.000 Hwy Demo Construction 3 2.000
Oregon City: 1-205/Hwy 213 Interchange $ 5.600 Hwy Demo PEEIS
|Portland: North Macadam Access $ 23.000 Hwy Demo Construction 3 9.0
’Portland: Gateway 102nd’ 1 4.800 Hwy Demo Caonstruction $ 7 800
IPort]and: East Burnside - Willamette River to East 14h’ 3 i.500 Hwy Demo PE
[Portiend: Eastside Sweetcar® 3 1.500 Hwy Demo PE
IMulmomah Co.: Sellwood Bridge 3 25.000 Bridge/Hwy Demo Corstruction
IWashington Co.: Beavenon Hillsdale/Scholls 5 25,000 . Hwy Demo PE/ROW
Metro TOD Revolving Fund 3 10.000 TCSP Construction
Metro Regional Trail Pro, - Next Phage $ 5,000 Hwy Demo Construction b Y 4,500
[ﬁmmfﬁh‘&h‘k‘%ﬁ“:ﬂm i 3 5,004 Hwy Demo Construction
5

Research

as Federal University Transportation Research Center

Designate as
Designated Portland State University University Transportation | University Reseatch
2.500 Centers Program Cir. Language

SUB-TOTAL

orOt e l'll

.!‘5 ‘Trade Comidor (WSDOT Share) $ 50,000 Hwy Demo PE/EIS/Final Designf $ 10.008
i Veh. Maimenance &

City of Sandy Transil $ 1.200 5309 Bus Storage Facility

SUB-TOTAL 3 51.200 3 10,000

'Subject to creation of this category of funds.
’Request 1o Washinglon Congressional Delegation.

3Could be submitted as a single $7.8 milion Gateway request.



REVISED - PLEASE
REPLACE IN PACKET

Exhibit 8 to Resclution Mo, 05-3544

Metro Area Reauthorization Request List R85
($million)
Authorization House
Request

egional Highay Projects .

Source

Purpose

T&1 Mark

I-5 Trade Cosridor (ODOT Share)

* [-5: Delta Park to Lombard Widening $ 32.800 Hwy Demo Construclicn 3 10.000
* Highway/Transit Colombia Crossing $ 15,000 Hwy Demo PE/EIS $ 6,000
Projects of Natienal PE/EIS/Final
* Highway/Transit Columbia Crossing $ 35.000 Significance' Design
I-5/99W Connector 1%  15000] ~  HwyDemo .. PE/ROW iy .
“[Hwy 217:Tualatin Valley Highway to US 26 $ 26,900 Hwy Demo Construction 3 6.250
ISum'ise Project 1-205 to Rock Creek b 32.000 Hwy Pemo PE/ROW $ 3,000
¥Columbia Intermodal Corridor
* Ramsey Railroad Yard 5 11.000 Hwy Demo Construction % 12.000
* Air Cargo Access Road $ 9.000 Hwy Demo Consiruction

SUB-TOTAL

Regionsl T —

This assurmes that raii projects will not be dolfar earmarked
South/North LRT Project Segments Rearhorization
I[ntersiate MAX Reauthorize 5309 New Starts Construction 3 23293
South Corridor/1-205 Reauthorize 5309 New Starts Construction Authorized
Milwaukie Light Rail Reauthorize 5309 New Starts PE
Morth: Expo to Clark County Reauthorize 5309 New Starts PE
Wilsonville-Beaverton Commuter Rail Proj. Reauthorize 5300 New Starts Construction Authorized
TriMet Bus and Bus Related 3 41.000 5309 Bus Buses
SMART Bus - Wilsonville b3 1.900 5309 Bus Buses/Bus Facility | § 800
|Portland Streetear Authorized
Segment | (o Lloyd District Authorize Small Starts Constructien
Segment 2. To Central Eastside District Authorize Small Starnts Construction
Segment 3:To South Waterfront Authorize Small Starts Construction
egment 4:10 Lake Oswego Authorize Small Starts Construction

Local Project Priorities

42

Wilsonville: Boeckman Road -Urban Village $ 3.000 Hwy Demo Constuction b ) 3000
Wilsonville: Barber Street Urban Village :
Connection b 3.700 Hwy Deme Constraction 3 1.600
TCSP/Safe Rautes to
Miiwavkie: Lake Road $ 6.000 Schools Construction 3 3.000
[Gresham: Gresham Civic Neighborhood LRT Station % 2.700 Hwy Demeo Construction 3 1.500
KGresham: Rockwood Town Center $ 2.000 Hwy Demo Construction | $ 2.000 .
City: 1-205/Hwy 213 [nterchange $ 5.600 Hwy Demo PE/ELS ——h .
Portland: North Macadam Access $ 15.000 Hwy Demo Construction [ $ '\ =+bit’
Portland. North Macadam Access $ 9.000 Hwy Demo Construction $ 9,000
Portland: Gateway 102nd’ 3 T a800] 7 HwyDeme 7| Cosstruction | $ 7.800
|Poctiand: Esst Bumside - Willamette River to East 14th* $ 1.500 Hwy Demo PE
lPortiand: Eastside Streetcar® $ 1.500 Hwy Demo PE
ultnomah Co.: Setiwood Bridge 5 25.000 Bridge/Hwy Demo Constraction
‘ashington Co.: Beaverton Hillsdale/Scholls 3 25.000 Hwy Demo PE/ROW
Metro TOD Revolving Fund 5 10.000 TCSP Construction
Metro Re}lonal Trail Program — Next Phase $ 5.000 Hwy Demo Construction | § 4,500
Metro al Culveri Retrofit — Phase | |3 5.000 Hwy Demo Construction
: $

Designated Portland State University
as Federal University Transportation Research Center

University Transportation
Centers Program

Designate as
University Research
Cur.

~ort for er Priort(g

cade Cortidor (WSDOT Share) $ 50.000 Hwy Demo PE/EIS/Final Design| $ 10000
Yeh, Maintenance
City of Sandy Transit 3 1.200 5309 Bus & Storage Facility
SUB-TOTAL 3 51200 b} 10.000

'Subject to creation of this category of funds.

“Request to Washington Congressiona) Delegation.

3Could be submitted as a single $7.8 million Gateway raquest.



REVISED - PLEASE
REPLACE IN PACKET

Exhibit B to Resofution No, 05-3544

Metro Area Reauthorization Request List a0
(Smillion)
Authorization House
Request T&[ Mark
Regional Hizhway Projects
|1-5 Trade Corridor {ODOT Share)
* I-5; Delta Park to Lombard Widening b 32.800 Hwy Demo Construction $ 19.000
* Highway/Transit Columbia Crossing 3 15,000 Hwy Demo PE/EIS b3 6000
Projects of National PE/EIS/Final
* Highway/Transit Columbia Crossing 3 35.000 Significance’ Design
{155/99W Connector $ 15.000 Hwy Demo PE/ROW
[Hwy 217:Tualatin Vailey Highway to'US 26 ¥ 26.500 ‘Hwy Demo Construction $ 6.250
|Sunrise Project 1-205 to Rock Creek $ 32.000 Hwy Demo PE/ROW ] 3.000
[Colutmbia Intermodal Corridor
* Ramsey Railroad Yard b 11,060 Hwy Demo Construction 3 12.000
* Air Cargo Access Road ] 9.000 Hwy Demo, Construction
SUB-TOTAL b 176.700 $ 37.250
Regional Transit Priorities This that rail projects will not be dollar sarmarked
South/North LRT Project Segments Reouth
Interstate MAX Reauthorize 5309 New Starts Construction $ 23.293
South Cormridor/I-205 Reauthorize 5309 New Starts Construction Authorized
Milwaukie Light Rail Reautherize 5309 New Starts PE
North: Expo to Clark County Reauthorize 5309 New Starts PE
Wilsonville-Beaverton Commuter Rail Proi. Reauthorize 5309 New Starts Construction Authorized
'TriMet Bus and Bus Related $ 41.00G 5309 Bus Buses
SMART Bus - Wilsonvitle 3 1.900 5309 Bus Buses/Bus Facility | § 0 800
Portland Streetcar Authorized
Segment | : to Lloyd District. Authorize Smatl Starts Construction
Segment 2: To Central Eastside District Authorize Small Starts Construction
Segment 3:To South Waterfeont Authorize Small Starts Construction
- Segment 4. To Lake Uswego Authorize Smadl Starts Construction
H "OTAL £ 42,900 $ 24.093
Local Project Priorities
Wilsonviile: Boeckman Road -Urban Village 13 3.000 Hwy Demo Constuction $ 3.000
Wilsonville: Barber Street Urban Village
Connection 3 1700 Hwy Demgo Censtruction 3 1000
TCSP/3afe Routes to
Milwaukie: Lake Road 3 £.000 Schools Construction 5 3.000
Gresham: Gresham Civic Neighborbood LRT Station $ 2.700 Hwy Demo Construction $ 1.500
Gresham: Rockwood Town Center $ 2.000 Hwy Demo Construction b 2.000
regon City: 1-2205/Hwy 213 Interchange 5 5.600 Hwy Demo PE/EIS
Portland: North Macadam Access 3 15.000 Hwy Demo Construction
Portland: North Macadam Access [3 9.000 Hwy Demo Construction 3 9.000
>ortland: Gateway 102nd ) 4.800 Hwy Demo Construction 3 7.800
ortland: East Bumnside/Steeet Car b 5.000 Hwy Demo PE
ultnomah Co.. Sellwood Bridge 3 25.000 Bridge/Hwy Demo Construction
Nashington Co.: Beaverton Hillsdale/Scholls $ 25000 Hwy Deme PE/ROW
vetro TOD Revolving Fund $ 16.000 TCSP Construction
vetro Regional Trail Program - Next Phase $ 5.000 Hwy Demo Construction $ 4.500
detro Regional Culvert Retrofit — Phase 1 $ 5000 Hwy Demo Construction
WUB-TOTAL $ 126800 $ 31.800
esearch
Designate as
Jesignated Portland State Univetsity University Transportation |University Research,
s Federal University Transportation Research Center $ 2,500 Centers Program Cir. Language
upport for Other Priorities
5 Trade Corridor’(WSDOT Share) b3 50.00G Hwy Demo PE/E[S/Final Design| $ 10,000
Veh. Maintenance
Sandy Transit b 1.200 5309 Bus & Storage Facility
UB-TOTAL 51.200 3 10.000

'Subject to creation of this category of funds,
*Reques! to Washington Congressional Delegation.




TEA-LU (HR 3550)
HIGHWAY TITLE ONLY

The House Transportation Reauthorization bill is the product of two committees. The House Transporiation and Infrastructure Committee
released a bill (TEA-LUJ 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 Commitiee.. Ways and Means has not yet produced a bill. So, the table below reviews only TEA-LU.
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

ke T o Il X 2

' If revenye is enhanced, TEA-LU provides 36% higher Interstate Maintenance funding than TEA 21;
* 16% less IM funding than SAFETEA.
Bill: Yrl ¥r2 Yr3 Yr4 Yr5 Yré TOTAL
Interstate Maintenance
Program TEA-21  $343  $396 $400 $4.07 $4.14 $422  $23.81
SAFTEA §1101(a)( 1) EPWBIll  $550 $630 $6.55 3655 $655 $6.55  $38.00
Amends 23 USC 119 House Bill $4.50 $499 $536 3571 $587 $6.07 $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.

Siegel Consulting. - TPAC edits 1-9.04 : 1 Preliminary Draft
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National Highway System
Program

TEA-LU §11061(a)2)
Amends 23 USC 103

If revenue is enhanced, TEA-LU provides 36% higher National Highway System funding than TEA

21; 15% less NHS funding than SAFETEA.

Bill: Yearl Year2 Year3 Yeard4 Year5 Yearé TOTAL
TEA-21 $4.112 $4.749 34793 34888 $4.968 §5.061 $28.571
EPW Bill $6.650 $7.650 $7.950 $7950 $7.950 3$7.950 $46.100
House Bill $5.401 $5086 $6.431 $6.854 $7.039% $7.287 $38.998

In FY2003, Oregon received 1.24% ($68M) of the nationwide apportionment of NHS funds.

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

If revenue is enhanced, TEA-LU provides 37% higher Highway Bridge funding than TEA 21, and
14% less Highway Bridge funding than SAFETEA.

Bill: Year1 Year2 Year3 Yeard Year5 Year6 TOTAL

TEA-21 $2.941  $3.395 $3.427 $3.495 §3.552  33.619 520429

Senate Bill $4.700 35400 $5.600 $5.600 $5.600 35600 $32.500

House Bill $3.862 $4.280 3$4.599 §$4.901 $5.033 $5.211 $27.886

In FY2003, Oregon received 1.22% ($46M) 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.

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

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-safety, STP projects by 51%, if revenue is enhanced; a
notably greater increase than for other funding programs.
STF Funds Not Set Aside for Safety Projects
Excludes funds Set Aside for Stormwater in SAFTEA

Bill: Year1 Year2 Year3 Year4 Year5 Yearé TOTAL

TEA-21 $4318 34986  $5.033  $5.133  $5216 35315  $30.000

Senate Bill  $6.811 $7.761  3$8.085  $3.085 $8.085  $8.085  $46.942

House Bill  $6.286 $6.954  $7.461 §7.942 38.147 §$B.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 apportlonment of
STP funds. The JPACT reauthorization agenda should prioritize increases to the STP

Siegel Consulting. - TPAC edits 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; Year 1 Year2? Year3 Yeard Year5 Year6 TOTAL
TEA-21 $1.193 $1.345  $1.358  $1.385  $1407 $1434  § 8122
Senate Bill  $1.900 $2.150  $2225  $2.225  $2.225  §2.225 312950
House Bill $1.530 $1.696  $1.822 $1.942 §1.994 52065 $11.049

CMAQ 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 aliocated through JPACT and the Metro

Council. _In FY2003, Oregon received 0.68% ($10M) of the nationwide apportionment of CMAQ funds_ It

is also the most restrictive in terms of eligible projects A recent EPA rule changed ozone standards; making

Portland an *“attainment area” raiher 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 areg is not
designated as a_nonattainment or maintenance area under the 8-hour ozone standard dut was
designated as a nonatiainment area or maintenance area under the I-hour ozone standard.”

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

Transportation &
Community & System
Preservation Program
TEA-LU §1113

status,
The total TCSP authorization under TEA-LU is roughly double TEA-21. No other changes are proposed.
Hik: Year]l Year2 Yea3d Yewd Yem5 Yr6 TOIAL
TEA2 0RO N0 NS e N KN

Sewe Bl $0050 0050 H50 W00 H0H NE X0
HoeBl 30030 $0085 000 0045 30070 f0050 80250

However, the authorization levels and selection ¢riteria under TEA-21 had little to do with actual grants:
TEAAACTUAL 18 B9 20 p.LL] Ve 208 TOIAL

Amends 23USC101 not Phcredomary Gost s o oz
mends note
Eanak e 007 R e dl
112 Stat 223 g
Totd 0oz BBl N7 B0 50 S48
Oregen Grants 01 W0l oo § - oot 0m
_regn Paunt 8P  181% 086 00P6 4%  OT%
Overall, Oregon/Portland has not done as well with TCSP as other programs.
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Multi-State Corridor

ﬁ TEA-LU §1101(a)(10);
§1301

Border Planning,

Operations, Tech.

TEA-LU §1101(a)(11);

§1302

“Corridor” funds are available to the I-5 Trade Corridor. Oregon is not eligible for “Border” funds. Under
TEA-21, “Border” and “Comidor” 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 vet not
clear how the funds will be allocated.

Borders and Corridors Programs
In TEA-21 Programs Combined, in SAFETEA/TEA-LU Separate Programs

Bill: Year1 VYear2 Year3d Yeard Year5 Year6 TOTAL

TEA-21; B&C. $0.140  $0.140  $0.140  $0.140  $0.140  30.140  $0.840

Senate Bill: Corridors  $0.112  $0.135  $0.157  $0.180  $0.202  $0.225  $1.01l
Senate Bill: Borders $0.112  $0.135 $0.157  $0.180  $0.202 $0.225 $1.011

Senate Bill: B&C 50224  $0.270 30314  $0.360 30404  $0.450  $2.022

House Bilk: Comridors  $0.500  $0.900  $0.900 30900 $0.900 $0.900  $5.000
House Bill: Borders $0.200 30.300 $0.325 $0.350 30400 30400 $1.975

House Bill: B&C $0.700  $1200 $1.225  $1.250  $1.300  $1.300  $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

BE: 9 9% 2000 200 20@ 208 TOIAL
B&C ok Alocaied SIBE SRIKH FIBO HHB SN0 SLIBA6
At 5 Oregn 200 N0 KB UK B0 4B
Percent i Oregon 6% P Q7% W01% 2554 128%

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 I-5 PE/EIS work.

Interstate Discretionary
ik Projects :
TEA-LU §1111:

Amends 23USC118(c)

In TEA-LU, the $100M per vear Interstate Discretionary Program is eliminated. Oregon has received little
from the Interstate Discretionary Program. Of the $560M allocated during TEA-21, Oregon received

$1.765M, or 0.3%. Elimination of discretionary program adds to formula apportionments, a benefit to
Qregon, '
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Highway Safety
Improvement Prog.
TEA-LU §110L(6);
§1401;

Amends 23USC130;
23USCI152

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

Bill: Yearl Year2 Year3d Yeard Year5 Year6 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

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

raifroad 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 §1101(a)(23)

Creates a $250M per year, six-year formula program for sidewalks, traffic calming, bicycle facilities, €ic. 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,

SHI18() traffic education and enforcement in the vicinity of schools, student sessions on bicycle and
pedestrian safety, etc
Siegel Consulting. - TPAC edits 1-9-04 5 Preliminary Draft
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*

Projects of National and
Regional Significance
TEA-LU §1101(a)(12);
§1304

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.

i H Yol Yew2 Yerd Yewd Yew$S Yewt TOTAL

TEA2L NA NA NA Na NA NA § -

Senate B NA NA NA N4 NA N § -

Howre Bill 2900 R%0 2090 2900 5000 0[O0 37600

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 I-5 Project would be eligible and competitive for “mega” project funds. Perhaps Sunrise
Cormridor would also be eligible. However, the utility of this program to QOregon 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 I-5, where with help from State of Washington, the mega
project program could be beneficial.

High Priority Projects
TEA-LU §1101(a)(17)
Amends23 USC 117

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.

11 Yerl Yewr2 Yewr3d Yewrd YexrS5 Yerts TOTAL
TEA2I 5130 $144 SIS %1685 ST SLTIE 9340
SeieBll NA NA NA NA NA NA h) -
House Bl 31953 2144 2355 0587 %1 W10 $15000
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Connectors

§1303

Freight Intermodal

TEA-LU §1101(a)(18);

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: Yer]l Yewr2 Yerd Yerd YerS Yew6 TOIAL

TEAX NA NA NA NA NA N $-

SecieBl NA Na NA NA NA Na 5-

HoseBl 5300 50400 0500 3060 $60 060 000

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 connecior 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 wary
of targeted or restrictive programs with new administrative requirements

Dedicated Track Lanes
TEA-LU §1101a}x22),

§1305

TEA-LU includes authorized funding, but does not define the program (section reserved for this purpose).

Hik: Yol Yew? Yexrd Yeamd Year5 Yeré TOIAL
TEA2L NA NA Na NA Na Na 3000
SomeHI NA @ MNA Na NA NA NA R
HaeBl  $025 $035 4§35 8035 035 2§65 R0

TEA-LU §1202

Congestion Relief

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)

ﬁ 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

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

ITS
TEA-LU §1205
Adds 23 USC 150

' 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.

Tolling

Nothing proposed.

Public Private
Partnerships
TEA-LU §1503

R RIN e

Section reserved, proposal to be added later.

Design Build Contracts
TEA-LU §1501

*~

Section reserved, proposal to be added later.
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The House Transportation Reauthorization bill is the product of two committees.

TEA-LU (HR 3550)
TRANSIT TITLE ONLY

New Start and Small Start Programs Reviewed Separately

The House Transportation and Infrastructure Commiitee

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

oy r = 1 X ?

TEA-LU provides an 87% increase in §5307 funds over TEA-21, Year | of TEA-LU oy provdes a
4% increase over Year 6 of TEA-21, but it includes a 13% per year increase cach year thereafter,
Bl Yerl Yeaxr2 Yexd Yewrd YerS Yewé TOIAL
Urban Area Formula TEAZ 5230 8255 R B0 BB 8BS 731
*Gia;‘s SeBl N Na 0 NA NA NA  Na §-

TEA-LU §3008 HoseBl B0 $31  $1§7 B4 KK KR B0

Amends 49USC 5307 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 491)SC5316

TEA-LU increases JARC funds by 140% compared to TEA-21.
Hi: Yarl Yexr? Yer3 Yerd Yer5 Yeré TOTAL
TEAZI s WE o W3 KIS 00
SomieBl NA N MNA NA NA MNA N,
HoseBl $0175 30185 W19 205 $0215 3025 S0

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
trangit 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 wrban' areas with less than
200,000 population based on same factors. Not enough information to know impact on Oregon,

Clean Fuels Formula
Grant Program

TEA-LU §3009

Amends 49USC5308, 5338

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%.
B Yerl Yex2 ¥ex3d Yoerd YewS Yewé TOIAL
TEAZ s s W5 Ny NG N
SemeHl MNA M M M Na MNA nw
HueBll 8010 810 00 10 M0 N0 N

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 49USCS5308(d)}(2)(A):

v i) 1.0 if, at the time of apportionment, the area is not designated as_a nonattainment or
maintenance area under the 8-hour ogone standard but was designated as a nonattainment area or
maintenance areqa under the I-hour ozone standard. ”

77

Elderly and Disabled
Formula Funds
TEA-LU §3011
49tJ8C5310, 5338

TEA-LU increases E&D Formula funds by 90% compared to TEA-21.
Bl Yexr]l Yex2 Yewrd Yewd Yew5S Yewé TOIAL
TEAZT 5006 $7 W07 B N0 00 4
SemteEll NA NA NA Na Na Na, Na
HoscHI $10 32012 $NM4 W5 07 019 087

The program is changed to allow funds to be used for operating expenses, at a 50% match ratio. A
requirement to ceriify 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.

Bl Yarl Yer2? Yemx3 Yewd YerS Yer¢ TOIL
TEAZA 80 S92 K0 SI08  SU% 51214 $600
SeweBD N O NA O NA0 O NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 MA
HaeBR  $130 $I5%6 SIAl 02 K157 46 SR

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 TEA-21. No other notable changes are
proposed.

=l Yer]l Yex2 Yewr3 Yerd Yewr5 Yexrs TOTAL

TEAZL 40 0451 490 5 IS8 607 BdS

SoceBll MNA N NA NA Na NA MNA

HomBll 3675 3078 $08% S1001 S1090  $i213  8568]

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%.

Siegel Consulting.1-10-03
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Rail Modernization Funds
TEA-LU §3010
491JSC5309, 5338

TEA-LU increases Rail Mod funds by 87% compared to TEA-21. No other notable changes are
proposed

Hi: Yer] Yer? Yer3 Yewd YerS Yar6 TOIAL
TEA2L NI PAC 09N SOV FLI6 $124  $600
SeteBI NA O NA O NA NA M N M
HueHl  S1350 $L96 SL® R0 197 0406 SR

Portland only receives about 0.37% of Rail Mod funds, although that percent will increase slightly as
more 1ail lines reach Rail Mod eligibility. The way the apportionment formula works, Portland’s share
of this program will continue to be small. Because Rail Mod funding levels are directly tied to New
Start funding levels, JPACT must be supportive (or not opposed to) these fundmg levels, even though
¢ Portland share is low.
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New Freedom Program |
TEA-LU §3018
Creates 49USC5317

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.
HR: Yorl Yarl Yad Yard YaS Yaré TOHAL
TEAZ M N N O NA NN NA
Soveld MNA O MNA N N O N M Na
HBel 00 012 013 IS 5 WE O

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.

Small Starts Funds
TEA-LU §
49USC5309, 5338

New discretionary program for fixed guideway projects between $25M-$75M in federal assistance. Not
clear where projects under $25M fit.
BHill: Yorl Yexrl Yerd Yerd YewS
TEA2 NA NA NA NA NA Na NA
Sereate Fll NA NA NA N4 NA NA Na
HomeBl  $0I5 3018 $021 S04 7 30§35

Year6 TOTAL

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

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

Planning Programs
TEA-LU §3005
49USC5303-5305

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.

Contract Requirements
TEA-LU §3025
Amends 49USC5325

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 “fildl and open competition, as determined by the Secretary.”

Allows states with a formal state procedure for procuring A&E services that is inieffect 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.

Siegel Consulting.1-10-03
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TEA-LU
New Start/Small Start Program Issues

This analysis examines Section 3010 (Capital Investment Grants) of HR 3550 (Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Us«ierS), which primarily
amends Section 3309 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

=

N ?

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

TR

ek 8 e st e e o

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

oot St W

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.

-
1T
il
il

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

The factors considered in FTA’s “comprehensive review” are expanded to include “rransit
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
New Starts/Small Starts Analysis
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§5309(d)(1): $75M “Small
Starts” Threshold

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

§5309(d)(1): $25M “Exempt”
Threshold

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 FTA.

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

§5309(d)(2) and (3) require that the evaluation of small starts be based on the results of
Altematives Analysis (AA). AA requires consideration of non-streetcar; project alternatives,
probably including a baseline altenative for cost effectiveness rating. Unless narrowed by
statute, this will lead to conmsiderable FTA involvement and interfetence. Thus, amend
§5309(d)}2)(A) as follows “(4) based on the result of planning and alternatives analysis (as used

in this subsection, alternatives analysis requires a comparison only fo the no build alternative).

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

While the justification of “major” projects must consider “opetating efficiencies,”
“environmental benefits,” “mobilin” and “existing land use,” these factors hre 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 ecénomic development”

as a key criterion. This helps Portland streetcar projects,

IR o B ] e

§5309(d)(4)B): Cost
Effectiveness

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, CE is evaluated when
operations start, rather than the normal 20-year basis; making “cost pet rider” and “cost per new
rider” measures worse for small starts than for “major” projects. Bill should define parameters
for CE calculation, rather than leaving to FTA discretion, as follows:' “B. determine cost
effectiveness based on the amount of development leveraged by the| transit investment
{compared 1o the no build alternative) at the time of the initiation of revenud service.”

W

9

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

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 ...withoul ... 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 “$mall start” ratings.

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

In lieu of Full Funding Grant Agreements (FFGA), “small starts” receive Construction Grant
Agreements (CGA). The content of a FFGA and CGA appear similar. Butja FFGA requires 60-
day congressional review, and a CGA does not. FTA requires 60% Findl 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 §3309(d)(8) “Construction Gﬁnt Agreements may
be issued at the start of Final Design and cover the cost of Final Design and construction.

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

§5309(e): Grandfather Provisions

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. i
YA

L. S - o

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 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 — 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 céongressional review).
Alternatively, amend provision as follows: “Subsections (¢} 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 apply to prdjects for which the
Secretary has approved Final Design before the date of enactment fof the bill]

§5309(f4)(A): Limitations on
Amounts that can be Obligated

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.

§5309(H)(5). Nottfication of
Congress

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

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

Do not know what this means.

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

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(g)(3) may mean that FTA cannot automatically rate projects Not Recommended because
they have only 20% match, but can rate projects with >20% local match higher.

Siegel Consulting.12-23-03 TEA-LU
New Starts/Small Starts Analysis
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§5309(g)(4): Project Cost can
Include Previously Purchased
Vehicles

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.

§5309(m)(1): Small Start Funds
Allocated “Off-the-Top” of
Capital Funds

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,

§5309(m)(1)(B): Small Starts

cannot access funds for “Major”

New Starts

Provides that 40 percent of funds remaining after allocation to “small starts” are for “major new
Sfixed guideway capital projects.” §5309(¢)(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.

2% 35| O

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

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

§5309(m}T)(B): Portland Projects

Not Yet Authorized for Final
Design and Construction

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. Smali
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 Staris 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, smali
starts, Rail Mod and Bus/Bus-Related). A broader fix would be to change 'allocatxons in §5338
(see Section 3034 of HR 3550) to have General Fund applied to formula graints and allocate only
Trust Funds to capital program,

States that “the Secretary shall make available for capital investment igrants 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 Commuter Rail and I-
205 LRT authorized in this section for Final Design and Construction. Also, need Portland
Streetcar, and I-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.

Siegel Consulting.12-23-03 TEA-LU
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SAFETEA (8. 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, for raising revenues
that support the transit and highway titles. The Banking Commiitee 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
Jollowing symbols to describe the overall affect of a proposed change.

Very Good Good Neutral Bad Very Bad Unclear

S T = 11 X |2

o If revenue is enhanced, SAFETEA prowdc 60% hlger Interstate Maintenance ﬁ.lndin ' TEA
* 21, and 17% higher IM funding than TEA-LU.

Interstate Maintenance
Program Bill: Yrl Yr2 Yr3 Yrd Yr 5 Yré FAL

SAFTEA §1101(1) TEA-21 $343  $3.96 5400 $4.07 $4.14 $4.22 381
Amends 23 USC 129 EPWBIll  $550  $6.30 $6.55 $6.55 $6.55 $6.55 8.00
House Bill $4.50 $499 $536 $571 $587 8607 b 50

Siegel Consulting. - TPAC edits 1/17/04 1 Preliminary Draft
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National Highway System
Program

SAFETEA §1102(2)
Amends 23 USC 103

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

Biil; Year1 Year2 Year3 Yeard Year5 Year6 TOTAL
TEA-21 $4.112  $4.749 $4.793 $4.888 $4.968 §$5.061 . $28.571
EPW Bill $6.650  $7.650 $7950 37950 $7.950 $7.950 $46.100
House Bill $5.401 35986 $6.431 $6.854 $7.039 $7.287 $38998

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

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

Bill: Year1l Year2 Year3 Year4d Year5 Year6 TOTAL
TEA-21 $2.941 $3.395 $3.427 §$3.495 $3.552 $3.619 320429
Senate Bill $4.700 $5.400 3$5.600 $5.600 $5.600 $5.600 $32.500
House Bill $3.862 $4.280 $4.599 §4.901 $5.033 §$5211 3$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 uppér limit on use of
funds for bridges off of the Federal system and (c) provides greater flexibility in using funds for
preventative maintenance and historic rehabilitations.

Surface Transport. Program
SAFETEA §1102(4);
§1401(g)(2); §1620

Amends 23 USC 133(d)

Both SAFETEA and TEA-LUJ 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-safety, non-stormwater projects by 56%, if revenue isienhanced; a slightly

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 Year2 Yeard Yeard4 Year5 Year6 TOTAL
TEA-21 54318 34986 $5.033  $5.133 85216 85315  $30.000
SenateBill 36811 §$7.79] $8.085 $8.085  $8.085 $B.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.

Siegel Consulting. - TPAC edits 1/17/04
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CMAQ Program
SAFETEA §1102(5);
§l6l1

Amends 23 USC
104(b)(2); 149

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

Bill: Year 1 Year2 Year3d Yeard Year5 Year6 TOTAL
TEA-21 $£1.193 $1.345 81358  $1.385  $1407 $1434 § 8122
Senate Bili £1.900 $2.150  $2.225  §2225  $2.225  §2.225  $12.950
House Bill $1.530 $1.696 51822 %1942 $1994 $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 ar¢a” rather than a “maintenance area.” This resuits 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 ehgibility for ozone-related CMAQ funds by amending
§1611(2) of SAFETEA to include: “fx) 1.0 if, at the time o ortionment, 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 I-hour ogone standard.”
b) Support the change in the apportionment factor from .8 to 1.0 for areas achieving “Maintenance”

statys

: : Transportation &

Community & System
Preservation Pilot Prog
SAFETEA §1814

Adds 23 USC 175

This is a revision 1o 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,

ﬂ Operations, Tech.

SAFETEA §1101(11);

§1811
Creates 23USCI172

“Corridor” funds are a key discretionary source for PE/EIS work for 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 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 ¢ligible for Border
Program funds are also eligible for Comdor Program funds; allowing them to “double dip.”
Borders and Corridors Programs .
In TEA-21 Programs Combined, in SAFETEA/TEA-LU Separate Programs

Bili: Yearl Year2 Year3 Year4 Year5 Year6 TOTAL

TEA-21; B&C. $0.140  $0.140  $0.140  30.140  $0.140  $0.140  30.840

Senate Bill: Corridors  $0.112  $0.135  $0.157  $0.180  $0.202  $0.225  $1.011
Senate Bill: Borders $0.112  $0.i35 $0.157 $0.180  $0.202  $0.225 $1.011

Senate Bill: B&C $0.224 90270  $0.314  $0.360  $0.404  $0.450 $2.022

House Bill: Corridors:-  $0.500  $0.900  $0.900 $0.900 $0.900 $0.500 '$5.000
House Bill: Borders $0.200 30300  $0.325  $0.350  $0.400 30400 :$1.975

House Bill: B&C $0.700 $1.200  §1.225  §$1.250  $1.300  $1.300 '$6.975

To resolve these issues;

(2) Amend §1101(10) and §1101(t1), 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.

ﬁ’" Interstate Discretionary

The set aside from the Interstate Maintenance Program for Interstate Discretionary Projects is raised to

Projects '
SAFETEA §1805 $100M per year for six years (up from $50M).
Amends 23USC118(c)(1)
Siegel Consulting. - TPAC edits 1/17/04 4 Preliminary Draft
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Highway Safety
Improvement Prog,
SAFETEA §1101(6);
§1401;

Replaces 23 USC 148

SAFETEA repeal the a set-aside as part of the STP ro replacesit 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: Year 1 Year2? Year3 Yeard Year5 Year6 TOTAL
TEA-21 NA  NA T NA 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 flo00 $1.100 31200 $1.300 31400 $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 pro with new administrative requitements,

Safe Routes to Schools

Creates a $70M per year, six-year set-aside from Highway Safety Improvement Program (above) for

Performance and
Maintenance Prog.
SAFETEA §1101(13);
§1201

Adds 23 USC 139

i’:gfg ;E[?Sgl;;%s sidewalks, traffic calming, bicycle facilities, etc. in the vicinity of schools,
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.

Infrastructure

Bill: Year1 Year2 Year3 Yeard Year5 Year6 TOTAL
TEA-21 NA NA NA - NA NA NA 3 -
Senate Bill $2.500 32,500  $2.000 32000  $2.000  $0.500 $11.500
House Bill NA NA NA NA NA NA b -

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/Qrepon objectives better
met with more flexible and lasting highway programs.
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Of the NHS funds allocated 10 Oregon, the greater of (i} 2% or (ii) the percentage of NHS miles connecting

SAFETEA §1303
Amends 23 USC181-189

Freight Intermodal to intermodal terminals of total NHS miles in the State must be set aside for intermodal freight connector
<::> Connectors to NHS projects. State can seek exemption from set aside each year, if State certifies intermodal connectors are in
SAFETEA §1203(c) good condition and there are significant NHS needs. Set aside funds have only 10% local match
Amends 23USC103(b) [ requirement.

OTHER PROGRAMS AND POLICIES

{Research not Addressed, Defer to PSU)
Eligible projects expanded to include intermodal freight facilities, private rail facilities “providing public
ﬁ TIFIA 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 himited by the amount of senior debt — makes clearer that TIFIA is not to be the primary borrowing.
$130M per year for six years authorized to support program.

Freight
SAFETEA §1203
Adds 23 USC 325

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 Coordinater and integration of freightiissues into State and
Regional Transportation Planning.

Tolling HOV Lanes
SAFETEA §1606
Amends 23 USC 102
Tolling Programs

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 I-5 Trade Corridor. Variable Toll Pricing Program extended, with favorable provisions.
May have applicability for I-5 Trade Corridor.

SAFETEA - EPW Bill Analysis

SAFETEA §1609(a)
MPO Funding
SAFETEA §1102(b) Requires a 1.5% set aside of highway funds (after deduction for DOT administrative expenses) for
Amends 23 USC 104(f) | metropolitan planning. TEA-21 had 2 “not to exceed 1% requirement.
‘i | Local Match Expands ability to increase federal share of highway funding above 90% (for interstates) and 80% (for other
) SAFETEA §1301 roads) based on percent of State land in national parks, national forests, tribal lands, et¢. Authority already
« | Amends 23USC120(d) exists for some states. Do not know affect of change on Oregon.
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<:> Transportation
Funding Study
SAFETEA §1305

Establishes 1 1-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.

RTP and TIP

* SAFETEA §1615
Amends 23 USC 134

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,

& Historic Site

SAFETEA §1604
Amends 23 USC 103(c)

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 I-5 Bridge to Vancouver.
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Exhibit C-5 to Resolution No. 05-3544

Memorandum

Date: January 31, 2005

To: Olivia Clark, Dick Feeney, Neil McFarlane; TrlMet

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 “Capltal Investment Grants” proposed
in Section 3011 of the Senate Bill (SB) received on January 27" 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. 3011(}) 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 Stait 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 (¢) and (f)”. The terim “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.

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

. Amend Sec, 301i(e) of SB as follows “(e) Major Fixed Guideway Capital-lnvestnent
Grants of $75,000,000 or More”

. Amend Sec, 3011(f) of SB as follows “(e} Major Fixed Guideway Capital- Javestment
Grants Less than $75,000,000”

, Amend Sec. 3011(j) of 8B as follows: “(A) 65 percent shall be allocated for major capltal

projects for new fixed guideway systems and extensions end-eerrider-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: I
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 3011(f) it states: “if the amount of a gramt ... for a major capital project is less than
375,000,000, (4) the project shall be subject to the requiremenis under subsection (e} to the
extent the Secretary determines to be appropriate; and (B) the Secretary shall not make a grant
Jor 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
16t establish any specific critetia for Small Starts and leaves it to FTA to determinié 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 staits”
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 1 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 (<375M) 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
queuve. 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 Staris 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(¢), as amended by Sec. 301 1(e}(6) of the SB, only projects with a FFGA
or Letter of Intent (LOI) befere 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 nurber of moderate and minor issues that, due to time constraints, 1 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. 3011(g) of SB revises existing rules regarding the preparation of a “Before and Afler
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
projecis that are ready and approved for construction, increasing costs and delaying service
improvements for seemingly unnecessary reasons.

Statutory Solution:

Tobe-eligiblo-f fall Fundi
eqhiifed,-betore-the bepmmng-oleonstrachon-ol-the proposeanew-startp jaet, Collection of this

data shall be inciuded in the full funding grant agreement as an eligible activity. Collection of

‘(D) COLLECTION OF DATA ON CURRENT SYSTEM.

o = 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 altemative is to clarify the Committee’s expectations under the
current criteria and procedures.

Statutory Solution:  None.

Report Solution: The Committee is concemed 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 vser 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
memerandum 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 30! 1(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 inteslined 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 systern may include the cost of rolling
stock previously purchased if the applicant satisfies the Secretary that only amounts other than
amounts of the Govemment 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:‘Alloﬁf Cross-Border Leastng

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 concem 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 mitlions of
dollars, without any benefit to the Treasury. The SB does not address this issue.

Statufory 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: 5
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 21* 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
aunthorization bil} for transportation projects and funding. The authorization bill establishes federal
programs, identifies or “earmarks” some specific projects and sets the upper limits on the arnount 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 junisdictions 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-2] is the current federal transportation authorization authority providing
Metro the authority to function as a federally designated Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPQ).
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 Portiand 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.

$1.5M
$1.5M

a. E.Burnside — Willamette River to East 14®
b. Portland Eastside Streetcar Extension

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.porttandiransportation.org



BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

FOR THE PURPOSE OF APPROVING ) RESOLUTION NO. 05-3548
PORTLAND REGIONAL FEDERAL ) Introduced by Councilor Rex Burkholder
TRANSPORTATION PRIORITIES FOR )
FEDERAL FISCAL YEAR 2006 )

 APPROPRIATIONS

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 finding, 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

I. 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.
ADQOPTED 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, 05-3548

Metro Area FY 08 Federal Transportation Appropriations Request List

1258

Project ypdNam

Reglional Highway Projects

Appropriation

_| Request ($m|lion)

Surce

Purpose Page

Sunrise Project, Unit 2 $ 3.00 | General Provisions Earmark EIS
|1-208 Auxitary Lane [ 3.00 l-Maintanance Construction
-5 Trarte Comtdor {ODOT Share) — 1TE =500 t- - —Borders-&-Corridors- -+ - -EIS/PE
1-5/99W Connaclor $ 2.50 General Provisions Earmark EIS/PE
{ITS Equipment {ODCT) 5 1.20 TS Construction
‘Total $ 14.70
Regional Transit Priorities
Interstate MAX $ 18.12 5309 New Slaris Conslruction
Commuter Rail 3 37.88 5309 New Starls Construction
Bus Expansion and Facility 3 8.00 5309 Bus Expansion
Streetcar (N. Macadam} 3 2.00 HUD Construclion
SMART Bus/Bus Related 3 1.75 5309 Bus Buses/Construciion
Total $

Local Project Priorities

Portland: |-5/1-405 Loop $ 4.00 General Provisions Earmark Planning

Podtand: Going Street Bridge 3 2.00 General Provisions Earmark Construction

Partland: North Macadam Access 3 15.00 Geanaral Provisions Earmark Construclion

Multnomah: Sellwood Bridge 3 4.00 HBR PE/ROW

Wilsonwvilte: Barber Street Extension $ 2.00 Genearat Provisions Earmark Constryction

Oregon City: |-205/Hwy 213 Interchange $ 1.00 General Provisions Earmark EIS

Milwaukie: Lake Road 3 3.00 Safe Roules to Schools PE/CON o]
Port/Troutdale: 1-84/257th Inlerchange % 2.00 General Provisions Earmark Planning

Gresham: Springwater-US 26 Access $ 5.00 General Provigsions Earmatk PE!Construction

Gresham: Fairview Trail 3 1.00 TCSP Construclion

Total

Support for OTA Transit Request

TR

South Clackamas {Motalla) Transit District $ 0.16 5309 Bus Bus Replacement
Vehicle Mainlenance
Cily of Sandy Transil 3 1.20 5309 Bus & Storage Facility
City of Canby Transit Center 3 0.50 5309 Bus Transit Center |

Total

uppo of nversty searc

PSU: MutliModal ITS Research

TS

Research Center

Total

Support for Washington/Clark County
Priorities

I-5 Trade Cocridor (WashDOT Share)’ 3 8.00 Borders & Corridors PE/EIS
Vancouver Area SMART Trek' ] 1.50 ITS Integration & Construction
West Coast Coalition' $ 0.50 Hwy Demo Planning

Total

$ 134.23
Grand Tetal - Transportation Appropriations
Channel Despening Project $ 40.00 Energy & Water Act Construction
Columbia River/RR Swingspan Language Change Truman Hobbs Consteuction

'Request to Washingion Congressional Delegation



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 reanthorization of the Transportation Equity Act for the 21
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 I-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

Pro]t T)ra

[Regional Highway

Appropriation
Reques (million)

_ S rce

Purpose

{— — =

[Regional I‘I Prirﬁes

Sunrise Project, Unit 2 $ 3.00 | General Provisions Earmark EiIS o

I-205 Auxilary Lane $ 3.00 I-Maintenance Conslruction |

I-5 Trade Comidor (ODOT Share) $ 5.00 Borders & Coridors EISPE [

1-5/99W Connector 5 250 | General Provisions Eamark EIS/PE |

ITS Equipment (ODOT) $ 1.20 ITS Construction 1
$ 14.70

Total

ocal Po oriti

Interstate MAX ¥ 18.12 5309 New Starts Construction )

Commuter Rail $ 37.80 5309 New Starts Construction )

|Bus Expansion and Fagility $ 8.00 5308 Bus Expansion I

Slreeicar (N. Macadam} $ 2.00 HUD Construction .

SMART Bus/Bus Related b 1.75 5309 Bus Buses/Construction |
$ 67.67

|Portiand: 1-51-405 Loop $ 4.00 | General Provisions Earmark Planning [
[Poritand: Going Streel Bridge $ 2.00 General Provisions Earmark Construction |
|Pertland: North Macadam Access 5 15.00 | General Provisions Earmark Construction |
|Muitnoman: Sellwoed Bridge $ 4.00 HBR PE/ROW | .
Wilsonville: Barber Street Extension $ 2.00 General Provisions Earmark Construction |
Qregon City. I-205/Hwy 213 Interchange $ 2.00 | _General Provisions Earmark EiS |
Milwaukie; Lake Road $ 1.00 Safe Routes to Schools PE e
Port/Troutdale: 1-84/257th Interchange $ 2.00 General Provisions Earmark Plarming |
Gresham: Springwaler-US 26 Access $ 5.00 General Provisions Earmnark PE/Censinuction_ o
resham: Fairview Trail $ 1.00 Tcse Construction __
i e
Total $ 38.00
Support for OTA Transit Request [ R
South Clackamas (Molatla) Transit District $ 0.16 5309 Bus Bus Replacement |

Vehicle Maintenance
City of Sandy Transil 3 1.20 5309 Bug & Slorage Facility
City of Canby Transit Center $ 0.50 5309 Bus Transit Center 1
Total s REGN

Support nivety Research

Total

Grand Total - Transportation Appropriations

133.23

PSU: MultiModal ITS Research 3 1,00 s Research Center

Total $ B I ]

Support for Washington/Clark County

Priorities [ I,

I-5 Trade Corridor (WashDOT Share)' $ 8.00 Borders & Corridors PEEIS [

Vancouver Area SMART Trek' $ 1.50 TS Integration & Construction

Wesl Coast Coalition’ $ 0.50 Hwy Demeo Flanning _ |
$

Channel Deepening Project

$ 40.00

Energy & Waler Act

Columbia River/RR Swingspan

Language Change

Truman Hobbs

Construction

'Request to Washington Congressional Delegation
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Metro Arga FY 06 Federal Transportation Appropriations Request List

2505

Project Type/Name ]

Regiol_l-li_gay Proi o

Appropriation

eqt {$million}

Locaroje oril'.is

67.67

Sunrise Project, Unit 2 . $ 3.00 | General Provisigns Eamark EIS L
1-205 Auxilary Lane $ 3.00 I-Maintenance Construction o
I-5 Trade Corrider (ODOT Share) $ 500 |  Borders & Comidors EIS/PE

I-5/99W Connecior $ 2.50 General Provisions Earmark EIS/PE

ITS Equipment {ODOT) $ 1.20 s Construction

Total $ 14.70

Regional Transit Priorities o
Interstate MAX $ 18.12 5309 New Starts Construction .
Commuter Rail $ 37.80 5309 New Starts Construclion .
Bus Expansion and Facility $ 8.00 5300 Bus Expansion

Streetcar (N. Macadarmn) $ 2.00 HUD Construclion __
SMART Bus/Bus Relaled $ 1.7% 5309 Bus Buses/Construction

Total $ o

Support for Washington/Clark County
Priorities

Portland: 1-54-405 Loop $ 4.00 General Provisions Earmark Planning_ o
Porland: Going Street Bridge % 2.00 General Provisions Earmark Construclion e
Portland: North Macadam Access $ 15.00 Genaral Provisions Earmark Construction L
Multnomah: Sellwood Bridge $ 4.00 HBR PE/ROW _
Wilsonville: Barber Street Extension $ 2.00 | Generat Provisions Earmark Construction | L
QOregon City: 1-205/Hwy 213 Interchange $ 2.00 General Provisions Eamark EIS |
|Milwaukie: Lake Road $ 3.00 Safe Routes to Schools PE/CON

|Port/Troutdate: 1-84/257th Interchange $ 2.00 General Provisions Eammark Planning _
'Gresham: Springwater-US 26 Access § 5.00 | General Provisions Earmark PE/Censtruclion o
Gresham: Fairview Trail $ 1.00 TCSP Construciion o
Total $ 40,00 [
Support for OTA Transit Request

South Clackamas (Molalla) Trangit District $ 0.16 5308 Bus Bus Reptacement

Vehicle Maintenance

City of Sandy Transit $ 1.20 5309 Bus & Slorage Facility

City of Canby Transit Center $ 0.50 5309 Bus Transit Center

Total $ 1.86 -
Support of University Research
|PSU: MuttiModal ITS Research $ 1.00 ITS Research Center .
Total $

Total

1-5 Trade Corridor {WashDOT Share)' $ 8.00 Borders & Corridars PE/EIS ___
Vancouver Area SMART Trek’ 3 1.50 TS Integration & Construction
West Coasl Coalition' $ 0.50 Hwy Demo Planning

s -

$ 6,22 0

Grand Total - Transportation Appropriations I

Chaninel Deepening Project B 40.00 Energy & Water Act Construction T
Columbia River/RR_Swingspan Language Change Truman Hobbs Canstruction

'Request 1o Washington Congressional Delagation



2005-06 JPACT
Work Program Topics

Legislative

Joint
JPACTIMPAC

Routine

Policy
Initiatives

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

* |-6 Columbia River
¢ |-5/99W
* Newberg/Dundee

20-year Rail Vision

» L] - - -

February 10. 2005 Draft




2005-06 JPACT
Work Program Topics

Partnerships

Joint
JPACT/MPAC

Routine

Policy
Initiatives

Bi-State Committee
* Bridge Project Oversight
+ Bi-State Cooperation

Oregon MPO Coalition

OTC/ODOT Relationship

* Qregon Transportation Plan
» Sphere of Influence/ACT

*  West Coast Coalition

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

JPACT Bylaws

February 10. 2005 Draft
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2005-06 JPACT Work Program

Consent

Routine Updates & Discussion

Action

January

Priorities 2006-09 Narrowing Policy
Legislative Priorities

Bi-State Committee Report

February

Regional Travel Options (RTO) Report
Legislative Priorities

Bi-State Committee Report

Legislative Priorities Package

March

Quarterly MPO Sumimit Update
Bi-State Committee Report

Finance Committee Report

Priorities 2006-09 Funding Allocation

April

Release published 2004
Regional Transportation Plan
(RTP)

Damascus Concept Plan Alternatives
Bi-State Committee Report

Congressional Visit

May

RTO Marketing Activities Update

Bi-State Committee Report

June

Quarterty MPO Summit Update
Bi-State Committee Report

Finance Committee Report

2005-06 JPACT Work Program

Page 1
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2005-06 JPACT Work Program

July

RTO Rideshare Study Results

Bi-State Committee Report

August

Bi-State Committee Report

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

September

Damascus Concept Plan - Alternatives
Analysis Conclusions

Bi-State Committee Report
Quarterly MPO Summit Update

Finance Committee Report

October

2006-07 RTP Update Work Program
Bi-State Committee Report

Congressional Visit

November

2006-07 RTP Update Work Program

Bi-State Committee Report

December

Quarterly MPO Summit Update
Bi-State Committee Report

Finance Committee Report

2006-07 RTO Program Priorities

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

r-c.,é

Routine Updates & Discussion Action
January Bi-State Committee Report
Legislative Priorities
February Bi'-State Committee Report Legislative Priorities Package
Leqgislative Priorities
March Quarterly MPO Summit Update
Bi-State Committee Report
Finance Committee Report
April Bi-State Committee Report
Congressional Visit
May Bi-State Committee Report
June Quarteriy MPO Summit Update
Bi-State Committee Report
Finance Committee Report
July Bi-State Committee Report
August Bi-State Committee Report
September Quarterly MPO Summit Update
Finance Committee Report
Bi-State Committee Report

2005-06 IPACT Work Program
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2005-06 JPACT Work Program

October Bi-State Committee Report

Congressional Visit

November Bi-State Committee Report

December . Quarteriy MPO Summit Update

Bi-State Committee Report

2005-06 JPACT Work Program
Page 4 ;



S,

February 8, 2005 \ ﬁ

-, 4
REIGY
Mayor Tom Potter ‘/

Commissioner Sam Adams
Commissioner Randy Leonard
Commissioner Dan Saltzman
Commissioner Erik Sten

PORTLAND FREIGHT COMMITTEE

- Dear Mayor Potter and City Commissioners:

One of the more important subjects the Portland Freight Committee has been examining
is the 1-3/1-405 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-5/1-84 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 [-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’tbeina
position to request construction funding until 2015-2017.

It should be noted, however, that projects within the I-5 Trade Corridor were advanced
while the comprehensive system study was underway (i.e., I-5 North HOV and lane
additions on I-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 109" 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 modemized interchange that could be in a position
for construction funding in the next Federal Highway Bili.

Like the discrete actions taken on the I-5 Trade Corridor Partnership project — of which
the Loop was onginally a part -- we strongly suggest that the [-5/1-405 Loop System

- Study move-forward-as scheduled -but that-a separate process and effort-be-established
immediately to complete a comprehensive engineering/environmental analysis of the
I-5/1-84 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 I-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,
s L.
. -
Ann L. Gardner Gary Eichman
Chair Vice Chair

Cec: Rex Burkholder
JPACT



JOINT POLICY ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION

SIGN - IN SHEET

February 10, 2005

NAME
-Chair Rex Burkholder-

| Metro Coumncil

JURISDICTION

INITIALS

Vice Chair Rod Park

Metro Council

Commissioner Sam Adams

City of Portland (~Pe 7)

Mayor Tom Potter

City of Portland

Mayor Rob Drake

City of Beaverton, representing Cities of Washington Co.

Mayor Lou Ogden

City of Tualatin, representing Cities of Washington Co.

Mr. Matthew Garrett

ODOT - Region 1

Ms. Robin McArthur

ODOT - Region 1

Ms. Stephanie Hallock

Oregon Dept. of Environmental Quality (DEQ)

Mr. Dick Pedersen

QOregon 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 McFariane

TriMet

Commissioner Bill Kennemer

Clackamas County

Comntissioner 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 of Milwaukie, 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 Pl
Commissioner Maria Rojo de | Multnomah County 2 '
Steffey (W )
Commissioner Lonnie Roberts Multnomah County -
Commissioner Steve Stuart Clark County
Mr. Peter Capell Clark County AT
Mr. Don Wagner Washington State Dept. of Transportation (WSDOT) (1 DHw ) J
~N

Mr. Doug Ficco

Washington State Dept. of Transportation (WSDOT)

Mpr. Bill Wyaut

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
Portland/Vancouver Metropolitan Officials
March 8-10, 2005

Fb2B Sioopn It Dry Cecn @ obro

March 8. 2005

5:00 p.m. Arrive in Washington, DC

March 9, 2005

8:00 am.  Planning meeting
Dirksen Building Cafeteria
Basement Level

9:00 a.m. Meeting with Congressional Staffers
188 Russell Senate Building

10:00 a.m. Senator Ron Wyden (confirmed)
230 Dirksen Office Building
Transportation: Joshua Sheinkman
Contact: 202-224-5244

I1:15 am. Senator Patty Murray (Tentative)
173 Russell Senate Office Building
Transportation: Dale Leam
Contact: 202-224-2621

Noon Luncheon
Capito]l Room SC-6
Guest Speaker
2:30 p.m. Congressman Brian Baird (Confimmed)

1421 Longworth House Office Building
Transportation: Joel Rubin

Contact: 202-225-3536

From Longworth office

Take Elevation down to G-3

Walk to Rayburn — Take 2 escalators

In basement — take stairs up one flight



3:30 p.m. Congressman Peter DeFazio (Confirmed)
2134 Rayburn House Office Building
Transportation: Kathy Dedrick
Contact: 202-225-6416

4:15 p.m. Congressman Ear] Blumenauer (Confirmed)
2446 Rayburn House Office Building
Transportation; Tim Daly, LD James Koski, COS, Mariia
Zimmerman “
Contact: 202-225-4811

4:45 p.m.

5:30 p.m. Reception -
Location: Cannon House Office Building
Room 121

Thursday, March 10, 2005

9:00 a.m. Congresswoman Darlene Hooley (Tentative)

2430 Rayburn House Office Building
Transportation: Mark Dedrick
Contract: 202-225-5711

9:45 a.m. Senator Gordon Smith (Confirmed)
404 Russell Senate Office Building
Transportation: Wally Hsueh
Contact: 202-224-3753

10:30 a.m. Congressman David Wu (Confirmed)
1023 Longworth House Office Building
Transportation: Mary Cunningham
Contact: 202-225-0855

11:15 am. Congressman Greg Walden (Confirmed)
1210 Longworth House Office Building
Transportation: Brian Hard
Contact: 202-225-6730

Waiting confirmation from
Senator Murray
Congresswoman Hooley
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YOU ARE INVITED

To a reception honoring the Oregon/Vancouver
Congressional Delegation

Senator Ron Whden
Senator Gordon Smith
Senator Patty Murray

Representative Peter DeFazio
Representative Earl Blumenauer
Representative Darlene Hooley
Representative Greq Walden
Representative David W
Representative Brian Baird

Hosted by

Metro, ODOT, TriMet, Port of Portland, City of Portland, City of Wilsonville, City of
Milwaukie, City of Lake Oswego, City of Gresham, City of Hillsboro, City of
Vancouwver, Clackamas County, Multnomah County, Washington County, Portland
State University and Oregon Health Sciences University

MWEDNESDAY, MARCH 9, 2005
5:30-7:30 .M.
CANNON HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING

ROOM 121

Please RSVP by February 28, 2005
503-962-4830




Participants in JPACT DC visit

OoDOT

e Jason Tell
¢« Commissioner Gatl Achterman

TriMet

e Fred Hansen
» Qlivia Clark

Port of Portland
e Rick Finn — Federal Gov. Relations
Manager

Clackamas
¢ John Rist
e Commissioner Bill Kennemer
» Commissioner Martha Schrader
e Commissioner Larry Sowa

Hillsboro
e Mayor Tom Hughes

Multnomah County

¢ Karen Schilling
e Mike Pullen, PIO
e Commissioner Lisa Naito

City of Portland

e Laurel Wentworth

¢ Commissioner Sam Adams
¢ Brant Williams?

City of Wilsonville

e Mayor Charlotte Lehan

» Danielle Cowan

e Steve Dickey, Director SMART

City of Milwaukie

* Mayor Jim Bemard

City of Lake Oswego

* Councilor Lynn Peterson

City of Gresham
¢ Ron Papsdorf
¢ Councilor David Shields

City of Oregon City
¢ Mayor Alice Noms
¢« Commissioner Bob Bailey

City of Vancouver
¢ Thayer Rorabaugh

Metro

+ Andy Cotugno

Richard Brandman

Councilor Rex Burkholder, Chair JPACT
Councilor Rod Park, Vice Chair, JPACT
Randy Tucker

Portland State University
» Larry Wallack, Dean of the College of Urban
and Public Affairs
¢ Deborah Murdock

Washington County

¢ Kathy Busse
Dennis Mulvihill
Commissioner Tom Brian
Comrnissioner Roy Rogers
Gerald Kubiak

OHSU _
¢  Mark Williams
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DRAFT
Phase I Recommendation
Highway 217 corridor study
January 2004

1.0 Introduction

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 summarized below. The complete Highway 217 Corridor Study Phase I Overview
Report may be viewed at: hitp://www.metro-region.org/article.cfm?ArticlelD=11838

1.1 Project Backgronnd

The Highway 217 Comridor 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
castern 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, all
recognize the need for at least one additional through lane in each direction on Highway
217.

In 2001, Metro prionitized corridors throughout the region that required additional study.
Highway 217 was recognized as one of the most crucial corridors for improvement.
During the summer of 2003, Metro began work on the Highway 217 Corridor Study with
funds from Metro and local jurisdictions. The study was also partially funded throngh a
grant from the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) to study value-pricing options
in this corridor.

1.2 SHRAY - GOAL - - e o i e S 2

The primary purpose of the corridor study is to provide for mobility to regtonal
destinations served by Highway 217 and to provide access to activity centers within the
comdor. The study is considering roadway, transit, bicycle and pedestnian
improvements.

Page 1 of 5



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 smailer 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 improvements.
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 lane 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, brcycle and arterial improvements are included in each altemative. Additional
transit, bicycle and arterial connections are also proposed for further study in Phase II.

The first phase also highlighted an existing bottleneck on I-5 South between Highway

217 and Wilsonville. Improvements to through capacity on Highway 217 exacerbatethe

'congestton antlclpated for this section of I-5. Detailed study of this portion of I-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
atso include baseline commuter rail, arterial and bicycle improvements.

Page 2 of 5



In addition, the policy advisory committee recommends further study of selected arterials
from option 1. This set of arterial improvements will be considered as to how they can
help achieve study goals of improving access to activity centers in the corridor and
enhancing mobility for regional trips. The arterial alternative includes compietion of key
bicycle improvements identified in Phase L.

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

3.0 Options recommended for further study in Phase I1

3.1 Option 3, six lanes plus interchange improvements, includes a new through lane,
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 corridor. 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
corridor 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, inciudes 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. [t also
includes two express bus routes, which utilize the managed lane.

Summary Conclusions

" Option 5 enhances overall access for regional trips to centers within the corridor. It
offers a reliable, express trip for drivers in the toll lane and provides some tmprovement
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 generaie
significant toll revenues, this option has the smallest funding gap.
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Recommendation

This option should be studied in Phase 11. 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 I1. In addition, potential benefits
from additional arterial connections will be considered. A key focus of Phase IT 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 ail 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
benefits 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. It 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
_not address regional mobility needs as much as other options. It reduced congestion on

~ 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
commuter 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 altemative 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 carried 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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II.

IIE.

IV.

AGENDA

State Legislature
+ Update
e Rex Burkholder at House Transportation and PBA
¢« Milwaukie LRT

Connect Oregon
Updates

s QOberstar visit
» 1-5 Crossing — New Committee
¢«  Commuter Rail

Re-Authorization
» John Rist DC Trip Report
» Review of Request List
* New Senate Banking Form

Appropriations
* Deadline — February 9, 2005

Delegation Visit - March 8-10

Agenda
Briefing Material
28 Feb. 5 p.m. — Dry Run




1 York City

April 13-15, 2005

San Francisco
NMay 4-6, 2006
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600 HORTHEAST GRAND AVEMUE PORTLAND, QOREGON 97232 2736

TEL 503 747 1700 FAX 503 7497 1794

DATE: January 24, 2005
TO: TPAC and Interested Parties
FROM: Ted Leybold: Principal Transportation Planner

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

The development of the Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program is proceeding on
several fronts. JPACT approved comments on the draft STIP at its January meeting. 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 Area)

Highway and Road Modernization {Capacity): $205.5 miltion
Road Safety projects $29.3 million
Road Operalions, Maintenance & Preservalion $149 3 million
Bridge projects proposal not yet final $85.5 millicn
{(Region One 2004-07 =}

Public Transporiation $23.0 million
{+ Portion of $21 million statewide for 06/07)

Bicycle/Pedestrian (06/07 only): $1.6 million
Transportation Enhancements $7.9 million
(State wide 2007-08)

Additienally, the public transportation agencies TriMet and SMART are anticipating the
following federal transportation funding support in 2006 through 2009 to be programumned in the
Metropolitan TIP:

Draft Transit 2006-09 STIP (Metro Area)

QOperating Assistance $130.9 million |
Bus & Rail Fleet Maintenance $29.3 million
Requested Capital Projects (I-205 LRT, $69.3 millicn

Commuter Rail, Streetcar, Maintenance |
Facilities) — 2006 only |




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 prograrmimed 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. JPACT 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 docurents
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 JPACT action on
March 17t and Metro Council action on March 24' 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 B is the Executive Summary of the Public Comment
Report. Exhibit C is the explanation of the Metro staff recommendation. Exhibit D is 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 JPACT 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 JPACT 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 warranted
such as large project cost, multiple agency interests or project cost increase respoensibility.

Additionally, a list of "Next Tier” projects that represent projects that alse addressed the program
objectives and policy guidance provided by JPACT and the Metre Council but not as distinctly as
the recommended base package of projects was presented for further consideration. From these
projects, four add package optiens were devetoped by Metro staff for TPAC consideration. The
Base Package and Next Tier project recommendations are presented in the table below.

TPAC developed two options based on the Metro staff recommendation. A summary of those
options is alse summarized below,
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The TPAC recommendation included the following two options that include the Base Package
recommendation with the following modifications.

TPAC Recommended Options

Base Package with the following changes:

Project Agency Option 1 Option 2
{$ millions) {$ millions)

Add to Base Packalge
Marine Drive Bike Lanes Portland $.685
Powerline Trail ROW THPRD $.600
Rockwood Ped to MAX Gresham $.900
Beaverton TOD Site Beaverion $.650
Capitol Highway Pedestrian Portland $.538
Gateway TOD Site Portland $.500
Eastside Streetcar Portland $1.000
South Mefro Amtrak Station Oregon City $1.150 $1.00
Bike Model and Interactive Metro $.201
Map
Urban Center TOD Program Metro $.500
Seliwood Bridge Multnomah Co. $.500
B-H/Scholls/Qleson Washington Co. $1.000
Ledbetter extension Port of Poitland $.900
172™ Avenue Clackamas Co. $2.000
Cleveland Avenue Gresham $1.000
Subtotal $6.023 $8.101
Remove from Base Package
Trofley Trail ($.742)
TOD Category ($.500}
RTO Category {$.500)
Subtotal ($1.742
Total Addition to Base $6.023 $6.359
Total Cost with Base $62.931 $63.267

$.703 $1.039

Over programmed
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BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

FOR THE PURPOSE OF ALLOCATING $62.2 RESOLUTION NO. 05-3529

MILLION OF TRANSPORTATION PRIORITIES
FUNDING FOR THE YEARS 2008 AND 2009,
PENDING AIR QUALITY CONFORMITY
DETERMINATION.

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
(JPACT) 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 Commiitee on Transportation
(JPACT) have provided policy guidance to Metro staff and the Transportation Policy Alternatives
Comimittee (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 Informal of May 6, 2003, and the JPACT meeting of May 15, 2003, and

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

WHEREAS, Those applications have been evaluated by technical criteriaz within one of twelve
modal categories, by a summary of gualitative factors and by a summary of public comments, and

WHEREAS, an extensive public process has provided an opportunity for comments on the merit
and potential impacts of the project and program applications between October 15th and December 6™,
2004 and at a public hearing before the Metro Council to respond to a staff and TPAC recommendation of
proposed projects and programs to allocate funding, and

WHEREAS, Metro staff and TPAC have provided recommendations to JPACT and the Metro
Council on a list of projects and programs to allocate funding in response to the policy direction provided,
considering the technical evaluation, qualitative factors, and public comments provided as shown in
Exhibit A, and

WHEREAS, JPACT has acted on the recommendations of Metro staff and TPAC and
recommended funding for a list of projects and programs 1dentified in Exhibit D, and

WHEREAS, Receipt of these funds are conditioned en completion of requirements listed in
Exhibit E to the staff report, and

WHEREAS, The recommended list of projects and programs, along with all of the projects and
programs expected to receive federal funding in the 2006 through 2009 fiscal years will be analyzed for



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

BE IT RESQLVED 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 24™ day of March 2005

David Bragdon, Counctl 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 program is to
leverage economic development in priority 2040 land-use areas through investments that

support:

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

2040 Tier I and Il industrial areas {regionally significant industrial areas and industrial
areas), and

2040 Tier I and Il mixed-use and industrial areas within UGB expansion areas with
completed concept plans

Other policy objectives include:
» emphasize modes that do not have other sources of revenue
+ complete gaps in modal systems

*  develop a multi-modal transportation system with a strong emphasis on funding
bicycle, boulevard, freight, green street demonstration, pedestrian, regional
transportation options, transit oriented development 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 economic development in priority land use areas,

In addition to the quantitative technical summary, provide information in the staff
report on how each project or modal category of projects addresses:

+ link to retention and/or attraction of traded-sector jobs,

* transportation barrier to development in 2040 priority land use areas

« support of livability and attractiveness of the region.

o

Emphasize prionty modal categories in the following manner:
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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).

. Nominate projects in the road capacity, reconstruction or bridge categories when
the project competes well within its modal category for 2040 tand use technical
score and over all technical 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 Il mixed-use and
industrial areas;

» funds are needed for project development and/or match to leverage large sources
of discretionary funding from other sources;

» the project provides new bike, pedestrian, transit or green street elements that
would not otherwise be constructed without regional flexible funding (new
elements that do not currently exist or elements beyond minimum design
standards).

. When considering nomination of applications to fund project development or

maich costs, address the following:

» Strong potential to leverage discretionary (competitive) revenues.

+ Partnering agencies illustrate a financial strategy (not a commitment) (o
complete construction that does not rely on large, future allocations from
Transportation Priorities funding.

* Partnering agencies demonstrate how dedicated road or bridge revenues are used
within their agencies on competing road or bridge priorities.

2'4/05



3.

As a means of further emphasis on implementation of Green Street principles, 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 work would document the latest_
research and further the training and education of green street
implementation in the region.

2/4405



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 preserved and widened. All comments agreed that
there was an urgent need to do something about the dangerous condition of the Sellwood

Bridge.

BikefTrail Projects

The bikeftrail 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 19" 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 frail. 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 muiti-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 awaited” 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: 6™ to 185" Avenue project received 47
comments, Most comments were from cyclists who would use it more if proposed safety
improevements 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 rait, 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 Cornment Report Section 2 Page 1
Executive Summary



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 Projects

All pedestrian projects received 158 comments reiating 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/21* 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; 6" to 21* 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: 21% 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. 14™ 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 tc the City, called for in the Central City Plan. Others supported the
project as important to business and economic groewth. A few commenis against the project
called for traffic caiming signals for bikes, and adjacent one-way streets,

MTIP Public Comment Report Section 2 Page 2
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The Cornell Road: Saltzman to 119" 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 Projects

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
“Map 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 itis a
great, low cost idea. One comment said it is not a priority because it 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 mere 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 suppoit 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 threughout the Central Eastside area, including
Lioyd 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 raif transport. Comments against the project
stated that Amtrak should fund it and questioned whelher it would ease autc congestion.

MTIF Public Comment Report Seclion 2 FPage 3
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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 betier freight movement.

Road Capacity Projects

All the road capacity projects received 40 comments, with the most comments {13) in support of
the SE 172™ Ave. Phase |: Sunnyside to Hwy 212 project (o 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 Traveil 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 te the need for repairing and
expanding roads for auto and freight movement.

MTIF Public Comment Report Seclion 2 Page 4
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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 implement the policy
direction provided by JPACT 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 between the sixth and seventh ranked

project.

+ The Marine Drive trail gaps project was initially reduced in recommended funding in
the Base package by the amount that project was thought likely to receive through the
state Transportation Enhancement (TE) funding program. Subsequent communication
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 recommended funding in the Base package by
half to allow coordination with the area sewer 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 coordinatton and the potential for shared construction costs. The
Option 2 package would eliminate ali funding consideration for this project in this
funding cycle.

*» Right-of-way for the Powerline Trail from Scheupback Park to Burntwood Dnve is
included in the Option 1 package to help secure the undeveloped Mt. Williams property
where the project is located prior to the expiration of a purchase option owned by a
consortium seeking to secure the property for park and trail use.

*» The projects included in the Base package will meet progress needed on air quality
Transportation Control Measures of 5 miles per biennium. Proposed projects would
provide 6.79 miles of bicycle trail projects. However, the location of the 2.3 miles of
MAX multi-use path project is located in the Gresham regional and Rockwood town
centers and therefore is eligible to meet required pedestrian improvements. As proposed
funding for the Pedestrian improvements may not meet air quality TCM requirements
(further definition is needed for the Forest Grove Town Center project) a portion of the
MAX path project may be needed to meet the pedestrian projects need. Elimination of
funding for the Trolley Trail project for the base package recommendation of segments 4
and 5 would eliminate 1.2 miles from the bike improvements provided.
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Exhibit C

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 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 1s 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
requtred to build bike facilities, only have the dedicated funding of a state program that
allocates approximately $2.5 mullton 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 Enhancement grants of approximately $4 million 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.

Complete gaps in modal systems

The bicycle projects recommended for further consideration all complete gaps in the
existing bicycle network. While the Springwater Traithead project does not strictly
complete a gap in the provision of a bike trail or lane, 1t does provide needed user
facilittes on the trail system that do not exist today.

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
The bicycle and trail projects recommended for further consideration would provide 8.65
mtles of a required 5 miles of new bicycle facilities for the two-year funding pertod. 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 1s included in the calculation of

that category.

Boulevard

* The top three technically ranked projects were nominated for further consideration 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 Enhancement funding
program. This recommendation may be revisited as the TE funding award process
progresses. PE funding is recommended for the remaining segment between N
Commercial and NE MLK Boulevard.

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 boulevard modal category
addresses the following policy guidance.

Economic development in priority land use areas

* Link to retention and/or attractton of traded-sector jobs

The Boulevard projects recommended 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 regtons priority
development areas that are well 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
1s preventing development in a 2040 priority land use area. However, all of the projects
would enhance the trip end experience for users of alternative modes {o access priority
land use areas that have or are forecast to have congestion,

* Support livability and attractiveness of the region.

The recommended projects are a direct investment in priority 2040 mixed land use areas
and support further economic development in those areas by providing the facilities and
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Exhibit C

amenities necessary to support higher densities of development, a mix of land use types
and higher percentage of trips by altemative 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 these 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 emphasis category for the Transportation Priorittes program.

Meet the average annual requirements of the State air quality implementation plan

The Boulevard projects recommended 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
1s 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-empahsis 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 bnidge 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 recommended in the Option 2 package to solicit discussion
on the need for additional Transportation 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 recommendation 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 Ibs 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 the region.

With one 4-foot sidewalk occluded by light and sign posts, narrow travel lanes and no
bike lanes, the current bridge is a significant barrier to access to the network 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 not have other sources of revenue

Bridge projects recetve dedicated sources of revenue from federal and state funding
sources. Award of these funds ts 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.

Complete gaps in modal systems

Meets the narrowing policy objectives of and providing new pedestrian and bicycle
factlities that do not exist and are not likely to be constructed without 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 multi-modal transportation system

This ts not a modal emphasis category for the Transportation Priorities program.
However, a new bridge would provide new bicycle lanes, replace a single side
substandard sidewalk, provide local freight access and serve two regional bus routes that
can no longer use the current bndge.
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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 categones, 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 {70% of total project cost). To balance the program,
funding is recommended 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 m work

scope.

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 green street modal category
addresses the following policy guirdance,

Economic development in priority land 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 mixed-use areas may
serve traded-sector employment and locates that employment in the regions prierity
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 development in 2040 priority land use areas

Neither of the applications address a specific lransportation congestion barrier to
development in a 2040 priority land use area. However, the Cully project would provide
on-street parking, sidewalks and bicycle lanes that are lacking today and deter access and

investment in the area.

» Support livability and attractiveness 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 management
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 development 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
stormwater 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 maich
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 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 a demonstration project category, Green Streets projects do not directly address this

policy.
Freight

» All or a portion of the top five technically ranked projects are recommended for further
constderation 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 technical score that reflects a quantitative measure of the policy
guidance, the Metro staff recommendation within 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 s 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 imited in the future, it
would require an 11 mile out-of-direction travel between South Rivergate, where many
traded-sector companies are located, and Terminal 6, the region’s only inter-modal
container terminal. The Leadbetter extension project would provide grade-separated
access over a rail spur from a large traded-sector employer (Columbia Sportswear) 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 of 25
industrial sites of statewide significance identified by the Governor’s Indusirial 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 in the vicinity by creating an
alternative to increasing number and length of delays caused by rail traffic blockage. The
Tualatin-Sherwood ATMS project would improve operating efficiencies of a congested
major freight route connecting a large industrial area, including several hundred acres of
vacant industnal land brought into the UGB in 2002 and 2004, with [-5 and 99W. The
Kinsman Road project would create a new extension from an existing 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 expanston of traded-sector companies that can grow jobs
independent of local economic conditions and supply high-wage jobs, freight projects as
a category support the livability and attractiveness of the region.

The freight data collection infrastructure would provide data that would allow more
accurate tracking and forecasting of truck movements to better understand freight
transportation needs in the region.

Emphasize modes that do not have other sources of revenue

The five recommended freight projects are road capacity, reconstruction or operations
projects. These projecis 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

new connections to the motor vehicle system.

Develop a multi-modal transportation system
This is a modal emphasis category for the Transportation Prionties 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 3% annually 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 would fund these services

for 2006 through 2009.

Corridor Planning

* The Milwaukie light rail Supplemental EIS is recommended for funding at $2.0 of its
$3.725 million cost from regional flexible funds. This effort is needed to make the project
eligible to receive federal funds.

* The Willamette Shoreline — Highway 43 Transit alternatives analysis is proposed fro
funding. Preliminary engineering phase is not recommended at this time but should await
further development of a strategy for corridor improvements through the AA process.

+ Three of the four Multi-Use master plans (Lake Oswego to Milwaukie, Tonquin Tral,
and the Mt. Scott to Scouter’s Loop trail) are recommended 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 was not indicated as a local
priority to the city of Portland and to the degree of cooperation and effort that will be
needed to complete master planning work for this project.
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+ The Next Priority Corridor analysis is recommended for funding. This work would
address the fourth corndor from regional flexible funds of the 18 corridor plans the state
Department of Land Conservation and Development requires the region to complete as
part of the adoption of the Regional Transportation Plan. JPACT 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 recommendation within the planming category addresses the
following policy guidance,

Economic development 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

Theé 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 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 economic
development by ensuring the 2040 priority land use areas are adequately served by
transportation services and that requirements are met to allow state and federal funding to
be allocated to projects serving those areas.

* Support hvability and attractiveness of the region.

Transportation planning activities support the livability and attractiveness of the region
by ensuring the transportation system adequately serves the comprehensive land use
plans of the region and local communities.

Resolution (45-3529 10 2/4:05



Exhibit C

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 sysiems
Planning activities identify and direct funding to projects that complete gaps m modal

systems.

Develop a multi-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 program.

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 two technically ranked projects are recommended for funding on the final cut
list base package as there is a clear break in the technical scoring between the second and
third ranked projects and no clear break between the third and fifth ranked projects,

+ $900,000 is recommended for the Rockwood Pedestrian to MAX project is in the
Option 1 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
with ODOT Region 1 from funding proposed in the draft STIP outside of their
preservation program to provide pedesirian 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 Powell between 71
and 82™ Avenues, consistent with the Portland TSP, was cost prohibttive at between $5
and $7 million as a preservation supplement project,

Response te Policy Guidance

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

Resolution 05-3529 I 244:13



Exhibit C

Economic development in priority land use areas

+ Link to retention and/or attractton of traded-sector jobs

The Pedestrian projects recommended 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 prtority 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 future
development to proceed in those areas.

» Support livability and aitractiveness of the region.

the pedestrian projects recommended contribute to the economic vitality of the Forest .
Grove and Milwaukie mixed-use areas by providing access by users who would not
require more land intensive and costly auto parking spaces.

Emphasize modes 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 program 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 must be spent on the construction or maintenance of bicycle
or pedestrian facilities.

Complete gaps in modal systems
The pedestrian projects recommended for further consideration all complete gaps, either
with new facilities or upgrading substandard facilities, in the existing pedestrian network.

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

Meet the average annual requirements of the State air quality implementation plan

The pedestrian projects recommended for further consideration would provide .26 miles
(+ Forest Grove - still confirming tength of project) of a required 1.5 miles of new
pedestnan facilities within mixed-use areas for the two-year funding peried. The MAX
multi-use path project, evaluated in the Bike/Trail category could contribute a portion of
its 2.32 miles of pedestrian improvement to meet air quality plan requirements for the
provision of pedestrian facilities as it is located in the Gresham regional and Rockwood
town centers.

Resolution 05-3529 12 205



Exhibit C

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 $1 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 million is recommended for funding of the 172nd
Avenue 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 $10
million of County funds to complete construction of the project. The County has begun
master planning of the area surrounding this project and anticipates designating much of
1t 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 completed, 1s one of the priority land 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 172™ Avenue project will provide the primary arterial access to the future Rock
Creek industrial area. Forecasts of expected traded-sector jobs will be available upon
completion of the Damascus concept plan,

The B-H/Scholls project would 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 prionty
development areas that are well served by existing urban infrastructure. No specific link
to the retention or attraction of traded-sector jobs was provided by the project applicant.
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+ Address transportation barrier to development in 2040 priority land use areas

Upon completion of the Damascus concept plan, the SE 172™ Avenue project will
address the primary urban infrastructure need to development of the future Rock Creek
industrial area. The Beaverton-Hillsdale/Scholls 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 modal systems

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

Develop a multi-modal transportation system

This is not a modal emphasis category for the Transportation Priorities program.
However, all of these projects would provide new or upgrade substandard pedestrian and
bicycle facilities on these roads (current Greenburg Road has existing sidewalks but no

bike lanes).

Meet the average annual requirements of the State air quality implementation plan
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 with the City of Gresham to define a
phase of the project that could be completed with this amount or additional sources
secured. This project demonstrated strong connections to the development of the
Gresham regional center and adds sidewalk, bicycle and transit elements that are
currently missing from the existing facility. It also strongly incorporates green street
¢lements, providing another demonstration project for the region.

Response to Policy Guidance

Resolution 05-3529 14 2/4.05



Exhibit C

In addition to the technical score that reflects a quantitative measure of the policy
guidance, the Metro staff recommendation within the road reconstruction 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
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
» 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 local jurisdictions, system development charges and some local taxes or improvement
districts. However, some junsdictions have maintenance needs that are larger than state
pass-through revenues and which generally take priority over reconstruction projects.

Complete gaps in modal systems

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 multi-modal transportation system

This is not a modal emphasis category for the Transportation Priorities program.
However, the project would provide new or upgrade substandard pedestrian and bicycle
facihties.

Meet the average annual requirements of the State air quality implementation 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, with the exception of
providing vanpool capital assistance, in the base funding package.

« $500,000 is recommended to be eliminated from the RTO Program in the Option 2
package. No specific guidance on which portion of the program to eliminate was

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 wide.
« 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 dedtcated transportation revenues
although they do leverage funding from private Transportation Management Associations

and other grants.

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

goal.

Develop a multi-modal transportation system

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 public transit

facilities.

Meet the average annual requirements of the State air guality implementation plan
While the RTO programs promote use of the facilities provided by the requirements, 1t
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.

* The Beaverton TOD site acquisition project is also recommended for funding at $2
million, equal to the previous allocation to the Gresham Civic station site in the previous
allocation. This would be a $1 million cut from 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 would be restored in the Option 1
package.

* The Gateway TOD site would be funded tor $300.000 in the Option 1 package.
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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 will 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 effictency of the regions
mvestment in the transit system and is not supported by other sources funding.

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

Develop a multi-modal transportation system

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-

effective.

Meet the average annual requirements of the State air quality implementation plan
While the TOD programs promote use of the facilities provided by the requirements, it
does not specifically address this policy goal.
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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 1 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 priority 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 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 1s forecast i the peak hour as long as certain conditions
exist, on of which is the availability of frequent transit service. The existing rail
commitments and the Frequent Bus capital improvement program are steps in providing
reliable frequent transit service to nuxed-use and industrtal 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 provision of a well-designed
network of transit facilities also contributes to the overall Hivability and attractiveness to
both companies and work force to locate in the region.

Emphasize modes that do not have other sources of reventie

The existing rail commitments and the Eastside Streetcar fund applications are used to
leverage large federal grants to construct those projects. Currently, TriMet general fund
revenues are committed to transit service as a means of not having to cut bus service
hours and to start new light rail service during the on-going recession. While this was a
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resource allocation choice, on-street capital improvements for the Frequent Bus program
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 commitment s 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 connecting 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 implementation plan
While the rail commitment and Frequent Bus program do not result directly in the
provision of additional service hours as required by the air quality implementation 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
Bike/Trail
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 low-income populations

in the vicinity of the project.

(Bk3072) The Powerline Trail (Schuepback Park to Bumtwood Drive) funding is
conditioned on the execution of the purchase option of the Mt. Williams property for use
‘of right-of-way for the project. If the purchase option is not executed, Metro may 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 Creating Livable Streets
guide book (Metro; 2™ edition; June 2002).

projects will incorporate stormwater design solutions (in addition to street trees)
consistent with 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
Sireets 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-income populations in the vicinity of
the project.

(Bd1051) The E Burnside project funding is conditioned on the demonstration of targeted
public outreach activities in the project design phase and construction mitigation phase 1o
the significant concentration of low-income population in the vicinity of the project.

(Bd1260) The Killingsworth 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 and low-income populations in the
vicinity of the project.

Exhibit E to Staff Report on Metro Resolution 05-2529

Conditions of Approval
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Large Bridge

(RR1012) Funding of the Sellwood Bridge project is contingent on the programming $1.5
mtllion 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 condittoned 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 meet street design guidelines as defined in the Creating Livable Streets
and Green Streets 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 low-income populations in
the vicinity of the project. It is also conditioned on provision of resulis of the water
quantity and quality testing as described in the project application.

Plapning

(P10002): The RTP Corridor Plan — Next Priority Corridor is conditioned on a project
budget and scope being defined 1n the appropriate Unified Work Program.

Pedestrian

All projects will meet Metro signage and public notification requirements.

Exhibit E 10 Staff Report on Metro Resolution 05-3529
Condinons of Approval
Transportation Priorities 2006-09 2 January 18, 2003



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

(RC7001) The 172" 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 arterial
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 impacts in conjunction with PE activities. A
general scope for such redevelopment plan will be further defined prior to the March p7h
JPACT meeting. Demonstration 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 Livabie Streets
guidebook (Metro; 2™ edition; June 2002).

(RR2035) Cleveland Avenue is conditioned on the provision of green street elements as
described in the project application.

Regional Travel Options

Transit Oriented Development (TOD)
All projects will meet Metro signage and public notification requirements.

(TD8005): Upon completion of a full funding grant agreement, station areas of the [-205
MAX and Washington County commuter rai} are eligible for TOD program project
support.

Transit
Exhibit E to Staff Report on Metro Resolution (35-3529

Conditiens of Approval
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Capital projects will meet Metro signage and ﬁublic 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.

(TR1106) 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.

Exhibit E to Staff Report on Metro Resolution 5-3529
Conditions of Approval
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STAFF REPORT

IN CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 65-3529, 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 Prépared 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 grant 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 1dentified 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
growth 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 modal
systems and developing a multi-modal trangportation system.

Metro expects to distribute approximately $62.2 million in regional flexible funds during the
Transportation Priorities process. Table | demonstrates the new funds forecast to be available for projects

and programs.

Table 1: New Regional Flexible Funds Available for Programming

2006 2007 2008 2009
STP $16,811,716 $16,860,254
CMAQ $13,540,123 $13,579,087
Interstate Transfer $1,728,0600
Total $30,351,849 $30,439,341

More than 70 project and program applications were received requesting more than $140 million. A
technical ranking of projects was completed for the project applications within twelve modal categories.
This technical analysis, along with qualitative considerations was used to inform a decision process to
selecta first cut of project and program applications for public comment. Public comments were received
for all applications and the first cut list between October 15th and December 16" 2004.

Further policy direction was provided by the Metro Council and JPACT to direct staff on how to narrow
the First Cut List to a draft staff recommended Fina! Cut List. The direction included honoring past
commttments for these funds and continuing funding of Metro planning. The direction also included
funding projects in all 2040 mixed-use and industrial land areas and emphasizing non-road or bridge
projects in mixed-use areas to maximize development and multi-modal objectives. Finally. all projects



and programs were to be screened based on their relationship to the implementatton of mixed-use and/or
industrial area plans and development using the 2040 technical score and qualitative 1ssues identified in
project applications or through public comments.

The staff recommended Final Cut List and an explanation of the recommendation is 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 Priorittes 2006-2009 documents:

Exhibit A: Summary of program policy goals and objectives and policy direction from Metro Council and
JPACT to technical staff on how to narrow the First Cut List to a 100% Cut List.

Exhibit B: Technical evaluation and qualifative factors summary
Exhibit C: Executive summary of the public comment report. The complete public comment report may

be down loaded form the Metro website (www.metro-region.org), or will be mailed on request (call
Francine Floyd at 503-797-1839) and will be available at the JPACT 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, March 17,
2004 JPACT 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
Priortties funds for each project or program recommended for funding. )

ANALYSIS/INFORMATION

1.  Known Opposition None known at this time.

2. Legal Antecedents This resolution allocates transportation funds in accordance with the federal
transportation authorizing legislation (currently known as the Transportation Equity Act lor the 2

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

lSl

3. Anticipated Effects Adoption of this resolution would instigate an air quality conformity analysis of
the effects of implementing these projects and programs for compliance with the Siate
Implementation Plan for air quality.

4. Budget Impacts Adoption of the resolution would begin staff analysis of the air quality impacts of
implementing the hist of projects and programs as provided for in the Unified Work Program.

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Approve the resolution as recommended.



M E M O R A N D U M

600 NORTHEAST GRAND AVENUE PORTLAND, OREGON 97232 2726

TEL 503 797 1700 FAX 503 797 1794

METRO
DATE: February 7, 2005
TO: Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation and Interested Parties
FROM: Ted Leybold: Principal Transportation Planner

SUBJECT: TPAC Recommendation and Public Hearing on Transportation Priorities 2006-
09 Final Cut List

b ] % x % S %
This memorandum and attachments supplements the materials you received in your JPACT
mailing packet regarding the TPAC recommendation on the Transportation Priorities Final Cut
List.

Following the policy direction provided by the Council and the Joint Policy Advisory
Committee on Transportation (JPACT), Metro staff released a draft recommendation to
TPAC on the award of transportation funds. The recommendation was structured into a
“base package” of projects that most clearly reflects the policy direction provided,
representing approximately 85% of the funds available. A series of potential add
packages to allocate the remaining 15% of funds were recommended for further
consideration from a “next ter” of candidate projects that also meet policy direction but
not as clearly as the projects in the base package.

The Transportation Policy Alternatives Comumnittee (TPAC) acted on the Metro Staff
recommendation Friday, February 4% and recommended two options for further
consideration. JPACT will be briefed on the TPAC recommendation February 10t and
there will be a joint Metro Council /JPACT public hearing February 17t at 5:00 pm in
the Council Chamber.

Attachment 1 - Table 1 summarizes the Metro staff recommendation of candidate
projects to include in a base package and a next tier of projects to considered for
inclusion in potential add packages to the base program. The add packages would
allocate the remaining 15% of available funds and represent remaining policy choices
for decision makers where the application of existing policy direction by technical staff
is not already clear.



TPAC recommended two options for public comment, and JPACT and Metro Council
consideration. Those options are summarized in Attachment 1 - Table 2 and listed in
total in Attachment 1 - Tables 3 and 4.

The JPACT mailing contained an error that has been corrected in these attachments.
TPAC recommended option B included right-of-way funding for the Powerline 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/

Page 2



Summary of TPAC Actions
February 4", 2005
Transportation Priorities 2006-09
Final Cut Recommendation

Metro staff introduced its recommendation for the Transportation Priorities 2006-09 Final
Cut list of projects and programs to be funded. The recommendation included a base
package of projects that best met the program policy guidance provided by JPACT and
the Metro Council, a list of “next tier” of technically 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 from the next tier list that represented different policy choices of
how to allocate the remaining funds after funding the base package. The base package
and next tier project list is included in this mailing as Attachement 1 — Table 1.

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 with the process of developing a
recommendation to JPACT. After discusston of member perspectives on these issues,
which included the merits of several additional add packages, there was a general
consensus to move and vote on presenting JPACT with two add packages to the Metro
staff recommended base package, if the committee could vote to define and support two
packages. One package would be oriented towards alternative modes, the other towards
compromise proposals submitted by Washington County and Clackamas County and
Cities of Clackamas County.

A motion was made to take up as one add-package option an altermative mode oriented
package as introduced by Chris Smith. Mr. Smith accepted friendly amendments to add
the Capitol Highway pedestrian (PE) project, eliminate partial funding of PE on the
Willamette Shoreline transit improvement, and to reflect the actual funding necessary for
completion of the Marine Drive bike lanes and trail gaps project. After discussion, this
add package was approved by the committee with two no votes by the Clackamas and
Washington County representatives. This option is summarized in Attachment 1 — Table
2 and listed in whole in Attachment | — Table 3.

A motion was then made to consider as a second add-package an option of projects
submitted to the commuttee by the representatives of the Clackamas County and Cities of
Clackamas County. This add package as proposed also included cuts in funding to 3
projects/programs in the Metro staff recommended base package. A motion was made to
amend this option by reducing the proposed funding to the Southeast 172" Avenue
project from $3 million to $2 million and adding $200,000 to fully fund the North
Ledbetter extension project. The proposed amendment passed on a vote of 8 to 6 with
Clackamas County, citizen James Castaneda, citizen Greg Diloreto, Washington County,
Multnomah Ceunty and Cities of Clackamas County representative voting 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 recommended
“Road 2” option. This motion was defeated by a vote of 11 to 3 with the ODOT, 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 million
for right-of-way for the Rose Biggi extension, an additional $1.25 million to the
Sellwood Bridge, and $1.25 million to Southeast 172™ Avenue. This motion was
defeated 11 to 3 with ODOT, the Port of Portland, Cities of Washington County and
Multnomah County representatives voting yes.

Finally, a motion to approve the recommendation of the two options as whole package
for JPACT consideration was made. This motion passed by a vote of 13 te 1 with
Clackamas County representatives veting no.



Attachment 1 — Table 2

TPAC Recommended Options

Base Package with the following changes:

Project Agency Qption A Option B

{$ millions} {$ millions)
Add to Base Package
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
regional center TCD
Southwest Capitol Highway Portland $.538
Pedestrian (PE)
Gateway Transit Center TOD Portland $.500
Eastside Streetcar Portland $1.000
South Metro Amtrak Station: Oregon City $1.1580 $1.000
Phase |l
Bike Model and Interactive Metro $.201
Map
TOD Urban Center Program Metro $.500
Sellwood Bridge Multnomah Co. $.500
Southwest B-H/Scholls/Oleson | Washington Co. $1.000
intersection (PE)
North Ledbetter extension Paort of Portland $.900
Southeast 172" Avenue Clackamas Co. $2.000
Cleveland Avenue Gresham $1.000
Subtotal $6.023 $7.701
Remove from Base Package
Trolley Trail ($.742)
TOD Category (3.500)
RTQ Category ($.500)
Subtotal ($1.742)
Total Addition to Base $6.023 $5.959
Total Cost with Base $62.931 $62.867
Over programmed $.703 $.639

Staff Report 10 Resolution No. 03-3529

Transportation Priorities 2006-09




Attachment 1- Table 3

TPAC Recommendation
Option A
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TPAC Recommendation
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TPAC Recommendation
Qption B

Staff Report to Resolution Ng. 05-3529
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Mitwaukie Tonqum Trail, k. Scolt - Scouler's 1o Burntwoad Dr. (RO
Loop
wa PO Hed Pricty Comider Study $0.500
als PUHE yifilametta Shorelne - Hwy 43 Transit
allernatives analysis: Portland Sauth Waterronl $0EEY
10 Lake Dswegd
Program Enhancements
e PBO00 Bike Model and nteractive Map: region
Wi $0.201 .
Subtotal 35,720 Hublorak $5.070 Subtolal $1.110
HNot Currently Recomemenided for Funding Kot Currently Recommended for Funding K Currenlly Recommended for Funding

g Conridar Planning 57 B Jennder 31 106t to 12200 $0.5%0 {78 A7 Tacama Sleesdl Eihg 2150 $1407

O ua PROLY RAgltELlse Master Flang: Lake Oswego lo 50290 wtozs  Trofley Trad. Ansta 10 Glen Echo $1.484 |75 Peards Rocherood Ped to MAX 1880 Avenue and £1.4040
— hhwsaukae, Tonquin Trad, Mt Scobl -Scoulers Butnssde
L Loop

o PUT amene Shoreling - Hwy 43 Transi $1.350 8372 Pewarline Tradl (nonh); Schuapback Park 50904 |74 Pmi2  SW Capdol Highway (PE). Multnomah 13 30 538
O alternatlves analysis. Porlland Soulh Waterron to Bumtwood Br. {PEACon) Taors Femy
— 1o Lake Oswegs

m e PIIOOD Miilwaukie LRT Supplemental EIS Porland 31725 9 BREGSY  Washinglon Square Regional Cener §1.256 -

-3 caniral ey Lo hilwaukee fown cenisr Traal. Hwy 217 10 Fanno Creex Trad a4 rarink Transd Sala Sireet Ciossngs 52000

N 53 BWE020 Poweering Trail {South) Bamews to Beefl B0 92 [ ie PanueT  CDOT Presenvation Suplemand (Powell S0ih BO S0

B fra PIEONE 1205-MHey 293 NLerchange Recenassansce Study $0.200 Band fo. 1o 1-20%)

F we M Tyalalin Valley Highway Cemidor Stugy Hey 217 F100 ] 42 B4t manna D4 Bke Lanes & Trail Saps Bin
w 1o Basehne Road Aug 1o 28t I0 GRG0 1 68 Paager SE Hawihome 2010 1o S0 0822
Y PN SW Scholls Ferry Road: Ralgigh Hibls lown 45

) |Frogram Enhancemants cenler i ! ’

.E SYOPSIAY Sy Ry Bl {wesl Sade Snly] TV Hvey 10 30921

: e P Lpable Slreels Updals. regon wide SO200 Farmanglon (+ bike tane)

c W PR SE 1290 Swlewalks and D tane” Sooll Creeh 0 To?
U e rtnons Fulier Froad a1 208 50500 _ Ln 1o Mountaif Gale Rd. O
n_ Subtotal; $5.265 Subtolak $5.897 Sublotal:  g7.228

Made Category Totah  §11.485 Mode Catagory Totak: 310887 Mode Category Tetal $6338
: Nosaiod | 3 Arpsed | £ } [—
é Regional Travet Options Pl I TOD ymengrs X Transit e
smiianz o1 Lenafingy o 3y Lhiges it
Recommended for Funding Recommended for Funding Recommeanded for Funding
- TOBGDS Regional TOO LAT Stalion Area Program 52 500 {~a Tedel 205 LRT. Comruler Ral, 5 Yyatedfront F16 000
nis Program managemenl & adiminesliation 30340 Srestcar
wux Feguonal markelng program 42460 | %6 TON2 Regwnal TOD Urban Cenler Program 31500 e Fooz -5 Supplemental 32600
86 TDDNI Sae acquudion: Beaverton regeonal 2 (00
aa Regonal avaluanon 30300 ceniter ¥ Te0as Freguent Bus Capuak program 32.750
aa | TravelSmarl project 30 500 57 Tesrzs Soulh Weto Amtiak Staton. Phase )l $1.000
Sublolal: 33600 Sublzlai; §6.000 Sublgtal: 322 350
HNol Currently Recomumendsd for Funding Mol Currenily Recommended for Funding Hel Currently Recummended (of Funding
s 4 Travel Smart projects szaop| OO Regional TUD Lrban Sentar Frograin §0.500 81 e Easlsie Strestcar (Lonp $1.000
B TINICY Efe acquisdon Beavdon regronal 51000
w3+ Regranal marksing program 50500 cemter 57 TS Soulh Meto Amirak Stanon Fhase || 50,150
ca Regquomal Vanpeal fas |
wa REq P 50500 | 0 thoom Galeway Transa Center Redewlopmenl 50500  Boeas SV Ath SWoEt Edensin OB
o4 Toedds  Ragional TOD LRT Slaton Arga Pragram S1 00
Subiolal 33003 Subioial: $3.000 Subictal: 32001
Mode Calegory Total: 36602 Mode Calagory Tonai: $5.000 Mede Category Total: 814387
] = v
3 Fequriie H . Ruwquasied H +
# Road Capacity amaunt & Road Reconstruction Ao H Boulevard
maivae 31 minzng ol b
Recommended for Funding Reconmmanded for Fundmng Recommended for Funding
To AZEMS SN Greenburg Rtead YWashington Square D 1o 55040 " B s e e zp
Ti B+ 258 By estenson Jazsiio: 5115 M FE) IR0
edeman ab peizie Clewelang 50 iE Stad o SEFZae) 120
55 RZTrea @egeenon Hillsdale Hwyleson Schatls Femy 51008
interseciion (PE}
¥R e Burimde Suest @rage 1o € o&Em PE SIES:
61 2Pk SE 172049 AvePhase L Sunnyskde 1o Hay 212 52.000
R . 4
o bEE omaler iingmeann (Jomr eds i NE ML PE. 5
Subdenal: 34,000 Syktotal: 51000 Subicial [FRES
Kot Currantly Recommendid for Funding Hat Cwurrently Recommended loc Funding Hol Gurrenlly Recemmended for Funding
a5 Beones Femy Road af Lanewood Sireel G etone H3Me Paredy i Dass lp S0 Rlamar 83243 8311 Rise Sopeentenden Cressin 800 HAVRO A, 547
1 BeaseninHillEdale Hwy Sleson Snets Fary
irersectan PE) Seaiin fose Baygg emension, Zrescert B 13 balliCin; 50 GBT
s1 Fertde 10 Avenas s Highaay 8 Inlgrseciong SG a3
F1ORIEND Wood Wilage Blvd Aratala Halsey BG4 Clzwmiand & ME $342a 3 9210 Aumede Siredn 2rdg: DE 1300FEE
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Attachment 1- Table 4

TPAC Recommendation

Stafl Report to Resolution No. 05-3529

Transportation Prioritizs

Option B
FEIO0d SE 172nd Ave.Phase 1 Sunnyside 19 Hy 212 $2.300 BaIEd  Killingswonh- 15 Owerpass $0.035
iCon)
) 84 RA31T Lake Fd. 2151 le Hwry 224 §1.584
) | @ rea1er Clackamas County I'_FS: Salely and operational $0.500
1] provements al 4 railroad K a1 RR200r NE 242nd Ave.. Stark to Ghisan $0.840 sairee Kdlngsworlh N Comimercial o NE WLE {Coud $1678
-c 43 RCINa WE 28In Avenue. East Mam to Grant S1682 | ro weizs MW 23rd Avenue: Burnsse Lo Loveyoy 32694 | o9 Bambe Cornoll Road: Sallzman to 119th 32515
= sr Eaés E Baselns 10thto 20h 32447
m Subtolal; $0.557 Subtatal:  310.635 Sublolal:  $12.511
w Made Catagory Total:  $12.597 Mode Calegory Tolal:  $11.615 Mode Category Tolal:  $15.163
. ] I o
3 Frelght P 1 Large Bridge | # Green Streels T
m el 8l 5| (il of §) Ll el e
= Racommanded for Funding Recommended for Funding Racommendad for Funding
(U T RPN Sallwood Bradge Replacemant. Type, 52009
o T Fraosy N Lombard Sleugh owercrossng £2 210 Siee & Locabon Study, Preliminary
I enyironmeniat #e Gsizle MNE Cully Boulevard Prescat o Kilingsworh 24357
1T R0t S Tualalin-Shenwood Road ATMS -5 tp 50341
Highway S9W
K8 Franal N Leadbetier Edension. N Bybee Laka C1 1 $1.800 3 Gs1122 Peawer Creeh Culvens. Trouldale, Cochran, .00
Marine Or. Shark
57 Freoné Knsman Road exension: Barber o Boeckman $1.400
5 Fibi?  Freight Dals Collection Infrastructure and 8179
Archive System Approwmalely 50 interchanges
ceghon wide
Subtotalk 35930 Sublotal: $2.000 33457
Not Cumrently Recommended for Funding Not Currently Recommended for Funding Hat Currently Recommended for Funding
RAI0R Selwood Bridos Replacemenl. Typa, $1.600 GEN2Y PBeaver Creeh Culverts. Trouldale. Cochran, 0.4
8 R0 HE Sandy Bivd (PEAROWY 207ih 10 23810 $0.530 Size & Location Study, Preliminary Stark
&N nInental
Fadned N Lombard: Slgugh avererassing b sl
Feana? M Leadbener Edension N Bybes Lake Tt o 1200
Marine Or.
45 Fiedgs SV Hemman Road Telon to 1080 Avenue 52 004 —
Subtofal:  $6.040 Sublolal: $1.600 Sublotal: — $9.470
Mode Calegory Toral: $11.9T0 Mode Cateqory Tolal: 33600 Mode Category Taral: $31927
Roads and Bridges RecommendedTolal  $19.07
Planning and Travel Ophiens  §41.350
Recommanded Towal 562467
Expected 2008-09 Funding Aulhorzed  $62.228
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Attachment 1 — Table 2

TPAC Recommended Options

Base Package with the following changes:

Clackamas
Co. & Cities
Option A Option B Option B-1
Project Agency ($ millions) ($ millions) {$ millions)
Add to Base Package
Marine Drive Bike Lanes and Portland $.685
Trail Gaps
Powerling Trail North {(ROW) THPRD $.600 $.600 $.600
Rockwood Pedestrian to MAX | Gresham $.900
Site acquisition: Beaverton Beaverton $.650
regionat center TOD
Southwest Capito! Highway Portland $.538
Pedestrian (PE)
Gateway Transit Center TOD Portland $.500
Eastside Streetcar Portland $1.000
South Metro Amtrak Station: Oregon City $1.150 $1.000 $1.000
Phase Il
Bike Mode! and Interactive Metro $.201 $.201
Map
TOD Urban Center Program Metro $.500 $.500
Sellwood Bridge Multnomah Co. $.500 $.500
Southwest B-H/Scholls/Oleson | Washington Co. $1.000 $1.000
intersection (PE)
North Ledbetter extension Part of Portland $.900 $.900
Southeast 172™ Avenue Clackamas Co. $2.000 $2.742
Cleveland Avenue Gresham $1.000 $1.000
Subtotal $6.023 $7.701 $8.443
Remove from Base Package
Trolley Trail ($.742) ($.742)
TOD Category _{$.500) ($.500}
COP/Port of Portland ($.900)
RTO Category (3.500} ($.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 programmed $.703 $.639 $.481

Staff Report to Resolution No. 05-3529

Transportation Priorities 2006-09




Attachment 1- Table 3 TPAC Recommendation

Option A
5 Rquesied .§ Raquaniad '§ Renueiad
Planning Ammouri Bike Trail Amaurit Peodestrian pr—
e {millions of §) iR T
Recommunded for Funding R ded for Funding R ded for Fundlng
. 91 D0 Sprngwater Tral-Sellwooed Gap. SE 19th to $1.628 | 99 Fed83  Forest Grove Town Center Pedestrian lmprovemenls $0.660
Ongeing Programs SE Umatilla
, ) ) ) . 82  Bk4C11  Maring Dr, Bike Lanas & Trail Gaps; 6ih ) . ) )
ns PSS Regional Freight Planning: region wide 30,300 Ave to 185t $1.657 | 88 Pas0ss Miwaukio Town Center: Main/Harrison/21st $0.450
TS Pazids  Rockwood Ped to MAX: 188th Avenue and Burnside $0 900
nia PID00T  MPO Required Planning: region wide $1.73 | @1 Ba2055  Spnngwater Trailhead at Maln City Park $0.310
i R TE BKINS] MAX Multi-use Path: Cleveland Station to $0.800 | T4 P22 SW Capitol Highway (PEY: Multnomatt ta Taylors Ferry $6.538
Comidor Planning Ruby Junetion
e PHE0Y  Mitwaukke LRT Supplemental EXS: Porlland central city $2.000| 75 Be3026  Trolay Treid: Arista to Glen Echo (Segments $0.742
o Mitwaukie town center S84
nia PISGS3  pulti-tise Master Plans: Lake Oswego to Milwaukie, $0.300 ) 73 BRI Rock Creek Trall: Orchard Park to Nw 30,675
Tonguin Traé, M, Scott -Scouter's  Loop _ Wilkens
. ) 65 BIATZ Powering Trail (norh). Schuepback Park to $0.600
wa  PH002  Next Priority Cotridor Study $0.500 Burntwood Dr. (ROW)
nia  FHMOY?  wikamete Shoreiine - Hwy 43 Transit altematives $0.688
analysis: Portland South Waterfront to Lake Oswego
Subtotal: 55.51% Subtotal: 56.497 Subtotal: $2.548
Nol Currently Retommendad for Funding Mot Currantly Recommendsd fer Funding Not ¢ 1y Rec ded for Funding
(73] Program Enhancements 67 Bks110  Jennifer Si 106th to 122nd $0.550 | ¥ Pd122t  Tacoma Street: §th o 21st $1.402
: 3026 Trolley Trad: Arista to Glen Echo (Segments 50 742
o e P04 Livable Streets Update: region wide $0.200 7-8) 48 Pa10ts  Transil Sate Strest Crossings £0.500
] §3 BXI072  Powerline Trail north): Schuspback Park to $1.842 | i PAB00T  ODOT Praservation Supplement {Powell: 50th  to I- 50500
L 1 Feow  Bike Model and Interacive Map: region wide $0.201 Sumtwoed Or. (PE/Can) 05 ’
o €3 BeAOST  Washington Square Regional Center Trail; $1.256 65 paries SE Hawt 20t 16 50th $0.822
H 17 Trail awthome: o .
. |we_ Tooses Fuber Rosd sl 1-208 $0.500 Wy 217 to Fanno Creek Trai
Q - - 83 P43 SW Scholls Femry Road: Raleigh Hills lown center $0.436
> Comidor Planning
(o] me  PISOSS  Multi-Use Master Plans: Lake Oswego to Milwaukie, $0.290 59 Fo309  SWY Murray Blvd (west side onty): TV Hwy lo $0.923
— Tonquin Trad, Mt Scott -Scouter’s Locp Farmington {+ bike lane)
nis  PIUMT  Willamette Shoreline - Hwy 43 Trensit atematives $1.250 49 Fas208  SE 129h Sidewalks and bike lane: Scott Creek Ln to $0.707
'_ anatysis: Partiend South Waterfront 1o Lake Oswego Mountain Gate Rd.
w e PHOOY  Mitwaukie LRT Supplemsntat EIS: Portland central city $1.725 TS Pd2t05  Rockwood Ped to MAX: 188th Avenus and Burnside $0.500
m 1o Milwaukie town center
€ [ PS0IB 1205-Hwy 213 Inlerchange Reconaissance  Study $0.300
- —_—
£ | otz Tuelatin Valley Highway Comidor Study: Hwy 217 to $1.800
Baselme Road
m Subtotal; $6.464 Subtotal: $4.390 Subtotal: $5.790
E Mode Category Tola): $11.985 Mode Category Total:  $10.887 Mods Category Total: $6.338
Fetues squesi [t
§ Reglonal Travel Qpt! pecull TOD s | § Transit oy
Smiliana, of §1 Lpubicna o 5 sl g |
R ded for Funding R ded for Funding : Recommended for Funding
ERRE na 100 1205 LRT, Commuter Rail, 3 Waterfront Strestcar $16.000
na Pragram manegement & administration $0.240 Regional TOD LRT Slation Area Program $3.000
nie Regional marketing program $2.960| 95 TOORO2 Regonat TOD Urban Cenler Program $1.000 fra  Trengz 205 Supplemental $2.600
88 TDOOD3  Site acquisilion; Beavertan regicnal centlar 52650
w/a Regional evaluation $0.30¢ 91 Teods  Fraguent Bus Capital program $2.750
nia 1 TravelSmart project $0500] 91 TOW04 Gateway Transit Genter Redevelopmenl $0.500 | 3y 1106 Easiside Strestear {Con) $1.000
57 Tis126  South Metro Amtrak Station:Phase (i $1.150
Subtotat: 4,100 Subtotal: £7150 5@&&:_523‘500
HNat Currently R ded for Funding Haot Currsntiy R dad for Funding Mot Gurrently Recommended for Funding
wa 4 TravelSman projects s2.00p| 8 P2 Regional TOD Urban Center Program $1.000 154 mcsoms SW Ash Sireel sxtension 50,851
88 TDOAOY  Site acquisinon: Beaverton regional cenler $0.350
nfa Regional Yanpool fset 0503
@ TDBODS  Regronal TOD LRT Station Area Program $0.500
Subtotal: $2.503 Bubtotal:  $1.850 Subtotal: $0.851
Made Categnry Total: $6.603 Made Category Total: $9.000 Mode Category Total: __ $24.351
Requanied Aaquasisd Requasted
g Road Capacity Ameunt E Road Reconstruction Amount ﬁ Boulevard Aot
[miona ot $) {mildons of §) Amliana of §)
Recommendsd for Funding R ded for Funding R ded for Funding
T4 RCB0L - i
E;’zzf_}::nburg Road:Washington Square Dr. 1o $1.000 1 Ba3bze  Rose Bigyi extension: Crescent St te Hall {PE) 3G 500
97 8d1051  Bumside 3treet. Bndge \o E 14th (PE) $1 650
25 Bdf2E0  KiMingsworth: N Commerciel to NE MLK (PE) 0 400
Sublotal; $1.006 Bubtotal: $0.000 Subtotal: $2630
Not Currently R de«d for Funding Not Currentiy R ded for Funding Not € Iy R dad for Fundi
& Pud . il ion; . 1.14
& 127 Boones Feay Road at Lanewood Street $1.400 ot AR10SS Naito Parkway:NW Davis to SW Market $3.840 841020 Rose Bigai extension; Crescant 51, to Hall (ROW) % 0
65 RC1184  Beaverton-Hilsdate Hwy/Oleson/Scholls Farry $2.900
intersection {PE) Bd3020 Rose 13900 extension; Crescenl 5t to Hall {Con) $2.087
91 Frdee  1(th Avenue at Highway 8 intersaclions $0.837
85 RC2110  Wood Village Blvd.: Arata to Halsey $0.815| a8 mRzoss  Cleveland St.. NE Stark 1o SE Powell $1.540 291051 Bunside Sirest Bridge 1o E 14th {PE) $1.710
62 RCTOD  SE 972nd Ave:Phasse I Sunnyside to Hwy 212 (ROW) $2.000 BdtG  Kiingswerth: |-5 Overpass $0.935
84 RAsOAT Lake Rd: 21sito Hwy 224 $1.8084
RCTO00  SE t72nd AverPhase b Sunnyside to Hwy 212 (Con) §2.300
/3] 81 RR200  NE 24Znd Ave.: Stark to Ghsan $0.840 Ba1260  Kilingswerth: N Commercial lo NE MUK, (Con) $1.679
gy |46 rRes13 Clackamas County ITS: Safety and operational $0.500
m improvemnents at 4 rafiroad crossings . .
M ORRIZMG NW 23rd Avenue: Bumside to Lovejoy $2.694 | 82 B84 Cornell Ruad: Satzman to 115th $2.535
:9_ 58 RCI114 NE 26th Avenye: East Main to Grant $1.682 87  Bd43169  E Baselina: 10h to 20th §2.447
E Subtotal:  gq1.597 Subtotal:  ¢14 635 Subtotal:  $42.533
Mode Category Total: $12.597 Mode Category Total;  $11.635 Mode Category Total:  $15.163
o .g Ereight Reduastas 5 Large Bridge R ecne § Green Streets e
irilliony of §1 . [l of $) {milicrg of 33|
u Recommuended for Funding R ded for Funding R dad for Funding
“ 1 RRYIZ  Salwgod Bridge Replacermaent; Type, Size & $1 500
O 79 Fra083 N Lombard: Skough overcrossing £2.210 Location Study. Prefiménary environmantal
m 88 G31224 NE Cully Boulevard: Prescott to Kilingsworh £2.457
77 Fraoté  Sw Tualslin-Sherwood Road ATMS: I-5 to Highway $0.341
oW
a2 Frd087 N Leadbetter Extension: N Bybee Lake Ct. to Marine $0.900 9 GE3 Beaver Creek Culverts: Troutdale. Cochran, Stark $1.000
Dr,
87 Fe3086  Kingman Road extension: Barber to Boeckman $1.400
65 Fré008  Freight Data Collection Infrastructure and Archive $0.178
System: Approximately 50 interchanges region wide
Subtatal: $5.030 Subitotal; $1.500 Subtotal: $3.457
Not C. iy R ded for Funding Hot Currently R ded for Funding Nol Currently Recommendsad for Funding
Fri027 N Leadbetter Extansion: N Bybee Lake Ct. fo Marine $2.100 RRA0IZ  Sallwood Bridge Repfacernent: Type, Size & $2.100
Dr. Location Study, Preliminary environmental
& Fraovd NE Sandy Blvd. {PE/ROW): 207 to 238th 30,630 352121 Beaver Groek Culverts: Troutdate, Cochiran, Stark $0.470
Fea06) N Lombard: Skough overcrossing $2.21¢
45  Freods  SW Herman Road: Teton to 108th Avenue $2.000
Subtolsl: $6.940 Subtotal: 52400 Subltotal: $0.470
Mode Category Total: $11.970 Moda Category Total: $3.600 Mode Category Total: $2.927
Roads and Bridges Recommendediotal  $13.617
Planning and Travel Optl $49.314

Recanwendad Total: 62931
Expacted 2008.-09 Funding Atuhorized: $62 228
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Attachment 1- Table 4 TPAC Recommendation

Option B
Pracuostad Riquuatsd A ]
§ Planning pevoedll B Bike/Teall ol B Pedestrian ey
LT =TT 5 it of §) LU= EY Y
Recomwnended for Funding Recommandsd for Funding R ded for Funding
. 43 Bnil0¥  Sprngwaler Trai-Setlwood Gap: SE 19th 1o $1.629 | 30 4303 Forest Grove Town Centar Pedestrian $0.660
Ongoing Frograms SE Umatilla Improvermanis
B 8wd011 Marine Dr. Bike L & Trail Gaps: 281h
wn IS Fegional Freight Planmng: region wide $0.300 A\:l ?:1Br5lh[ @ -anes & Trall saps $0.966 | 60 PdSss  Milwaukle Town Cenler: Main/Hamison/2 151 50450
ne OO0 MPO Reguired Planning: teqion wide 31731 w1 20t Sprnowater Trainead al Man Ciry Par 30310
Corridor P 6 052 MAX Multi-uge Path: Claveland Station to $0.890
orridor Planmng Ruby Junction
ws DD Milwaukie LRT Supplernantal £15: Poriland ceniral $2000| 73 e302I  Rock Creek Trad: Orchard Park 1o NW HETS
city to Milwaukia lown centar Wilkans
wa PEDSY Multi-Uise Masler Plans: Lake Oswego 1o Milwaukis, $0.300 | &5 ERI?I  Powerline Trail (norh). Schuspback Park 1o 30640
Tonguin Trail, ML, Scoft -Scoller's Loop Bumtwood Dr. {ROW)
we P2 Nexi Prionty Comidor Study $0.500
A PIOIT willamette Shoreline - Hwy 4.1 Transit alternatives $0.808
analyas Porland South Wak rfront 1o Lake Oswego )
Program Enhancemsris
i PIBGH
Bike Modal and interaciive Map: region wide $0.201
Subtotal; $5.720 1 $5.070 Subtotal: $1.110
Not Currently Recommended for Funding Not Currently Recommendad for Funding Not © fy R ded for Funding

(7)) Carridar Planning 67 Bws110 Jdannifer 3t 106th to 122ng $0.550 | 78 Poir2r  Tacoma Strest: Bth 1o 2151 $1.402

c Ve PS0S3 Mulb-Use Masier Plans: Lake Oswegoe to Milwaukie, $0.290 8302 Trolley Tra: Afisla io Glen Echo $9484 | 73 Pa06  Rockwood Pad lo MAX: 188th Avenue and Bumside $1.400

o Tonguin Trad, Mt Scoll -Scoulers Loon
-

we  P1IGAT BAIOTZ i i . T4 Po22 itol Hi :
Q— b Willamstte Shoreline - Hwy 42 Transil altematives $1.350 ;'uon\:'t;d‘;r;'gralr(ggg\ih;&chuepback Park 1o $0900 | 74 P FSO\':TCapltDl Highway (PE). Muitnomah to  Taylors $0.538
o analysis: Portiand Soulh Watertronl to Laka Oswego :
Ve PO Rhibwaukie LRT Supplemental SIS Portland central $1.725] 69 BMGOST  Washinglon Souare Regional Center Trad, $1.256 . i
E clty 10 Milwaukee lown center Hwy. 217 to Fanno Cresk Trai 4 pai01s Transit Safe Streel Crossings $0.50¢
> 33 00 Powerling Trall (Soulh); Barrews to Beaf $0942 | nie PROIT  ODOT Praservation Supplement (Powell: 50th o |- $0.500

© ne RSO 1205-Mwy 213 Interchange Reconaissance Study 50,300 Bend Rd. 205}

e |V PIM21 Tualatin Valley Highway Corriior Study: Hwy 217 to $1.904 | 82 BWM1 Maring Dr, Bike Lanes & Trail Gaps:6th Ave.

l— Baseline Road to 28th $0.685 | 68 Patoso  SE Hawthorne: 20th to 50th 80.822
ﬁ 62 P02 SV Scholls Ferry Road: Rakeigh Hills town center $0.436
Program Enhancemenis

o 9 P83 SW Murray Bhvd (west sids only): TV Hwy to $0.923

= |ve Poost Lvable Sireats Updale: region wide 50200 Farmingion {+ bike lane)

: 49 PaS209 ST 129 Sidewalks and bike lane: Scolt Creek Ln, 3$0.707

€ | Toous Fuller Road at 1-205 $0.500 o Mountain Gate Rd.

('_U Subiotal: $6.265 Subtotal: $5.817 Subtotal: $7.228
Q- Mode Category Total: $11.985 Mode Category Total: $10.887 Mode Category Total: $8.338
Pt Ricpumtiad
é Regional Traval Options ovoeen § TOD mr -g Transit Amaunt
LrMone ol 55 Lnlicna Imiteca ot
R, ded for Funding R dad for Funding " dad for Fundin
%6 TDBOOS Regionial TOD LRT Staiion Area Program $2.500 |ma TrIOH 205 LRT, C Rail, 5 Waterfront Streetcar $16.000
wa Program mansgemant & admunistration $0.340
we Regional marketing program $2.460| 95 100002 Regional TOD Urban Canter Pragram 51500 {nta Triooz 1-205 Supplemental $2.600
88 TOMD? Sile acquisition: Beaverton regional cenler $2.000
wa Regonal evakialion $0.300 91 Teag3s  Frequent Bus Capital program $2.750
nia 1 TraveiSmart project $0.500 st Tre1ze  South Metro Amirak Stalion: Phase Il $1.000
Subiatal: $3.600 Sul I $6.000 Subtotal: $22.350
Not Currenty Recommanded for Funding Hot G ty R dad for Funding Hot C y R dad for Fundi
a4 TravelSmarl projects $2.000 25 Toooiz  Regicnal TOD Urban Center Program $0.500 #1 Tros Eastslde Streatcar (Con) $1.000
88 TDOOY  Site acquisition: Beaverton regional cernler £1.000
nis Aegional markelng program $06.500 57 TeS126  South Memro Amtrak Station-Phase N $0.150
ma Regional Yanpool flest $0.503| & TOMMM Gateway Transit Cenler Redevalapmaent $0.500 28 BB SYY Ash Stresl exiension $0.851
98 TO8005  Regicnal TOD LRT Station Area Program $1.000
Subtotal: $3.003 Subtotal: $3.000 Subtotal: $2.001
Mods Category Total: 35.603 Mode Category Total: 39,000 Mode Cate. Tatal: 351
Ragquesied Raquesbed Raquesisd
g Road Capacity Aot 5 Road Reconstruction prwn § Boulevard Awnt
tmillons of 4 [maliorin of $} [roillors of §]
Recommendod for Funding Recommunded for Funding Recommended for Funding
74 RL&0M - SW Greenburg Road:Washinglon Square Or, 1o $1.000
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February 10, 2005

John VanlLandingham, Chair

Land Conservation and Development Commission
635 Capitol St., NE

Suite 150

Salem, OR 97301-2540

Dear Chair VanlLandingham:

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 ruie. 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

rutemaking.

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
provision would be further complicated in the Metro region by the fact that.
almost all of the interstate system has been designated for “refinement
ptanning” 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 fevel 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-over-$4-billion over- 20 years, and-are-part-of -a-more-multi=modal..
transportation 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 pelicies by
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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 iimits on
cul-de-sac length of 200 feet. These standards have since been adopted
in focal 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:

Tualatin Valley Highway
1-5 to 99W Connector
McLoughlin/224 Corridor
Sunrise Corridor

o0 00

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 fand
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 allocated 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 metropetitan 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 deveioped
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
aliocate 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
legisiation 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 Burk“ho!der David Bragdon
JPACT Chair Metro Council

cc:  Members of the LCDC
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
Jagqua 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 (1)(b) Change standards implementing travel
function to be inconsistent with a functionatl classification system, or

Section 660-012-0060 (1)(c)(A) Allow land uses &ypes or levels of
development and-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 arnendments 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 will 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 locat governments.

(a)E £l | I Einvol | i half-rmileof
ok \ . ; InterstateMial 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
metropo!ntan planning organization (MPO) area that are part of the

area’s federalty-approved financialy-constrained adopted regional

transportation system plan.

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 1{(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.

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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