
December 12, 2003 

Mr. Don Wagner 
SW Regional Administrator 
WSDOT 
PO Box 1709 
Vancouver, WA 98668- 1709 

Dear Mr. Wagner: 

The RTC Board of Director's adoption ofthe Bi-State Coordination Committee 
Charter has marked a milestone in bi -state cooperation. As you know, the Charter is 
one of the key components of the I-5 Partnership Study recommendations. The 
Charter replaces the existing Bi-State Transportation Committee with the Bi-State 
Coordination Committee. The new Committee recognizes that the region is linked 
by economic development and land use objectives that drive a shared goal to 
preserve and add to the region's most critical transportation investments. 

The purpose of this letter is to request your assistance in forwarding the Bi-State 
Coordination Committee Charter to WSDOT Headquarters for their endorsement. 
Enclosed for your information are copies of the RTC Board resolution and tile 
Charter. Once all of the member agencies have adopted the Charter, the RTC Board 
and JPACTfMetro will establish the Bi-State Coordination Committee including 
bylaws and a 2004 work plan. 

Ifyou have any questions or need additional information, please call me at 397-2232 
or contact Dean Lookingbi ll, RTC Director, at 397-6067, ext. 5208. 

Sincerely, 

tu 'i1~ 
cr:~. Pridemore 
C la~ ~OUJ1ty Commissioner and RTC Chair 

Attachments 

~0{!JlsOuQ!J@~ls Qf!J G:l~Ou fiGU0ls0GU ffi@ 0fi0GUG:lD 'U'U'@GU~@ 0 U'ls@lsfi0GU ~0{!JGU(5fiD 
1300 Franklin Street. Floor 4 P.O. Box 1366 Voocouver. Woshlngton 98666-1366 360·397·6067 fox: 360.397-6132 http://www.rtc.wo.gov/ 



TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

STAFF REPORT 

Agenda Item VII 
Resolution 11-03-30 

n j>0uthwest Washington Regional Transportation Council Board of Directors 

It.. Dean Lookingbill, Transportation Director 

October 28, 2003 

SUBJECT: Bi-State Coordination Committee Charter, Resolution 11 -03-30 

BACKGROUND 

As you may recall back in December of 2002, the Board endorsed the recommendations of the 
1-5 Trade and Transportation Partnership Study. The overall goal of this strategic planning effort 
was to determine the level of investment needed in the corridor for highways, transit, and heavy 
rail. Iu addition, the 1-5 Partnersbip recommendations called for the determination of how to 
manage the transportation and land use system so that the investment would be maximized in 
terms of the benefits to the region (the land use accord). Tbis recommendation addressed the 
need to set up a process to coordinate land use issues that would have an inlpact on the future 
investment of the 1-5 Partnership transportation projects. 

Since last December, the existing Bi-State Transportation Committee has been working on a 
process to establish a new Bi-State Coordination Committee. Iu order to accomplish this task, 
the Bi-State Transportation Committee (advisory to RTC and JPACTlMetro on transportation 
issues of bi-state significance) established a Steering Committee to take the lead in drafting what 
is now called a Charter for the establishment of a Bi-State Coordinating Committee. The 
Steering Committee participants included: Clark County Commissioner Craig Pridemore, Clark 
County Commissioner Betty Sue Morris, Vancouver Mayor Royce Pollard, Metro Councilor Rex 
Burkholder, Portland City Commissioner Jinl Francesconi, and Multnomah County 
Commissioner Serena Cruz. 

The Charter (attached) that creates the Bi-State Coordination Committee defines the committee 
as voluntary by jurisdictions within the cross-Columbia River area of the 1-5 corridor between 
Clark County in Wasbington and Multnomah County in Oregon. It recognizes that the region is 
linked by economic development and land use objectives, wbich also drives a shared objective to 
preserve and add to critical transportation investments. While the existing Bi-State 
Transportation Committee has been constmctive in addressing bi-state transportation issues 
within the corridor, the Charter expands Ule scope of the bi-state effort to include both 
transportation and land use. Review of land use and transportation issues of bi-state significance 
may prompt review of these topics in Ule context of economic development, envirolU1lental, and 
environmental justice issues. It also ensures Ulat regionally significant aspects of transportation -
highway, bridge, transit, freight rail, and transportation system and demand management - are 
considered. 

The new Committee, the Bi-State Coordination Committee, replaces the Bi-State Transportation 
Committee and would serve as a forum to share infonnation, coordinate revicw, and discuss 
implications of significant legislative land use and transportation issues which may have 
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environmental, economic development and environmental justice implications for actions taken 
within the corridor. The results of the Committee's deliberations are advisory to the Southwest 
Washington Regional Transportation Council (RTC), Metro's Joint Policy Advisory Committee 
on Transportation (!PACT), and Metro, on issues of bi-state transportation significance. On 
issues of bi-state land use and economic significance, the Committee advises the local and 
regional governments appropriate to the issue. 

The Committee would hold no regu latory authority, and member jurisdictions retain their full 
existing authorities, but consider carefully and give weight to Committee recommendations. 
Membership on the Bi-State Coordination Committee would consist of elected officials from the 
jurisdictions within the corridor, as well as leadership from key agencies and organizations. The 
initial membership structure includes the following: 

• Cities of Portland, OR and Vancouver, WA 
• Clark and Multnomah Counties 
• One smaller city each in Multnomah and Clark Counties 
• Oregon Department of Transportation 
• Washington State Department of Transportation 
• Ports of Vancouver and Portland 
• Tri7Met 
• C-Tran 
• Metro 

The geographic scope of the Committee is focused on the area of the 1-5 corridor bounded in the 
south by the Fremont Bridge on 1-405, and in the north by 179th Street. Its scope to the west 
extends to include important freight transport and economic development activities, especially 
along the river. Consideration of the area east of the immediate corridor extends as far as 1-205, 
as indicated by linkages and impacts to 1-5 corridor investments and communities. 

POLICY IMPLICATION 

The Steering Committee signed off on the draft Charter to create the Bi-State Coordination 
Committee on October 20, 2003 and forwarded it to the Bi-State Transportation Committee for 
action. The Bi-State Transportation Committ.ee met on October 23, 2003 and by resolution 
endorsed the creation of the Bi-State Coordination Committee. The Bi-State Transportation 
Committee further recommended that the RTC, !PACT, and Metro Council, formally endorse the 
creation of a Bi-State Coordination Committee and approve the Charter. The Bi-State 
Transportation Committee also recommended that RTC, !PACT, and the Metro Council 
authorize the release of the draft Charter for local government consideration. Upon receipt of 
local government resolutions in support of Uw Charter, the RTC, !PACT, and Metro Council 
would create the Bi-State Coordin.ating Committee, replacing The Bi-State Transportation 
Committee and develop bylaws and a work program for the new Committee. 

BUDGET IMPLICATION 

The primary stafflng for the Bi-State Coordination Committee would be by RTC and Metro. 
CurreJ1tly RTC's staff resource for the existing Bi-State Transportation Committee is one 
element within RTC's overall Program Management work element and is funded with a 
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combination of federal and state transportation planning funds along with local matching funds . 
Staff costs for the new Bi-State Coordination Committee could exceed the current level 
depending on its 2004 work program. The additional RTC funding sources if needed would need 
to be determined concurrently with the adoption of the 2004 work plan. 

ACTION REQUESTED 

Adoption of Resolution 11-03-30 UBi-State Coordination Committee Charter" , that once 
supported by member local government and agency resolutions, would be established. 

ADOPTED this ___ 4_t_h __ day of ____ N_o_v_e_m_b_e_r ________ 2003, 

by the Southwest Washington Regional Transportation Co unci I. 

SOUTHWEST WASHINGTON 
REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION COUNCIL 

Crai . Pridemore 
Pres dent of the Board 

Attachment 

ATIEST: 

ean Lookingbill 
Transportation Director 



Draft Charter 
Establishing Bi-State Coordination Committee 

October 23, 2003 - As Revised and Adopted by the Bi-State Transportation Committee 

Participation in the new committee will be accomplished through adoption of resolutions of 
intent to participate and observe the charter by local jurisdictions. and through letters of intent 
to participate and observe the charter by state or federal agencies. Operating details for the 
committee will be established by its membership in the form of bylaws and a work plan once the 
new committee has been established and convened. 

Draft Committee Charter Text 
To be included in resolutions or letters of intent to participate in identical form. 

Purpose: This charter defmes voluntary participation by jurisdictions within the cross-Columbia 
River area of the 1-5 corridor between Clark County in Washington and Multnomah County in 
Oregon. This region is linked by economic development and land use objectives, which also 
drive a shared objective to preserve and add to critical transportation investments. The existing 
Bi-State Transportation Conunittee has been constructive in addressing bi-state transportation 
issues within the corridor. This charter expands the scope of the bi-state effort to include both 
transportation and land use. Review of land use and transportation issues ofbi-state significance 
may prompt review of these topics in the context of economic development, environmental, and 
environmental justice issues. It also ensures that regionally significant aspects of transportation 
- highway, bridge, transit, freight rail, and transportation system and demand management - are 
considered. 

The new Committee, the Bi-State Coordination Committee, replaces the Bi-State Transportation 
Committee. It serves as a forum to share information, coordinate review, and discuss 
implications of significant legislative land use and transportation issues which may have 
environmental, economic development and environmental justice implications for actions taken 
within the corridor. It encourages regional collaboration to facilitate decision making by 
individual jurisdictions on issues affecting the broader corridor. The results of the Committee's 
deliberations are advisory to the Southwest Washington Regional Transportation Council (RTC), 
Metro's Joint Policy Advisory Conunittee on Transportation (JP ACT), and Metro, on issues of 
bi-state transportation significance. On issues of bi-state land use and economic significance, the 
Committee advises the local and regional governments appropriate to the issue. 

The Conunittee holds no regulatory authority, but builds and sustains regional dialogue and 
works together on solving problems related to evolving linkages among transportation, land use, 
and economic development. Member jurisdictions retain their full existing authorities, but 
consider carefully and give weight to Committee recommendations. Jurisdictions also agree, 
according to their authorities, to create their own strategies and plans that contribute to managing 
land uses and economic development to protect transportation investments throughout the 
corridor. 

Membership: The Bi-State Coordination Conunittee consists of elected officials from the 
jurisdictions within the corridor, as well as leadership from key agencies and organizations. The 
membership structure includes: 



• Cities of Portland, OR and Vancouver, WA 
• Clark and Multnomah Counties 
• One smaller city each in Multnomah and Clark Counties 
• Oregon Department of Transportation 
• Washington State Department of Transportation 
• Ports of Vancouver and Portland 
• Tri-Met 
• C-Tran 
• Metro 

The Committee may, as desired, create ex-officio· (non-voting) memberships for state and 
federal agency representatives. Input from other interests in the corridor, such as communities, 
businesses, and civic and interest groups, is actively sought by the Committee to augment the 
perspectives of members. Such additional stakeholder involvement is to be obtained through 
encouraging public comment and input, and through project-level involvement and existing or 
new working groups or subcommittees, advisory to the Bi-State Coordination Committee. 
Member organizations provide leadership-level representatives, and participate actively and 
consistently in Committee meetings and activities. The Committee is primarily staffed by RTC 
and Metro professionals, calling on land use and economic development resources from each 
jurisdiction as needed. Meetings are noticed and open to the public, and the Committee meets 
regularly at intervals determined in its bylaws. 

Gcogniphic Scope: The Committee's focus is the area of the 1-5 corridor bounded in the south 
by the Fremont Bridge on 1-405, and in the north by 179m Street. Its scope to the west extends to 
include important freight transport and economic development activities, especially along the 
river. Consideration of the area east of the immediate corridor extends as far as 1-205, as 
indicated by linkages and impacts to 1-5 corridor investments and communities. 

Agenda Setting: The Committee work plan will define issues to be addressed, including 
significant baseline policy issues for the region such as comprehensive and subarea plans and 
interchange management plans. Members bring, prior to adoption, significant management plans 
to the Committee for review. More specific projects and policy issues are nominated by each 
jurisdiction that desires Committee review, and the Committee establishes its agenda 
collaboratively. The conmlittee does not address issues related to quasi-judicial applications for 
specific land use projects, once applications are submitted. 

Decision-Making Process: Conmuttee decisions on its reconmlendations are made by 
consensus, or if necessary a majority vote of its qUOTunl membership, defmed as 2/3 of total 
membership. Such decisions on Committee reconmlendations are advisory to JP ACTlMetro, 
RTC, and local and regional agencies, and have no legal or regulatory authority. The 
Committee's process for introducing and agreeing on revisions to this charter, including changes 
to membership, is also by consensus or majority vote. All such revisions at the charter level are 
adopted by member jurisdictions and organizations by resolutions or letters of intent to change 
the charter. 
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TO: 
FROM: 

Bi-State Transportation Committee members and a lternates 
Craig Pridemore, Chair, Rex Burkho lder, Vice-Chair, Bi-State 
Transportation Committee 

DATE: March 18, 2004 
SUBJECT: 1-5 Transportat ion and Trade Partnership - Co lumbia River Crossing Goa ls 

As you know, work has begun on des igning the appropriate methods for addressing 
transportation needs identified in the /-5 Transportation and Trade Partnership Strategic 
Plall . In particular, OOOT agreed to bring a scope o f work back to JPACT and OOOT 
and WSOOT have provided the Bi-State Transportation Committee with some brie fin gs 
about their work, a lthough written documents or deta iled in fo rmation about their work 
have not be prov ided to date. 

As th is work effort is of great interest to members of the Bi-State Transportation 
Committee, it could foster good commun ication if the Committee determined those 
guidelines it would like to guide the project. Accordingly, the fo ll owing guidelines are 
suggested for Committee di cussion: 

- Scoping. a comprehensive work plan shoul d be jointly developed by OOOT and 
WSOOT, in cooperation with the two MPO's (Metro and RTC) and the two transit 
agencies (CTRAN and TriMet). The work plan should then be brought to the Bi-State 
Committee for discussion of, and recommendations about any policy issues of interest 
before next steps are initiated. 

- Balance. As included in the 1-5 TransportatiDn and Trade Partnership Strategic Plan, 
highway and transit solutions should both be part of resolution o f the problem. In 
add ition, transportation management measures, including congestion pric in g should be 
carefully and complete ly considered as part of a tota l so lution package. 

- Geographic Extentffransportation Package. Actions taken along the 1-5 corridor may 
affect the demands made on 1-205, connecting highways such as Washington State 
Highway 14 and Interstate 84, and connecting arterials. Accord ingly, transportation 
improvements should be considered in light of th is larger system, recognizing that if 
sma ller segments are viewed without this context, improvements may not appear to so lve 
transportation challenges, but the tota l package of improvements will be coordinated and 
will prov ide better solutions to transportation challenges. 

- Decision-making. Po licy dec isions concerning scope, purpose and need, modal balance, 
a lignments, economic development opportunities, land use considerations, environmenta l 
j ustice factors and mitigation should be made after there is opportu nity for public rev iew 
and comment and after consideration of recommendations from the Bi-State Comm ittee, 
RTC, and JPACT and the Metro Counci/. We believe that the attached reso lution 
addresses these issues and should be considered by the Bi-State Transportation 
Committee. 

We look forward to discuss of this matter at our March 25, 2004 meeting. 

Thank you. 



DRAFT 
BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL 

FOR THE PURPOSE OF COMMUNICATING 
THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE METRO 
REGION AND SOUTHWEST WASHINGTON 
CONCERNING DECISION-MAKING AND 
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE 1-5 
TRANSPORTATION AND TRADE 
PARTNERSHIP STRATEGIC PLAN, 
INCLUDING THE 1-5 COLUMBIA RIVER 
CROSSING 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

RESOLUTION NO. 04- 3439 

Introduced by Councilor Rex Burkholder 

WHEREAS, the Interstate 5 Freeway is a critical transportation facility connecting the Metro 
region and Southwest Washington region as well providing a vital link from the Bi-State area to the 
greater Pacific Northwest and West Coast of the United States; and 

WHEREAS, the 1-5 Transportation and Trade Partnership Strategic Plall was approved in 2002 
by the Washington State Transportation Comm ission (WSTC) and the Oregon Transportation 
Commission (OTC) and adopted by the Metro Council, incorporating it in the Regional Transportation 
Plan; and, 

WHEREAS, the Strategic Plall was developed in a co llaborative process including citizens, 
business representatives, elected officia ls from southwest Washington and the Metro area, representatives 
of the Port of Vancouver and the Port of Portland, representatives ofCTRAN and TriMet and 
representatives of the Washington Department of Transportation and the Oregon Department of 
Transportation; and 

WHEREAS, the Strategic Plall included findings that: I) doing nothing in the 1-5 Corridor is 
unacceptable, and 2) there must be a multi-modal solution in the 1-5 Corridor - there is no silver bullet, 
and 3) transportation funds are limited, paying for improvements in the 1-5 Corridor will req uire new 
funds, and 4) the region must consider measures that promote transportation- efficient development; and 

WHEREAS, the Strategic Plall recommended that: "To protect existing and new capacity and 
support economic development, RTC and Metro, along with other members of the cu rrent Bi-State 
Transportation Committee, should adopt and implement the Bi-State Coordination Accord ."; and 

WHEREAS, on October 23,2003, the Bi-State TranspOltation Committee recommended 
approval of a Bi-State Coordination Committee Charter; and 

WHEREAS, on various dates in November and December 2003 and January 2004 member 
agenc ies of the Bi-State Transportation Committee approved the Bi-State Coordinat ion Charter; and 

WHEREAS, On January 14,2004 the OTC and the Washington State Transportation Department 
approved the Charter; and 

WHEREAS, on August 14, 2003, the Metro Council adopted Metro Resolution No. 03-3360, For 
the Purpose of Amending the FY 2003-04 Unified Work Plan , this action adding $3.5 million of Federal 
funds to the UWP for beginning implementation of recommendations from the Strategic Plan and the 
resolution further stated that " ... a more detailed work plan that defines agencies roles and responsibilities 
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is still being developed and will be reviewed by TPAC, JPACT and the Metro Council prior to its 
implementation ... "; and 

WHEREAS, the Oregon Department of Transportation and the Washington Department of 
Transportation have begun work on the 1-5 River Crossing Partnership project; now therefore 

BE IT RESOLVED, 

I. That a letter should be sent from the Southwest Washington Regional Transportation Council 

and Metro Council to the Oregon Transportation Commission and Washington State Transportation 

Commission containing a recommendation that the Bi-State Coordination Committee, after coordination 

with the RTC, Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation (JPACT) and the Metro Council, serve 

as the appropriate forum and committee for formulating final recommendations concerning the 1-5 

Transportation and Trade Partnership Strategic Plan implementation, including the 1-5 River Crossing 

Partnership project. 

2. That upon completion of the 1-5 River Crossing Partnership, it would need to be referred to the 

RTC and J PACT and Metro Council, for consideration of amendments to the Southwest Washington 

Regional Transportation Council's Metropolitan Tram1)Ortation Plan and Metro's Regional 

Transportation Plan, respectively. 

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this __ day of ___ " 2004. 

David Bragdon, Council President 

Approved as to Form: 

Daniel B. Cooper, Metro Attorney 
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ADOPTED this _______ day of __________ 2004, 

by the Southwest Washington Regional Transportation. 

SOUTHWEST WASHINGTON 
REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION COUNCIL 

Royce E. Pollard 
Chair of the Board 

Page 3 of2 - Resolution No. 04-3439 

ATTEST: 

Dean Lookingbill 
Transportation Director 
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January 20, 2004 

METRO 

Mr. Aubrey Davis, Chair 
Washington State Transportation Commission 
Post Office Box 47308 
Olympia, WA 98504-7308 

Dear Chairman Davis 

On behalf of the Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation, 1 would like to convey 
interest in the Washington State Congestion Relief Study just begun by the Washington State 
Transportation Department. As we understand it, the Study will address congestion in 
southwest Washington and is intended to include analysis of all or portions of the Portland, 
Oregon metropolitan area. This could include assumptions about transportation investments 
in Oregon as well as analysis of the results. 

As you know, the Portland metropolitan area and southwest Washington are linked by the 
Interstate system, including 1-5 and 1-205 as well as transit service between the two states 
provided by C-TRAN and TriMet. The 1-5 Transportation and Trade Partnership Strategic 
Plan, endorsed by the Washington State Transportation Commission on May 22, 2003, called 
for addressing 1-5 corridor transportation issues, including investments in roads, transit and 
transportation demand management in a bi-state manner. 

We are concerned with several elements oftlle Congestion Relief Study including: 

• Policy Coordination. There is a need for coordination with Oregon policy makers, if 
the Study is going to be completed for portions of the Portland Oregon metropolitan 
area. If assumptions about the geographic extent, level and type of transportation 
investments in Oregon are going to be made, these should be reviewed and commented 
on by Oregon policy makers and coordinated with southwest Washington. We suggest 
that the Bi-State Transportation Committee is constituted to do this work. In addition, 
we would hope that the Congestion Relief Study would be coordinated with the 1-5/ 
Columbia River Crossing Project. 

• Land Use. The pattern and rate of growth react to transportation investments and it is 
important to understand these interactions. Specifically, we are concerned that 
increases to highway capacity between Portland and Clark County, Washington will 
result in much greater trip generation due in large part to changes to land uses. The 
Study, as I understand it, will assume only a fixed land use pattern for each scenario, 
consistent with the Growth Management Act plan. Significant land use changes, as a 
result of highway capacity changes, will not be taken into consideration resulting in a 
conclusion on the size and cost ofhigbway facilities being understated. 

Rllt:ydlld I'fliler 
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• Air Quality. Metro has responsibility for maintaining the air quality of the Oregon 
portion of the greater metropolitan area. The air quality implications of major 
transportation improvements must also be considered in order to fully understand 
consequences. 

• Transportation Investments Influence on Trips. Some have also expressed concern 
that rnajor expansion of freeways will encourage more auto trips - "induced demand" in 
planner tenus. Freeway and highway improvements could result in the creation of new 
trips or taking trips at or near peak periods resulting in congestion levels like those 
experienced today. 

• Previous Metro Analysis. Metro looked at the consequences of major highway and 
freeway improvements in the region in 1997. We found that well-placed higher density 
results in less congestion as the number of trips, car ownership and vehicle miles traveled 
all are reduced. We would like to offer the results of this analysis for this study. 

• Benefit Cost Work Element. We are very interested in this analysis and would like to 
further review and comment on the approach and methods used to complete this work. 

• Peer Review. Peer Review of the Study will greatly increase the confidence in the Study 
results and is recommended. 

• Technical Participation. There are many technical aspects of the study, including use of 
the Metro transportation model, Metro air quality model, land use modeling, etc. which, 
if utilized, would provide a more complete analysis. Any work done by Oregon 
jurisdictions would also likely benefit from participation and review by Washington State 
technical experts to ensure consistency with other aspects of the Study. 

• Incurred Costs. Technical participation by Oregon staff was not anticipated by Oregon 
and is not currently a part of work plans or budgets for this fis9a1 year ending June 30, 
2004, the scheduled Study end date. Accordingly, should significant Oregon staff time 
be expended, these costs would have to be addressed in some manner. 

I would be happy to discuss any of these matters with you or if there are technical issues that 
should be addressed, Andy Cotugno, Metro's Planning Director may be contacted at 503-797-
1763 . 

Thank you. 

smpft-/-
Rod Park, Chair . 
Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation 

• 
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cc: Honomble State Senator Jim Horn 
Don Wagner, WSDOT 
Matt Garrett, ODOT 
Michael Cummings, WSDOT 
Dean Lookingbill, RTC 
Chuck Green, Parsons Brinkerhoff 



Forthcoming Actions 

Bi-State Charter Approval Process 
Next Steps 

January 22, 2004 

• Complete remaining agency approvals (two). (This assumes that all entities 
named in charter wi ll act on the charter - wi th the exception of the "One smaller 
city each in Multnomah and Clark Counties") 

• Determine representatives from a smaller city from Multnomah and Clark 
counties. 

• Select a Chair and Vice Chair for the Bi-State Coordination Committee. 

• Revise Ole "Intergovernmental Agreement Specifying the Roles and 
Responsibilities ofa loint JPACT and RTC Bi-State Transportation Committee". 
(This lOA is similar to bylaws and includes directions on voting, reporting, 
meeting locations, notices, administrative support, etc.) 

IGA Process Options 

• Staff recommendations could be brought directly to tlle Committee; or, 

• Staff recommendations could be brought to the Bi-State Charter Steering 
Committee (iliis group is a subset oflhe full Bi-State Committee and includes 
elected representatives from Clark County, City of Vancouver, City of Portland, 
Multnomah County and Metro), which would then forward its recommendations 
to tbe Bi-State Coordination Committee. 



Agency Action on Bi-State Coordination Committee Charter 
January 22, 2004 

Agency or Committee 

Bi-State Transportation Committee 
Regional Transportation Council of SW Washington 
Metro Policy Advisory Committee (MPAC) 

Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation 
(JPACT) 
Metro 
CTRAN 
TriMet 

WSDOT 
ODOT 
City of Vancouver 
City of Portland 
Clark County 
Multnomah County 
Port of Vancouver 

Port of Portland 

Action Taken 

October 23, 2003 
November 4, 2003 

November 19, 2003 

November 13, 2003 

November 20, 2003 

December 3, 2003 

january 14, 2004 

January 14,2004 

January 8, 2004 

January 13, 2004 

January 15, 2004 

* * * * 

Comments 

MP AC was presented the Charter at its 
November 12, 2003 meeting. It was scheduled 
to take action on November 19. However, due to 
inclement weather, there was not a quorum. 
However, MPAC members in attendance stated 
no opposition to the Charter. 

Scheduled for the TriMet Board January 28, 
2004 

In Progress 

Presented at January 13 meeting, scheduled for 
action at the January 27, 2004 meeting 

In Progress 
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Bi-State Transportation Committee Meeting 

January 22, 2004 

7:30 AM - 9:00 AM 

PORT of VANCOUVER 

3103 NW LOWER RIVER ROAD 

AGENDA 
(Note meeting location) 

1. Welcome and Approval of Meeting Report*(5 min) 

2. Discussion of JPACT Congestion Relief Study Letter 
to WSDOT(15 min) 

• Update on Study Progress 
• Discussion of Policy Issues: Bi-State Coordination, 

Land Use, Air Quality, Study Results/Findings 

3. Federal Transportation Priorities (20 min) 
• Summary/Analysis of Bills 
• Key Bi-State-Issues 
• '05 Appropriation Project List 

4_ 1-5 Transportation and Trade Partnership Study 
Process *(35 min) 

• Overview of Proposed Scope of Work 
• Discussion of Bi-State Role and Decision Making 

Process 

5. Progress Update on Bi-State Charter Approval 
Process* (5 min) 

6. 2003 Bi-State Transportation Committee Annual 
Report (5 min) 

7. Public Comment (5 min) 

*Materials available at the meeling 
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TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

MEMORANDUM 

A I Bi-State Transportation Committee 

~ Dean Lookingbill, RTC 
Mark Turpel, Metro 

January 15, 2004 

JPACT Congestion Relief Study Letter to WSDOT 

Attached is a staff report to JPACT and letter from JPACT Chair Rod 
Parks to Aubrey Davis, Chai r of the Washington State Transportation 
Commission in regard to the WSDOT Congestion Relief Study. The 
letter was in response to the December 18, 2003 Bi-State 
Transportation Committee presentation by Washington State Senator 
Jim Horn and WSDOT project manager, Michael Cummings. 

While the letter will have been sent by the time of the Bi-State 
Transportation Committee meeting, it is still important to provide an 
opportunity for the Committee to discuss the policy issues ra ised. In 
addition RTC staff will update the Committee on the Study's progress. 

ATTACHMENT 
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TO: 
FROM: 
DATE: 
SUBJECT: 

Backgrouud 

o R A 

METRO 

Rod Park, Chair, JPACT 
Andy Cotugno, PlalUUng Director 
December 23,2003 
WSDOT Congestion Relief Project 

N D u 

The Washington State Legislature has provided about $3 .8 million for WSDOT to conduct a 
Congestion Relief Study. The question it seeks to answer is: What transportation investments 
will do the most to reduce congestion? 

The geographic areas for which the analysis will be completed are the Puget Sound, Spokane 
and the VancouverlPortland metropolitan areas. A copy of the draft scope of work is attached. 

The project is on a short time line - completion is scheduled for July 2004. The project will 
include travel demand modeling and analysis of several alternatives including: 

- 2020 no build; 
- 2020 planned growth; 
- wlconstrained capacity (both transit and highway); 
- bookends "with different modes emphasized and some mid-groWlds . . . " 

The analysis will compare major transportation investment alternatives - roads, transit, 
congestion pricing - to see what happens if most all transportation fWlds are spent on one 
approach - and which mode investment is most effective in reducing congestion. While the 
project is described as being an analysis only, it seems very likely that once it is complete, it 
may be used as a basis for Washington State transportation funding decisions. Investments in 
the southwest Washington area could have substantial implications for the Metro region 
transportation system and may be different from current transportation policies established in 
the RTP and MTIP. 

The genesis o[the WSDOT project seems to be an earlier project, End Gridlock Now, 
prepared for Bellevue Square owner Kemper Freeman, Jr. by Dr. Willianl Eager ofTDA, Inc. 
This study snggests that a 26% decrease in congestion in the Puget Sound area is possible and 
realistic. Dr. Eager has a Ph.D from University of Cali fomi a, Berkeley, and is a member of the 
Program Review Panel of Transportation Modeling Inlprovemen! Program (TMIP), USDOT's 
progranl to develop new travel modeling procedures. He is also author of a paper Populatioll 
Density and Reduced Road Congestioll. 

Washington State Senator Jim Horn, Mercer island, member of the Washington 
Transportation Committee and Puget Sound Regional Council , lead the effort to fund the 
Congestion Relief Study in order to address comments about the End Gridlock Now analysis. 

M 



The WSDOT region office in Vancouver and RTC are the primary staff coordinating the 
VancouverlPortland aspects oftbe study. This project will include possible transportation 
projects and impacts in the Oregon portion of the metropolitan area. Accordingly, I believe 
that there are both policy and technical issues to address. 

Consideration 
I have attached a draft letter for JP ACT consideration that is tbe result of discussion of the 
Study at the Bi-State Transportation Committee on December 18. 

I would be happy to answer any questions that you may have about the Congestion Relief 
Study. 
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January IS, 2004 

Mr. Aubrey Davis, Chair 
Washington State Transportation Commission 
Post Office Box 47308 
Olympia, WA 98504-7308 

Dear Chairman Davis 

1 would like to convey our interest in the Washington State Congestion Relief Study that has 
just begun by the Washington State Transportation Department. As we understand it, the 
Study will address congestion in southwest Washington and is intended to include analysis of 
all or portions of the Portland, Oregon metropolitan area. This could include assumptions 
about transportation investments in Oregon as well as analysis of the results. 

As you know, the Portland metropolitan area and southwest Washington are linked by the 
Interstate system, including 1-5 and 1-205 as well as transit service between the two states 
provided by CTRAN and TriMet. The [-5 Transportation and Trade Partnership Strategic 
Plan, endorsed by the Washington State Transportation Commission on May 22, 2003, caUed 
for addressing 1-5 corridor transportation issues, including investments in roads, transit and 
transportation demand man.agement in a bi-state manner. 

We are concerned with several elements of the Congestion Relief Study including: 

• Policy Coordination. There is a need for coordination with Oregon policy makers, if 
the Study is going to be completed for portions of the Portland Oregon metropolitan 
area. Ifassumptions about the geographic extent,level and type of transportation 
investments in Oregon are going to be made, these should be reviewed and commented 
on by Oregon policy makers and should be coordinated with southwest Washington. 
We suggest that the Bi-State Transportation Committee is constituted to do tilis work. 
In addition, we would hope that the Congestion ReliefStudy would be coordinated 
with the 1-5lColumbia River Crossing Project. 

• Land Use. Land uses react to transportation investments and it is important to 
understand these interactions. Specifically, we are concerned that a complete picture 
will not be possible witilOut wlderstanding and estimating the land use development 
patterns that will likely result from the transportation investments. 

• Air Quality. Metro has responsibility for maintaining tile air quality of the Oregon 
portion of the greater metTopolitan area. The air quality implications of major 
transportation improvements must also be considered in order to fully understand 
consequences. 

• Transportation Investments Influence on Trips. Some have also expressed concern 
tilat onc response to major expansion of freeways will lead to encouraging more auto trips 
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- "induced demand" in planner tenns. Freeway and highway improvements could result 
in the creation of new trips or taking trips at or near peak periods resulting in congestion 
levels like those experienced today. 

• Previous Metro Analysis. Metro looked at the consequences of major highway and 
freeway improvements ill the region in 1997. We found that well placed higher density 
results in less congestion as the nwnber of trips, car ownership and vehicle miles traveled 
all are reduced. 

• Benefit Cost Work Element. We are very interested in this analysis and would like to 
further review and comment on the approach and methods used to complete tbis work. 

• Peer Review. Providing for Peer Review of the Study will greatly increase the 
confidence in the Study results and is recommended. 

• Technical Participation . There are many technical aspects ofthe study, including use of 
the Metro tTansportation model, Metro air quality model, land use modeling, etc. which, if 
utilized, would provide a complete analysis. Any work done by Oregon jurisdictions 
would also likely benefit from participation and review by Wasbington State technical 
experts to ensure consistency with other aspects of the Study. 

• Incurred Costs. Technical participation by Oregon staff was not anticipated by Oregon 
and is not currently a part of work plans or budgets for Ulis fiscal year ending June 30, 
2004, the scheduled Study end date. Accordingly, should significant Oregon staff time be 
expended, these costs would have to be addressed ill some manner. 

I would be happy to discuss any of these matters with you or if there are technical issues that 
should be addressed, Andy Cotugno, Metro's Planning Director may be contacted at 503 797-
1763. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Rod Park, Chair 
Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation 

c: Honorable State Senator Jinl Hom 
Don Wagner, WSDOT 
Matt Garrett, ODOT 
Michael Cummings, WSDOT 
Dean Lookingbill, RTC 
Chuck Green, Parsons Brinkerhoff 
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MEMORANDUM 
TO: 

FROM : 
n I Bi-State Transportation Committee 

JA Dean Lookingbill, RTC 
Mark Turpel, Metro 

DATE: January 15, 2004 

SUBJECT: FEDERAL TRANSPORATION PRIORITIES 

Attached are five tables that outline a series of proposed federal 
transportation reauthorization bills. At this point it is still unknown as to 
which of these or which parts of these will formulate the final 
reauthorization bill. Nor is it known if the reauthorization will begin in 
the '05 or '06 federal fiscal year. 

The attached tables include the following: 

• TEA-LU: The House Transportation and Infrastructure 
Committee reauthorization bill, highway title 

• SAFETEA: The Senate Environment and Public Works 
Committee reauthorization bill, highway title 

• The Metropolitan Congestion Relief Act 

• TEA-LU: The House Transportation and Infrastructure 
Committee reauthorization bill, transit title (not including the 
New Start and Small Start provisions) 

• TEA-LU: The House Transportation and Infrastructure 
Committee reauthorization bill, New Start and Small Start 
provisions 

Following a brief overview of the proposed reauthorization bills, 
Committee members will have time to discuss the key bi-state issues 
within the bills and the key bi-state projects within the '05 appropriation 
project list. 

ATTACHMENT 



TEA-LU (HR 3550) 
IDGHWAY TITLE ONLY 

The House Transportation Reauthorization bill is the product of two committees. The House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee 
released a bill (TEA-LV) covering the highway and transit title. Because TEA-LV increases funding beyond existing capacity, new revenues must 
be enacted by the House Ways and Means Committee.. Ways and Means has not yet produced a bill. So, the table below reviews only TEA-LV. 
Only changes to TEA-2} are addressed. The table uses thefollowing symbols to rate the overall affect of a proposed change. 

Very Good Good 

* -0-

* Interstate Maintenance 
Program 
SAFTEA §llOI(a)(I) 
Amends 23 USC 119 

Siegel Consulting. - TPAC edits 1-9-03 
TEA-LU Highway Title 

Neutral Bad Very Bad Unclear 

H D ~ ? 
• 

If revenue is enhanced, TEA-LU provides 36% higher Interstate Maintenance funding than TEA 21; 
16% less 1M funding than SAFETEA. 

Bill: Yrl Yr2 Yr3 Yr4 YrS Yr6 TOTAL 

TEA-21 $3.43 $3.96 $4.00 $4.07 $4.14 $4.22 $23.81 

EPWBill $5.50 $6.30 $6.55 $6.55 $6.55 $6.55 $38.00 

House Bill $4.50 $4.99 $5.36 $5.71 $5.87 $6.07 $32.50 

In FY2003, Oregon received 1.30% ($S7M) of the nationwide apportionment of Interstate 
Maintenance funds; the highest percentage share among all major road programs, except for High 
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National Highway System 
Program 
TEA-LV §1101(a)(2) 
Amends 23 VSC 103 

Highway Bridge Program 
TEA-LV §1l01(aX3); §1112 
Amends 23 VSC 144 

Surface Transport. Program 
TEA-LU §1l01(a)(5); §1202(c) 
Amends 23 VSC 133 

Siegel Consulting. - TPAC edits 1-9-03 
TEA-LU Highway Title 

If revenue is enhanced. TEA-LV provides 36% higher National Highway System funding than TEA 
21 ; 15% less NHS funding than SAFETEA. 

Bill: Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 YearS Year 6 TOTAL 
TEA-21 $4.112 $4.749 $4.793 $4.888 $4.968 $5.06 1 $28.571 

EPWBill $6.650 $7.650 $7.950 $7.950 $7.950 $7.950 $46.100 

House Bill $5.401 $5.986 $6.431 $6.854 $7.039 $7.287 $38.998 

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

Bill: Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Vear6 TOTAL 
TEA-21 $2.941 $3.395 $3.427 $3.495 $3.552 $3.619 $20.429 
Senate Bill $4.700 $5.400 $5.600 $5.600 $5.600 $5.600 $32.500 
House Bill $3.862 $4.280 $4.599 $4.901 $5.033 $5.211 $27.886 

In FY2003, Oregon received 1.22% ($46M) of the nationwide apportionment of Bridge funds . 
TEA-LV makes few changes to Highway Bridge program. Restrictions on preventive maintenance 
are eased. Bridge Discretionary Program levels remains at $IOOM per year, as in TEA-21. From 
1998-2002 Oregon received no Bridge Discretionary funds; while $462M was granted nationally. 
TEA-LV 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-LV increases funds for non-safety, STP projects by 51 %, if revenue is enhanced; a 
notably greater increase than for other funding programs. 

Bill: 
TEA-21 
Senate Bill 
House Bill 

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

Year 1 
$4.318 
$6.811 
$6.286 

Year 2 
$4.986 
$7.791 
$6.954 

Year 3 
$5.033 
$8.085 
$7.461 

Year 4 
$5.133 
$8.085 
$7.942 

Year 5 
$5 .216 
$8.085 
$8.147 

Year 6 TOTAL 
$5.315 $30.000 
$8.085 $46.942 
$8.446 $45.236 

TEA-LU adds to the list of STP-eligible projects incident response, technology deployment, 
emergency response, traveler information, etc. activities. The STP program is Oregon's largest 
federal road program. FY2003. Oregon received 1.26% ($81M) of the nationwide apportionment of 
STP funds . The JP ACT reauthorization al!enda should orioritize increases to the STP orOl!r3m. 
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Consistent with other existing funding sources, TEA-LV proposes to increase CMAQ funding by 59% 
compared to TEA-2I. -

Bill: Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 YearS Year 6 TOTAL 
TEA-2i $1.193 $1.345 SI.358 $1.385 $1.407 SI.434 $ 8.122 
Senate Bill $1.900 $2.150 $2.225 $2.225 $2.225 $2.225 $12.950 
House Bill $1.530 $1.696 $1.822 $1.942 $1.994 $2.065 $11.049 

~ 
CMAQ Program CMAQ is the lowest of the major funding sources for Oregon, both as an absolute amount and in terms of its 
TEA-LV §1101(a)(6); share of the nationwide aQI!ortionment, but is a critical source allocated through JP ACT and the Metro 
Amends 23 USC Council. In FY2003, Oregon received 0 .68% (~I OM) of the nationwide a~llortionment of CMAQ funds. It 
104(b)(2); 149 is also the most restrictive in terms of eligible projects A recent EPA rule changed ozone standards; making 

Portland an "attainment area" rather than a "maintenance area." As a result, Portland will get a lower share 
of CMAQ funds in the future. Accordingly: 
(a) Allow Portland to retain its eligibility for ozone-related CMAQ funds by amending TEA-LU to add 

23 USC 104(b)(2)(B)(viii) as follows: "(viiil 1.0 if. at the time o[ ael!.ortionment, the area is not 
desif:.llated as a Iw"atlaillment or maintellallce area ullder the 8-hour o~one standard but was 
desif:.llated as a nOllattaillmellt area or mailltellallce area ullder tile I-llour o~one stalldartL" 

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

The total TCSP authorization under TEA-LU is roughly double TEA-21. No other changes are proposed. 
HI: ...... 1 "'""2 '>!Ir3 '>!Ir4 '>!IrS '>!Ir6 1OIl\L 

1FA2I !l<ID !l<l15 !l<l15 !l<l15 !l<l15 :Illl2J 
sm... .. lOOD :Illan lOOD :Illan lOOD :Illan :Ill3D 
Hue .. :Ill<Bl :Ill<BS :IllOO mOIS lOOD :Illan :Ill2il 

Transportation & 

¢=1 Community & System However, the authorization levels and selection criteria under TEA-21 had little to do with actual grants: 
Preservation Program 1FA2\AClU\L m 19J) ml am :am am 1\JD\L 
TEA-LU § 1113 D!udiwiyO:d :IllOO mllll :Ill<Pl 
Amends 23USC101 note Oq}FJmak m012 :Illoo lIl27.l moo :Ill'lll 
112 Stat 223 

'Jli:j mOl3 mCB] moo lIl27.l moo :Ill45.l 
o.pom mOll !lOll lQ(ll) $ - !l(lJJ :Ill1lB 
O!pRnat &46'10 1.81% WI. (0)'10 L4J'1o an'lo 

Overall, OregonIPortland has not done as well with TCSP as other programs. 

Siegel Consulting. - TPAC edits 1-9-03 
TEA-LU Highway Title 

3 Preliminary Draft 



"Corridor" funds are available to the 1-5 Trade Corridor. Oregon is not eligible for "Border" funds. Vnder 
TEA-21 , "Border" and "Corridor" funds were authorized as one program. About 80% of these funds were 
allocated to "Corridor" projects. TEA-LV establishes independent funding authorizations for both programs 
and increases funding by about eight-fold. TEA-LV's split between Border and Corridor funds is consistent 
with past practice. A section has been reserved in TEA-LV for the operations of the program; so it is yet not 
clear how the funds will be allocated. 

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

Bill: Year 1 YeaT2 Year 3 Year 4 YearS Year 6 TOTAL 

TEA-21; B&C. $0.14U $0.140 $0.140 $0.140 $0.140 SO.140 $0.840 
Multi-State Corridor Senate Bill: Corridors SO. 112 SO.135 SO.157 SO.180 SO.202 SO.225 $1.011 U TEA-LU §1I0I(a)(10); 

Senate Bill: Borders SO.112 $0.135 $0.157 $0.180 $0.202 $0.225 $1.011 
§1301 
Border Planning, Senate Bill: B&C $0.224 SO.270 SO.314 $0.360 SO.404 SO.450 S2.022 

Operations, Tech. House Bill: Corridors SO.500 SO.900 $0.900 $0.900 $0.900 SO.900 S5.OOO 
TEA-LV §IIOI(a)(II); House Bill: Borders SO.200 SO.300 $0.325 $0.350 SO.4OO $0.400 $1.975 
§1302 House Bill: B&C so.7oo $1.200 SI.225 $1.250 SI.300 $1.300 $6.975 

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

DO: 19A! ICJ» mJ m m DB 'ltJW. 
B&CFIutiAllmflrl $123(l) $l21.lD $123Cll W)~ $255.00 $1,1<B.46 
Amutlo(hp $2.00 lIloo 1Il88 M8S ~ $1423 
.l\mItlo(hp L6lYo 000'10 071% 1.01% ~Io 1.29'10 

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

Interstate Discretionary In TEA-LV, the ~lOOM Iler year Interstate Discretionarv Program is eliminated. Oregon has received little 

* Projects from the Interstate Discretionary Program. Of the $560M allocated during TEA-21, Oregon received 

TEA-LU §Illl $1.765M, or 0.3%. Elimination of discretionary program adds to formula apportionments, a benefit to 

Amends 23VSC118(c) Oregon. 

Siegel Consulting. - TPAC edits 1-9·03 
TEA-LU Highway Title 
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llighway Safety 
Improvement Prog. 
TEA-LU §1101(6); 
§ 140 I; 
Amends 23USC130; 
23USCI52 

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

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

Bill: 

TEA-2! 
Senate Bill 
House Bill 

Year! Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 YearS Year 6 TOTAL 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

$1.200 $1.300 $1.350 $1.350 $1.350 $1.350 $7.900 
'$1.000 $1.100 $1.200 $\.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 
railroad crossings. Two-thirds of these amounts are allocated to states for the hazard elimination program in 
23USC 152 based on the STP formula. 

Project requirements do not appear onerous, but do not know how they comply with OregonIPortland 
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, JP ACT 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. 

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

Siegel Consulting. - TPAC edits 1-9-03 
TEA-LU Highway Title 
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? 
• 

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

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

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

BII: Yea-I Yea-2 Y .... 3 Yea-4 Y .... S Yea-6 1OIi\L 
'J.EA.21 No. No. N'. No. No. No. $ -
SmaleM No. N'. N'. No. No. No. S -
BueM $2.SIl) $2.SIl) $2.SIl) $2.SIl) $lOD $lOD $17.&lJ 

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

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

If the amount of funds authorized for mega projects were made available through a formula program with an 
apportionment similar to NHS, Oregon would be allocated about $220M over six years. A "bird in hand 
... ," We should determine whether Oregon would be better served with funds in a formula program than in 
this mega project program. The exception may be 1-5, where with help from State of Washington, the mega 
project program could be beneficiaL 
This program is a placeholder for "demo projects." With good representation in the House T &1 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. 

Yea-I Y .... 2 Y .... 3 Yea-4 Yea-S Yea-6 'IOIJIL 
Sl.(OO $1.<01 SL&l5 $L&l5 S1.778 $1.778 $ 9J(l) 
No. N'. No. No. No. No. $ 

$1.953 $2.144 $1.355 $L587 $2.841 $lJa) $15.0ll 

Siegel Consulting. - TPAC edits 1-9·03 
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Freight Intermodal 
Connectors 
TEA-LU §llOl(a)(18); 
§1303 

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

Congestion Relief 
TEA-LU §1202 

TIFIA 
TEA-LU §1303 
Amends 23 USC18l-l89 

New fonnula 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 NBS formula. 

ID: Ye:rl Yer2 Y .... 3 Yer4 YerS Ye:r6 lOW.. 
1FA2I No. N\ No. No. No. No. $-

SmEID No. No. No. No. No. No. $ -

JlJR,Iil S!lJl) SIl«D 3ItlD SIl6D SIl6D SIl6D $lOll 

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

Ye:rl Y .... 2 Yer3 Ye:r4 
No. N\ No. No. 
N\ No. No. N\ 

SIl25 m5 m5 m5 

Y .... S 
No. 
No. 
m5 

Y .... 6 
N\ 
N\ 

lD.3S 

lOW.. 
SIloo 
SIloo 
$2.00 

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% (0 any congestion relief activity. 
This program is not a new funding but rather a limitation on flexibility and an additional 
administrative burden, and should be 0 

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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U 
TSM 
TEA-LU § 1202 Expends list of eligible projects for STP and CMAQ funds to include transportation system management and 
Amends 23 USC 133, operations activities. 
23 USC 149 

Requires States to obligate a portion of their annual NHS, Interstate Maintenance, STP and CMAQ funds on 

JJ-
ITS ITS projects. The portion of a state's federal funds that must be spend 9n ITS is $500M times the percent of 
TEA-LU §1205 federal road funds that state receives compared to the national total. For Oregon, this means about $6M per 
Adds 23 USC ISO year. This program is not a new funding source, but rather a limitation on flexibility and an additional 

administrative burden, and should be opposed. 

H Tolling Nothing proposed. 

? 
Public Private 
Partnerships Section reserved, proposal to be added later. 

• TEA-LU §1503 

? 
Design Build Contracts 

Section reserved, proposal to be added later. TEA-LU § ISO] 
• 
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SAFETEA (S. 1072) by EPW Committee 
As Amended November 9, 2003 

The Senate's Transportation Reauthorization bill is the product of three committees. The Finance Committee is responsible for raising revenues 
that support the transit and highway titles. The Banking Committee proposes the transit title. and the Environment and Public Works (EPW) 
Committee proposes the highway title. At this time. neither the Finance Committee nor the Banking Committee has produced a draft bill. Thus. 
this review of the EPW bill addresses only highway provisions. Only changes to TEA-21 are reviewed. in the table below. The tab/~uses the 
following symbols 10 describe the overall affect of a proposed change. .~ 

Very Good Good Neutral Bad Very Bad Unclear 

U U ¢=l jJ ~ ? 
• 

fu~m!!ti!....!;!~ng:!!!, SAFETEA provides 60% higher Interstate Maintenance funding than TEA 
21 , and 17% higher 1M funding than TEA-LU. 

U 
Interstate Maintenance 
Program 
SAFTEA §IIOl( l) 
Amends 23 USC 129 
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Bill: 

TEA-21 
EPWBill 
House Bill 

Yr! Yr2 

$3.43 $3.96 
$5.50 $6.30 
$4.50 $4.99 

Yr3 Yr4 YrS Yr6 TOTAL 

$4.00 $4.07 $4.14 $4.22 $23.81 
$6.55 $6.55 $6.55 $6.55 $38.00 
$5.36 $5.71 $5.87 $6.07 $32.50 
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If revenue is enhanced, SAFETEA provides 61% higher National Highway System funding than 
TEA 21, and 18% higherNHS funding than TEA-LU. 

U 
National Highway System 

Year 5 Year 6 TOTAL Program Bill: Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 

SAFETEA § II 02(2) TEA-21 $4.112 $4.749 $4.793 $4.888 $4.968 $5.061 $28.571 

Amends 23 USC !O3 EPW Bill $6.650 $7.650 $7.950 $7.950 $7.950 $7.950 $46.100 

House Bill $5.401 $5.986 $6.431 $6.854 $7.039 $7.287 $38.998 

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

U Bill; Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 YearS Vear 6 TOTAL 

Highway Bridge Program 
TEA-21 $2.941 $3.395 $3.427 $3.495 $3.552 $3.619 $20.429 
Senate Bill $4.700 $5.400 $5.600 $5.600 $5.600 $5.600 $32.500 

SAFETEA § 1102(3); § 1808 House Bill $3.862 $4.280 $4.599 $4.901 $5.033 $5.211 $27.886 
Amends 23 USC 144 

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 upper 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. 
Both SAFETEA and TEA-LU create a highly funded highway safety program and remove from the 
STP program the 10% set-aside requirement for safety projects. However, SAFETEA adds a 2% set 
aside for stormwater mitigation projects. Taken both of these adjustments into account, SAFETEA 
increases funds for non-safety, non-stormwater projects by 56%, if revenue is enhanced; a slightly 
lower increase than for other funding programs. 

U Surface Transport. Program STP Funds Not Set Aside for Safety Projects 
SAFETEA §II02(4); Excludes funds Set Aside for Stormwater in SAFTEA 
§ 1401 (g)(2); §1620 

Bill: Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year S Year 6 TOTAL 
Amends 23 USC 133(d) TEA-21 $4.318 $4.986 $5.033 $5.133 $5.216 $5.315 $30.000 

Senate Bill $6.811 $7.791 $8.085 $8.085 $8.085 $8.085 $46.942 
House Bill $6.286 $6.954 $7.461 $7.942 $8.147 $8.446 $45.236 

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

Bill: Year 1 Year Z Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 TOTAL 
TEA-21 $1.193 $1.345 $1.358 $1.385 $1.407 $1.434 $ 8.122 
Senate Bill $1.900 $2.150 $2.225 $2.225 $2.225 $2.225 $12.950 
House Bill $1.530 $1.696 $1.822 $1.942 $1.994 $2.065 $11.049 

~ 
CMAQ Program 

However, several factors work to make the proposed increase in CMAQ funds unattractive for Portland. 
SAFETEA § 1102(5); 
§ 1611 

EPA recently issued a rule changing the ozone standards, which results reclassifying Portland as an 

Amends 23 USC 
"attainment area" rather than a "maintenance area." This results in Portland losing its eligibility for ozone-

104(b)(2); 149 related CMAQ funds. Also, SAFETEA incorporates an apportionment factor relating to "fme particulates." 
This has the affect of spreading CMAQ funds to more areas, resulting in decreased CMAQ funds for 
"attainment" areas like Portland. Accordingly: 
(a) (b) Allow Portland to retain its eligibility for ozone-related CMAQ funds by amending 

§1611(2) of SAFETEA to include: "(;rei 1.0 i(, at the time o[ a1ll!.ortiollmellt, the area is 1I0t 
desigllated as a 1I0Ilat/ail/mmt or mailltellallce area uI/der the 8-hollr o~one stalldard but was 
desigllated as a nOllallailllllelll area or mabrtellallce area IIl1der tire I -hour o~olle stalldard." 

(b) Support the change in the apportiolllnellt/actor from .8 to 1.0/or areas achieving "Maintellance" 
statys 

Transportation & This is a revision to Sen. Wyden's TCSP program. $50M per year for six years is authorized for program, 

¢=J Community & System doubling the amount in TEA-21. Remains a competitive program (assuming it is not fully earmarked each 
Preservation Pilot Prog year) for plarming, development and implementation of community and system preservation projects such as 
SAFETEA §1814 TOD, impact mitigation and jobs access projects. Priority given to applicants have policies, such as UGBs, 
Adds 23 USC 175 green corridors, etc. Funds must be allocated equitably to a diversity of populations and geographic regions. 
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"Corridor" funds are a key discretionary source for PEIEIS 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-LV. 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-LV) is illustrative of a Border-
Corridor apportionment that is consistent with past practice. Also, many projects eligible for Border 
Pro![am funds are also eliiEble for Corridor Pro!l!!m funds; allowinj! them to "double di!!." 

Multi-State Corridor 
Borders and Corridors Programs 

SAFETEA § 1101(10); 
In TEA-21 Programs Combined, in SAFETEAffEA-LU Separate Programs 

§1810. 
Bill: Year I Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 TOTAL Creates 23VSC171 

D-
Border Planning, TEA-21; B&C. $0.140 $0.140 $0.140 $0.140 $0.140 $0.140 $0.840 
Operations, Tech. Senate Bill: Corridors SO.112 $0.135 SO.157 $0.180 SO.202 $0.225 $1.011 
SAFETEA §110I(II); 

Senate Bill: Borders SO.112 $0.\35 SO.157 $0.180 SO.202 $0.225 $1.011 
§ 1811 
Creates 23VSC 172 Senate Bill: B&C $0.224 SO.270 SO.3 14 $0.360 SO.404 $0.450 $2.022 

House Bill: Corridors $0.500 $0.900 $0.900 $0.900 SO.900 $0.900 $5.000 
House Bill: Borders $0.200 $0.300 $0.325 SO.350 SO.400 $0.400 $1.975 

House Bill: B&C $0.700 $1.200 S1.225 S1.250 S1.3OO $1.300 S6.975 

To resolve these issues: 
(a) Amend §110I{lO) and §IIOI(II), 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. 

D- 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 23VSCI18(c)(I) 
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Highway Safety 
Improvement Prog. 
SAFETEA §IIOI(6); 
§1401; 
Replaces 23 USC 148 

Safe Routes to Schools 
SAFETEA §1405 
Adds 23USCI50 

Infrastructure 
Performance and 
Maintenance Prog. 
SAFETEA §IJOI(J3); 
§1201 
Adds 23 USC 139 

se(.·aslloe as part of the STP program and replaces it with a new, fonnula 
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 Year 1 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 TOTAL 
TEA-ll N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Senate Bill 
Bouse Bill 

$l.200 
$l.000 

$1.300 
$1.100 

$1.350 
$1.200 

$1.350 
$1.300 

$1.350 
$1.400 

$1.350 
$l.5oo 

N/A 

$7.900 
$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 OregonIPortland 
priorities. Generally, JP ACT should support increases in flexible programs, such as STP, and be wary of 

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

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

Bill: 
TEA-ll 
Senale Bill 
Bouse Bill 

Year 1 
NA 

$2.500 

NA 

Year 1 
NA 

$2.500 

NA 

Year 3 
NA 

$2.000 

NA 

Year 4 

NA 
$2.000 

NA 

YearS 
NA 

$2.000 

NA 

Year 6 

NA 
$0.500 

NA 

TOTAL 
$ 
$11.500 

$ 

Bill does not specify criteria or an apportionment fonnula; therefore do not know how much Oregon would 
receive. This appears to be a large program that is intended to phase-{)ut. Portland/Oregon objectives better 
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Of the NHS funds allocated to Oregon, the greater of (i) 2% or (ii) the percentage of NHS miles connecting 
Freight Intermodal to intermodal terminals of total NHS miles in the State must be set aside for intermodal freight connector 

¢=> Connectors to NBS 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 23USCI03(b) requirement. 

" , "'. ".- . '., OTHE~ PROGRAMS AND POLICIES ~f,· .. . , ..• . ~( "' .. ,'. . ''1. ~. , ~. .. ~ 
0 ~ (Research not Addressed, Defer to PSU) ~'. . 

<, .~ 
, • 

. "' .. ' 't> ' 0 
!~ 

, ., .. '. ~;: iE' o "' -" t 
. 

"~." . . 
Eligible projects expanded to include intermodal freight facilities, private rail facilities "providing public 

TIFIA 
benefit," etc. State and regional planning and programming requirements do not have to be met until 

U SAFETEA § 1303 
contract to receive federal credit instrument is executed. Threshold for eligibility reduced to $50M or 20% 

Amends 23 USC181-189 
of federal highway assistance apportioned to State (down from $50M or 50%). Maximum assistance tmder 
TIFIA lirnited by the amount of senior debt - makes clearer that TIFIA is not to be t.'1e pril'ruhy' borro~"ing. 
$130M per year for six years authorized to support program. 

Freight 
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. 

U 
SAFETEA §1203 

Requires creation of State Freight Transportation Coordinator and integration of freight issues into State and 
Adds 23 USC 325 

Regional Transportation Planning. 

ToUing HOV Lanes 
Allows states to establish toll program to charge non-carpools to travel in HOV lanes. Criteria for eligibility SAFETEA § 1606 

U Amends 23 USC 102 
for Interstate System Reconstruction and Rehabilitation Pilot program made more flexible. May have 
applicability for 1-5 Trade Corridor. Variable Toll Pricing Program extended, with favorable provisions. 

ToUing Programs 
May have applicability for 1-5 Trade Corridor. 

SAFETEA §1609(a) 

* 
MPOFunding 
SAFETEA § II 02(b) Requires a 1.5% set aside of highway funds (after deduction for DOT administrative expenses) for 
Amends 23 USC 104(0 metropolitan planning. TEA-21 had a "not to exceed 1%" requirement. 

-LJ? 
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, etc. Authority already 
Amends 23USCI20(d) exists for some states. Do not know affect of change on Oregon. 
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¢::J Transportation Establishes II-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 

Funding Study Trust Fund. 
SAFETEA § 1305 

* 
RTP and TIP 
SAFETEA §1615 Changes interval that MPO is required to update RTP from "periodically as detem.ined by Secretary" (every 

Amends 23 USC 134 3 years) to five years. TIP program extended from every three years to every four years. 

Section aimed at generally exempting the interstate system from being considered an historic site for 

~ 
Historic Site purposes of 23 USC 138 or 49 USC 303. However, in doing so it states that a "portion of the Interstate 
SAFETEA §1604 System that possesses an independent feature of historic significance, such as 0 historic bridge .. . that would 
Amends 23 USC 103(c) qualify independently for Listing on the National Register of Historic Places shall be considered a historic 

site ... " This affects the ability to replace the 1-5 Bridge to Vancouver. 
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Metropolitan Congestion Relief Act (HR 3611) 

The table uses the following symbols 10 rate the overall affect of a proposed change. 

Very Good Good 

U D 

STPProgram 
HR3611 §2 
Amends 23 USC 133 

CMAQ Program 
HR 3611 §3 
Amends 23 USC 149 

Siegel Consulting.l-l3-03 

Neutral Bad Very Bad Unclear 

¢=> D ~ ? 
• 

Requires 100% STP funds, rather than 62.5%, remaining after 10% Safety and 10% set­
aside for Enhancements to be allocated to MPOs; eliminating the State's STP program. This effectively 
increases the region's STP program by the 37.5% increment. This Bill does not address autborized 
funding levels, nor does it modify apportionment formula to the states. 

Bill raises policy question as to merits of cutting DOT's out of STP funds. While it would provide 
more MTIP funds, it makes ODOT less able to be a partner on projects. ODOT would no longer have a 
source of funds to contribute toward elderly & disabled transportation, bus replacement, higb speed rail, 

Requires States to formula allocate CMAQ funds (including minimum guarantee adjustments) and 
related obligation autbority to MPO's. Certain limited CMAQ funds are exempt from this allocation. 
This Bill does not address authorized funding levels, nor does it modify apportionment formula to the 
states. This would make statutory current practice in Oregon. 

Funds would be allocated to MPOs based on the relative share of "nonattainment and maintenance 
populations." Since tbe Portland region is now an attainment region, it appears that no funds would be 
allocated to tbe region. This could be fixed by defining for purposes of this section "nonattainment" to 
include regions that were in nonattainment prior to tbe rules cbange. 

As a matter of ODOT does what is bill - so no real to Portland 

1 Preliminary Draft 
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Requires a certain potion of NHS funds to be allocated to urbanized areas. As used in this section, it 
appears that funds must be spent in urbanized areas, but the State still would determine the projects (not 
MPOs). Tbjs Bill does not address authorized funding levels, nor does it modify apportionment 
formula to the states. 

~ NBS Program 
The formula divides NHS funds between those spent in urbanized areas with a population greater that 
200,000 and other areas of the state as follows: (A) 75% based on relative share of lane miles on the 

HR3611 §3 
NHS system and (B) 25% based on relative VMT. The bill is fuzzy On what happens if there is more 

Amends 23 USC 103 
than one urbanized area with 200,000+ populations. It could be read to imply there is or is not a sub-
allocation to the various large urbanized areas. 

This program does not serve regional needs. It puts Metro in middle of ODOT's preservation plans 
when Metro is primarily focused on Modernization. Moreover. when ODOT does Modernization, 
funds are sub-allocated. 

* 
Minimum Guarantee 

Requires that minimum guarantee funds apportioned to the STP program must be allocate to urbanized 
HR 3611 §5 
Amends 23 USC I 05( c )(2) 

areas, just like the core STP program. 

* 
Metropolitan Planning 
Funds Doubles the percentage of funds set aside for metropolitan planning compared to TEA-21. Instead of 
HR361l§8 I % of the total authorization of core highway programs, metropolitan planning is raised to 2 %. 
Amends 23 USC 104(f)(1) 
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Metropolitan Congestion 
Relief Program 
HR3611 §6 
Adds 23 USC 165 

Operational Improvement 
Program 
HR 3611 §7 
Creates 23 USC 168 

Siegel Consulting.I-13-03 

Creates a new highway funding program where funds are allocated directly to certain MPOs. Eligible 
MPO's include MPOs in urbanized areas with a population greater than I million and that have a 
"Travel Time Index" (TTI) as detennined by the Texas Transportation Institute. The Portland region as 
a TTl of 1.44 in 2001 (the latest data). Under my count, 32 areas would be eligible. Eligible projects 
include projects that are eligible under STP program and MPO demonstrates that it will improve 
congestion in its region. 

$2 billion per year for six years is proposed to be authorized. Funds would be allocated to MPOs as 
follows: (A) 50% based on the percent that the MPO's TIl bears to the total of all TIls for eligible 
areas (I calculate that this is 3.25% for Metro) and (B) 50% based on the MPO's relative share of 
passenger miles traveled (do not have data for this). Undoubtedly, this would be a favorable allocation 
to Portland compared to other federal highway programs. 

There are a few odd things in the bill. Firstly, it uses the Texas Transportation Institute's calculation of 
TTl, which Metro and ODOT have complained about, and puts too much authority in the Institute. 
Also, the way TIl is measured changes periodically, and bill would require Institute 's periodic changes 
to change allocation. Also, defmition of "passenger miles" includes VMT and transit ridership - it must 
intend something different than transit ridershiI>. 
Establishes a discretionary grant program for incident management projects, deployment of ITS 
projects, and transportation demand projects. Authorizes $500M per year for six years for program. 

Portland/Oregon better served by increasing STP program funds by this amount and, if necessary, 
expanding list of eHgible projects. On surface it appears that there would be no need to expand STP's 
eligible project list. 
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TEA-LU (HR 3550) 
TRANSIT TITLE ONLY 

New Start and Sman Start Programs Reviewed Separatelv 

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

Very Good Good 

U U 

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

Siegel Consulting. 1·10·03 
TEA-LU - Transit Analysis 

Neutral Bad Very Bad Unclear 

¢=J D ~ ? 
• 

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

an: Yal \l>r2 Y .... 3 Y .... 4 v .... s Y .... 6 1OI'AL 

1FA,21 $2.l) $Z.5S $1.78 $3.00 $l.Zl $3.45 $1731 
SlmeBD No'. No'. No'. No'. NA. NA. $-
Ib6eBD $3.(j} WI $4.87 $5.48 $6.(li $6.71 S3l.aJ 

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 (JARG 
TEA-LU §30 17 
Adds 49USC5316 

Clean Fuels Formula 

~ Grant Program 
TEA-LU §3009 
Amends 49USC5308, 5338 

U 
Elderly and Disabled 
Formula Funds 
TEA-LU §3011 
49USC53 10, 5338 

Siegel Consulting. 1-10·03 
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TEA-LU increases JARC funds by 140% compared to TEA-21. 
BII: Yerl Yer2 Ycr3 Yer4 YerS Yer6 1OJj\L 

1EA21 91Q5 5mll lIlIO lIl\3 lIll5 S!lSl 
SlmeID N\ N\ N\ N\ N\ N\ N\ 
EhseBII lIll75 lIlISS lIl\95 SImi l!l2l5 :!!l22S $J2D 

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

III: 'Iilrl 'Iilr2 'Iilr3 'Iilr4 'IilrS 'Iilr6 1OIl\L 
1E\,2) SOOi SOOi SOOi SOOi SOOi $l2S 

SnEBI NO. NO. N\ N\ NO. N\ !Xl) 

IhRlBl lIllO lIlIO lIlJO lIlIO lIlIO lIlJO !OOl 

However, TriMet would no longer be eligible for formula apportionments under the program. A recent 
EPA rule changed ozone standards; making Portland an "attainment area" rather than a "maintenance 
area." The apportionment formula for Clean Fuels is based on weight factors for non-attainment. My 
read is that as an attainment area, that weight factor would be zero. To continue TriMet' s eligibility, add 
the following to 49USC5308(d)(2)(A): 
: "(vii) 1.0 if, at the time o[ a1!l!.ortionment, the area is not desig."ated as a nonattainment or 
maintenance area UI.der the 8-hour 000ne standard bllt was designated as a nonatlainment area or 
maintenance area under the 1-hour ozone standard. " 
TEA-LU increases E&D Formula funds by 90% compared to TEA-21. 

BII: Yerl Thr2 Yer3 Thr4 YerS Yer6 mw... 
1J?A.21 lila; lIlOl lIlOl lila! lIloo lIloo lIl~ 

s-eHII N\ NO. N\ N\ N\ N\ N\ 
EhseID lIllO lIll2 lIll4 lIll5 lIll7 lIll9 lIl87 

The program is changed to allow funds to be used for operatiog expenses, at a 50% match ra tio. A 
requirement to certify coordination with non-profits is added. Also requires that projects be derived 
from a "locally developed coordinated public transit-human services transportation plan ." The State of 
Oregon received on average 1.36% ofE&D Formula funds from 1999-2003. 
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* 

* 

New Start Funds 
TEA-LU §30 I 0 
49VSC5309, 5338 

Bus Discretionary Funds 
TEA-LV §3010 
49VSC5309, 5338 

Rail Modernization Funds 
TEA-LV §3010 
49VSC5309,5338 

Siegel Consulting.l-lO-03 
TEA-LU - Transit Analysis 

TEA-LV increases New Start funds for "major" projects by 87% compared to TEA-2I, on 
top of the "small start" funds. 

iii: Yerl Yer2 Yer3 \12'4 "'"'S \12'6 1.OJJ\L 

1FA.21 ID811 :ID.9J! l!llm sum $1.136 $1214 $6<00 

SmRBlI 1'1\ N\. 1'1\ N\. N\ N\ N\. 
Hu;em $IE SliX) $1.1.11 $2.<m $2.197 $2.Qi $1l.36l 

issues are discussed in a review. 
TEA-LV increases Bus Discretionary funds by 87% compared to TEA-21. No other notable changes are 
proposed. 

HII: Yf:rl Yer2 Y ..... 3 Y ..... 4 "'"'5 Y .... 6 1.OJJ\L 
lFA,21 m4D ID451 m4lJ S12J 5Il5J8 ID6Jl $3.015 
SmRHn 1'1\ N\. N\ N\ N\. N\ N\. 
Hu;eHn ID675 ID?>8 IDa:6 S1.OO1 SUW $l2l3 $5.681 

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

TEA-LV increases Rail Mod ftmds by 87% compared to TEA-21. No other notable chang~. an, 
proposed 

Yert Yf:r2 Yer3 Yf:r4 
ID811 :ID.9J! l!llm SWill 

N\. N\. N\. N\. 
Slli) $liX) $1.1)] $2.<m 

Y .... s 
S1.136 

N\ 
$2.197 

Yf:r6 1.OJJ\L 
$1214 $6<00 
N\ N\ 

$2.Qi $1l.36l 

Portland only receives about 0.37% of Rail Mod funds, although that percent will increase slightly as 
more rail 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, JP ACT must be supportive (or not opposed to) these funding levels, even though 
the Portland share is low. 
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? 
• New Freedom Program 

TEA-LU §3018 
Creates 49USC5317 

* 
Small Starts Funds 
TEA-LU § 
49USC5309, 5338 

? 
Metropolitan/State Planning 
TEA-LU Title VI • Amends 23USC134, 135 
49USC5303-5305 

? Plauning Programs 

• TEA-LV §3005 
49USC5303-5305 

? 
• Contract Requirements 

TEA-LV §3025 
Amends 49USC5325 

Siegel Consulting. 1-10-03 
TEA-LU - Transit Analysis 

New fonnula 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. 

HI: 'lilrl 'lilr2 'lilr3 'lilr4 'iflrS 'lilr6 'JI:JX. 
1FMI. N\ N\ N\ N\ N\ N\ N\ 
Snlem N\ N\ N\ N\ N\ N\ N\ 
BueHl SlIO SlI2 Sll3 Sl15 Sl15 SlIS Sl81 

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

HD: Y.,.,l Y.,..2 Y.,.,3 Y.,.,4 Y .... s Ycr6 lUDIL 
'JEA.2l N\ N\ N\ N\ N\ N\ N4. 
&DieBn N\ N4. N4. N\ N\ N\ N4. 
IhoeBll Sll5 SUS lO.21 S01!I lO.27 SUJ $1.35 

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) , . 

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

Section on TIP deleted and replaced with combination of planning activities for States and MPas. 
Establishes split of planning funds under 49USC5338(c) as 82.72% for MPas and 17.28% for States. 
State and MPas devise formula for allocating MPa funds within the State. 
Changes rules on competition. TEA-21 only required of non-competitive contract awards for capital 
projects or improvements that records be provided to DOT and Comptroller General. TEA-LU 
proposes that all procurements be done in "full and open competition, as determined by the Secretary. " 
Allows states with a formal state procedure for procuring A&E services that is in effect 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. 

4 Preliminary Draft 



TEA-LU 
New Start/SmaU Start Program Issues 

This analysis examines Section 3010 (Capital Investment Grants) of HR 3550 (Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users). which primarily 
amends Section 5309 of the Transit Act, Seelion 3037, which authorizes fixed guideway projects for Final Design and Construction, and Section 
3034, which authorizes fondingfor such capital grants. The changes proposed to the provisions ofTEA-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 

U D ¢=I D ~ ? 
• 

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

, ~- -' ..... ~>,~.;c .: ': -0 .... , ,-~:-' -'... ."';,!. -~ ~ ~~ "" ,~", ';'-;~~~j~ "i ""!-~t'i I 
-''i:':C='" '''R:;':;~''~~~'''''',f,",' "'?'''-''_'-<F.~'''''''!)':';~,~~~,,"~~~, 

~\>_ ... -; ::: ,', '~"""J": >:!" ',' •• ,- .. , ,'" I':'~'~~~ :. ':.-'".~..., ~ :-a: "~.-; 
-, __ • '"_,, k. ,,_~. 4:- ~., c. -_ 0 • " ,·w. '.,-. "\",*_. ~ -" "'~_ .... 

D §5309(c): Establish Category for $75M threshold for full new starts evaluation process allows streetcar projects to proceed without 
Major Capital Investment Grants onerous criteria. 

D 
Deleted from TEA -21 : TEA-21 exempts from the New Starts review "part of a project financed completely with 

Exemption from New Starts 
amounts made available from the Highway Trust Fund (other than the Mass Transit Account)." 

Criteria for Entirely Flexible 
Thus, a MOS entirely funded with STP funds is exempt from New Starts criteria under TEA·21. 

Funded Projects 
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. 

The factors considered in ITA's "comprehensive review" are expanded to include "transit 

D 
§5309(c)(2)(B): Justification supportive policies" and "existing land use." While "transit supportive policies" helps Portland 
Criteria for Major Projects 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 Startsl\nalysis Preliminary Draft 



--.. -- .:-~: .'~- ~~~~~.- ~-~~~-.. - ::-~::~ ~. -'. , .... -~:~~-'''''-:'':: -' 

';;'~~l' '~"""'IIi'- ···";;~t·, ~",,~.~ . ....,., ... ,";".. '. . 
';.. :.~'J!:..!,;j ~~.> ;:~- ~..,t;' ~"!~. ~~ ··~~:e:.4 ?;;.q~,!:, ·""·-~·~-~.fL~-:·? . '''''::~'" '. '; .. . . - . _ "', ~M:-'" • t.'. '_ .. -

* §5309(d)(I): $75M "Small Overall. the smalJ starts program much more supportive of streetcar projects than the major fixed 
Starts" Threshold guideway program. But some specifics. discussed below. are troublesome. 

D 
§5309(d)(l): $25M "Exempt" 

TEA-LU does not proscribe any processes or criteria for "exempt projects" (i.e. <$25M). 
Threshold 

Congress should set parameters for exempt projects rather than leave it entirely to ITA. 

§5309(d)(2) and (3) require that the evaluation of small starts be based on the results of 

D 
Alternatives Analysis (AA). AA requires consideration of non-streetcar project alternatives. 

§5309(d)(2) and (3): Alternatives probably including a baseline alternative for cost effectiveness rating. Unless narrowed by 
Analysis Required statute. this will lead to considerable IT A involvement and interference. Thus. amend 

§5309(d)(2XA) as follows "(A) based on the result of planning and alternatives analysis (as used 
in this subsection alternatives analvsis requires a comparison onlv to the no build alternative)' 

* 
While the justification of "major" projects must consider "operating effiCiencies," 

§5309(d)(4)(A) and (C): Project 
"environmental benefits . .. "mobility" and "existing land use." these factors are not considered in 

Justification Factors 
evaluating small start projects. lbis helps because small starts would not be competitive with 
regard to these factors. Paragraph C establishes ''positive effect on local economic developmenf' 
as a key criterion. lbis helps Portland streetcar projects. 
Grant approval requires consideration of "cost effectiveness at the time of the initiation of revenue 
service." ITA is provided 120 days after bill passage to develop regulations on how cost 
effectiveness (CE) will be evaluated. If history is an indication. IT A will propose a CE that 

~ 
compares the small start project with a baseline alternative. This begins to drag the "streamlined" 

§5309(d)(4)(B): Cost small star'.s process into the same issues thal delay "major" projects. Also. CE is evaluated when 
Effectiveness operations start. rather than the normal 20-year basis; making "cost per rider" and "cost per new 

rider" measures worse for small starts than for "major" projects. Bill should defme parameters 
for CE calculation. rather than leaving to ITA discretion. as follows: "E. detemline cost 
effectiveness based on the amount 0(. develo1!.ment leveraged b~ the transit investment 
(comDared to the no build alternative) at the time o/the initiation o/revenue service . .. 
The bill excludes for "small starts" certain fmancial evaluation factors required of "major" 
projects. such as "the extent to which .. . local financial commitment exceeds the required non-

*? §5309(d)(5): Local Financial 
Federal share .... " and "local resources are available to operate the overall proposed public 

Commitment 
transportation system ... without ... a reduction in existing .. . services ... " These are very helpful 
exclusions. However. their absence in the bill does not necessarily mean they will not be part of 
ITA's ratings Congress should clarifY that rating factors required in the bill of "major" projects 
but not "small starts" establish legislative intent to exclude such factors for "small start" ratings. 

Siegel CODsulting.12-23-03 TEA-LU New Starts/Small Starts 4na1ysis Preliminary Draft 



D 

? 
• 

? 
• 

? 
• 

§5309(d)(7) and (8): Construction 
Grant Agreements 

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

In lieu of Full Funding Grant Agreements (FFGA), "small starts" receive Construction Grant 
Agreements (CGA). The content of a FFGA and CGA appear similar. But a FFGA requires 60-
day congressional review, and a CGA does not. FT A requires 60% Final Design completion 
before starting FFGA negotiations, and up to I year to complete the FFGA approval process. To 
avoid this aberrant delay, add to the end of §5309(d)(8) "Construction Grant Agreements may 

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 
provisio.ns 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 

§5309(e): Grandfather Provisions discussions with FTA on the merits of the project. A non-bill fix is to obtain a L01 for 
Commuter Rail prior to bill enactment (recall an L01 requires 2-month congressional review). 
Alternatively, amend provision as follows: "Subsections (c) and (d) do not apply to projects for 
which the Secretary has issued a leller of intent or entered into a foil funding grant agreement 
before the date of enactment ... Subsection (d) does not applY to proiticts for which the 

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

§5309(f)(5): Notification of 
Congress 

Remainder 
Project Cost 

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

" 

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

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

Do not know what this means. 

but to reconcile with other provisions. §5309(cX3)(DXiv) states that the 
amount of ovennatch shall be considered in evaluating local financing. §5309(cX4) states that 
the degree of local fmancial 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 

have 20% but can rate . with >20% local match 

Siegel Consu1ting.12-23-03 TEA-LU New Starb/Small Starts -8nalysia Preliminary Draft. 



§5309(g)( 4): Project Cost can 
Include Previously Purchased 
Vehicles 

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

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

§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)(D(B): Portland Projects 
Not Yet Authorized for Final 
Design and Construction 

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

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

percent funds remaining after allocation to "small starts" are for "major new 
fIXed guideway capital projects." §5309(c)(5) defmes "major" as costing over $75M. Thus, this 
category is not available for small starts; ensuring that "small starts" projects, such as FTA-
favored BRT cannot for LRT 

onus on fIXed guideway projects. Rumor is that 
General Funds are guaranteed, but there is nothing apparent in bill that provides guarantee. Small 
starts do not appropriation risk because a specified amount of funds is annually allocated; and the 
full amount will come from Trust Fund if General Funds are not appropriated. Rail Mod and 
BuslBus-Related do not share in risk because they are funded with Trust Funds. Creates need for 
small constituency of congresspersons with LRT interests to secure large, annual general fund 
appropriations. Need to get New Starts on Trust Fund rather than General Fund, or, at least, 
spread General Fund risk to broader constituency. One option is to delete §5309(m)(4), which 
would cause appropriations risk to be spread among all capital investments (New Starts, small 
starts, Rail Mod and BuslBus-Related). A broader fIX would be to change allocations in §5338 
(see Section 3034 ofHR 3550) to have General Fund applied to formula grants and allocate only 
Trust Funds to ~~I..E!:~~ 

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

Other than !MAX, Portland projects are not yet authorized in bill. Must get Commuter Rail and 1-
205 LRT authorized in this section for Final Design and Construction. Also, need Portland 
Streetcar, and 1-5 LRT authorized; although they can, if necessru:y, at first be authorized for 
alternatives analysis and preliminary engineering and later for Final Design and construction. 
Also, should think about earmarking buslbus-related projects in Section 3038 ofHR 3550. 

Siegel Consulting.12-23-03 TEA-LU New Starts/Small Start. JInalyai. Preliminary Draft 
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Bi-State Transportation Committee 
2003 Annnal Report 

Summary 

During 2003, the Bi-State Transportation Committee accomplished the following: 

• Directed the design, review and approval of a new Bi-State Coordination 
Committee Charter; 

• Coordinated Bi-State review of tbe 1-5lDelta Park/Lombard Project; 
• Reviewed and discussed: 

o Regional Economic Development Partners plans; 
o 1-5 Rail Capacity Study; 
o Clark COlmly Comprehensive Plan Update and EIS; 
oBi-State Rail Forum; 
o Metro's RTP and MTIP; 
o Vancouver Rail Bridge; 
o Regional Travel Options Strategic Plan and a Bi-State TDMfTSM Forum; 
o Washington State Congestion Relief Study 

With the adoption of the Bi-State Coordination Committee charter by other partners, tbe 
Bi-State Transportation Committee will be replaced with the Bi-State Coordination 
Committee - whose charge is to make recommcndations about land use and transportation 
issues of bi-statc significance to JPACT, the Metro Council and the Southwest 
Washington Regional Transportation Council. In addition, to the extent that economic 
development and/or environmental justice issues are directly related to bi-state land use 
or transportation issues, these will also be reviewed and recommendations may be made. 

Issues upcoming in 2004 include implementation of tbe 1-5 Trade and Transportation 
Partnership Strategic Plan, including the 1-5/Columbia River crossing project, the 1-5 
Delta Park Project, a Rail Forum and a TDMfTSM forum. In addition, coordination with 
the Washington State Congestion Relief Study wi ll be completed. 



Bi-State Transportation Committee 
Montb-by-Month Action Summary 

January 2003. Metro and RTC continue to work with ODOT in developing elements of 
the Bi-State Land Use Accord and an IGA. ODOT will hire a contractor to facilitate 
discussions among the Bi-State partners. 

February 2003. Metro, RTC and ODOT presented an Intergovernmental Agreement 
(IGA) strategy to the Bi-State Transportation Committee. The proposed strategy 
included establishing a steering committee of elected officials to oversee the process, 
hiring a facilitation consultant to work with elected officials and staff and a schedule for 
IGA adoption. 

The Bi-State Transportation Committee also discussed the Bi-State related federal 
reauthorization requests and heard an update OJ] the Delta Park/Lombard project. 

March 2003. Metro, RTC and ODOT staff worked on implementing this strategy. The 
proposed strategy includes establishing a steering committee of elected officials to 
oversee the IGA development process and hiring a facilitation consultant to work with 
elected officials and staff. The schedule calls for the Bi-State Transportation Committee 
to make recommendations for an IGA to JPACT and the RTC Board in the summer. 

April 2003. The Bi-State Transportation Conunittee met on April 24th at Metro. Their 
agenda included updates on the 1-5 Partnership Task Force recommendations, the 1-5 
Delta Park to Lombard project and a presentation about the Regional Economic 
Development Task Force's work. Following direction from the Bi-State Transportation 
Committee at their February meeting, the subconmuttee of the Bi-State was formed for 
the purpose of steering the development of an Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) for 
additional bi-state coordination. The IGA Steering Committee will continue to review 
the scope of work and the consultant selection for this effort. 

June 2003. The selection of a consultant to facilitate an intergovernmental agreement for 
a land use accord among the jurisdictions in Southwest Waslungton and the Metro area 
was advanced. Nine proposals were received and reviewed and four of the candidates 
were interviewed. Interviews of the remaining five were scheduled and a meeting with 
the IGA Steering committee was set to review staff recommendations 

July 2003. The selection ofa consultant to facilitate an intergovernmental agreement for 
a land use accord among the jurisdictions in Southwest Washington and the Metro area 
was completed. Interviews of the remaining five candidates were conducted. After a 
staff consensus was detennined, a presentation to the IGA Steering Conunittee was made 
and the Committee, after consideration of materials, discussion and questions to staff, 
approved the consultant selection. Pat Serie with Envirolssues was selected to begin the 
work. Committee members gave further direction to staff as to how the consultant should 
initiate the work, including the interviews. 



August 2003. ODOT contract approval was sought and completed to provide for 
beginning the work of a consultant to facilitate an intergovernmental agreement for a land 
use accord among the jurisdictions in Southwest Washington and the Metro area to 
expand the scope of the Bi-State Committee to include land use and economic 
development issues. Pat Serie with Envirolssues, the selected consultant, began initial 
work further detailing the work scope and making initial contacts with local elected 
officials. Staff also reviewed and commented on a ftrst draft of a survey questionnaire 

September 2003. Work began by the selected consultant, Envirolssues, interviewing 
members of the Intergovenmlental Coordination Steering Committee in order to 
understand members interests with regard to t:ransi tioning the Bi-State Transportation 
Committee to a Bi-State Committee that coordinates transportation, land use and 
economic development issues of joint concem to southwest Washington and the Metro 
area. A summary of comments was prepared and the IGA Committee met and reviewed 
the work. Direction for preparation of the ftnal su=ary and additional stakeholders to 
be interviewed were detennined by the Committee. 

September 2003. The Bi-State Transportation Committee meeting was held discussing 
two major items. Progress and remaining tasks for the 1-5 Trade Partnership were 
reviewed and direction for next steps were discussed and determined. The IGA Steering 
Committee work products were also reviewed by the Bi-State Transportation Committee. 
The Comrnittee also discussed future topics of interest to pursue and schedule 

October 2003. The selected consultant, Envirolssues, continued interviewing 
stakeholders in order to understand interests and concerns with regard to transilioning the 
Bi-State Transportation Committee to a committee that coordinates transportation, land 
use and economic development issues of joint concern to southwest Washington and the 
Metro area. A meeting with legal staffs from both sides of the river was held and a 
coordinated approach was conceived. A draft charter for the new committee was written 
and reviewed by staffs and a meeting of the Land Use Accord Steering Committee was 
held to review the draft document. The Steering Committee made a number of changes 
including highlighting the need to address environmental justice as well as land use, 
transportation and economic development. They also expressed interest in providing for 
ex-officio membership by key state agencies. At the October Bi-State meeting, the 
revised draft charter was reviewed. The Bi-State Committee concluded that the basic 
document was workable, although some revision was important in order to ensure that the 
primary task was to consider land use and transportation issues of bi-state signiftcance 
and in doing so, to consider the economic development, environmental and 
environmental justice contexts. Some members also indicated a strong interest in 
ensuring bi-state coordination of economic development, and although there was general 
conmlittee agreement about this, there was also concern about the appropriate process 
and role given other entities engaged in economic development efforts. A revised draft 
reflecting the land use and transportation focus with economic development, 
envirorunental and envirolilllental justice context was distributed to the Bi-State 



Committee. The draft charter was recommended by the Bi-State Transportation 
Committee at their October 23 meeting 

Other items included in the October Bi-State Transportation Committee included a 
presentation and discussion of Metro's industrial land study. There was interest in 
examining Clark County's industrial land supply and policies and further discussing 
historically based assumptions about the amount of new jobs that were projected to be 
created on each side of the river. The Committee also heard presentations from the Port 
of Portland concerning freight rail issues and how the Rail Forum, envisioned by the 1-5 
Trade and Transportation Partnership, might be initiated. A related specific project, 
improvement of the Vancouver Rail bridge (the railroad hlidge spanning the Columbia 
River parallel to and slightly down river from the 1-5 motor vehicle bridge) was also 
discussed. Member agreed that the project, which has barge freight, rail freight, truck 
freight and auto congestion issues, currently had no one agency that had responsibility for 
the project. It was also established that planning for the 1-5 Columbia River crossing 
could greatly influence the barge/rail issues stemming from the current rail bridge design. 
That is, the 1-5 Columbia Crossing could make barge maneuvering much easier and rail 
bridge safety issues might be addressed. Altel11atively, the I-5 crossing may not address 
barge/rail safety issues. Accordingly, it was concluded that additional information was 
needed in order to assess the best approach to addressing the problem. 

Finally, Metro staff briefly reviewed the upcoming 2004 Regional Transportation Plan. 
It was noted that the RTP Preferred System retains the Metro light rail transit plan, 
including long-term extension of light rail to Vancouver and southwest Washington. 
However, it is proposed that the planned extension be removed from the financially 
constrained RTP. It was also noted that removal of this project was not thought to 
jeopardize future funding opportunities 

November 2003. Review of a draft charter for a new Bi-State Coordination Committee 
was completed. On November 4, the Southwest Washington Regional Transportation 
Council, by unanimous vote, approved the draft charter and referred it to the City of 
Vancouver, Clark County, CTRAN and the State of Washington Department of 
Transportation. Completion of these reviews and actions are expected in the next three to 
four weeks. 

On November 12, the Metro Policy Advisory Committee heard a presentation on the draft 
charter. On November 13, JP ACT also was presented the draft charter and recommended 
approval of Metro Resolution No. 03-3388 . Furtiler, they recommended that the Bi-State 
Coordination Committee consider: 1) adding review of air and marine transportation 
issues ofbi-state significance; and, 2) that agencies, such as ODOT and WSDOT, TriMet 
and CTRAN, affect and are affected by actions of the other signatory jurisdictions and 
should participate in the Bi-State Coordination Committee proceedings and the Bi-State 
Coordination Committee may offer recommendations to these agencies as well as local 
jurisdictions. These recommendations, along with any other work scope suggestions, 
would be considered by the Bi-State Coordination Corrunittee during 2004 after tlle 



Committee has had time 1.0 get into operation. Bi-State Coordination Committee 
recommendations would be then be brought back for consideration. 

A Council Informal about the Bi-State Coordination Committee charter was held 
November 18 and MPAC discussed the charter on November 19. Although there was no 
quorum, MP AC members present agreed that there was a favorable consensus about the 
charter. On November 20 the Metro Counci l adopted the charter by resolution. 

December 2003. During the December reporting period, the City of Portland, TriMet 
and Multnomah County have set hearing dates for charter adoption in early January. 
ODOT and the Port of Portland are also setting calendars for consideration of the charter. 
CTRAN has already adopted the charter and other southwest Washington agencies are 
establishing schedules for consideration. 

On December 18, 2003 the Bi-State Transportation Committee met and the agenda 
included consideration of Regional Travel Options 5 Year Strategic Plan, an update of the 
Delta Park/Lombard project, and the WSDOT Lead Congestion Relief Study. 

Recommendations for improved coordination between marketing efforts concerning the 
RTO study .were made, as was interest in continuing coordination of RTO and TDM 
efforts on both sides of the river. 

With regard to the Congestion Relief Study, Washington State Senator Hom provided a 
summary of the legislative intent with regard to the project and Michael Cummings, 
WSDOT, gave a technical presentation of the work scope. The Bi-State Transportation 
Committee asked that there be regular updates about the project. Metro staff is working 
with the project team to coordinate efforts. 




