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NORTH AND NORTHEAST PORTLAND REVIT ALiZATI N STRATEGY

The City Council request that the light rail project become part of a larger North and
Northeast Portland Revitalization Strategy that will include an economic development
program, North Interstate Avenue LRT transit service plan, and diversify work plan The
following are the description of the elements of this revitalization strategy

The Council directs that the Portland Development Commussion develop/an economic
revitalization plan that would implement the land use and economic d¢velopment
goals of the Albina Community Plan This plan should include developing
revitalization strategies for City Council’s review

2. North Interstate LRT Transit Service Plan:
City Council request that Tri-Met work with residents, businessés and the Office of
Transportation to develop a transit service plan, to be effectivé with the start of light
rail service in September, 2004 The plan should help ensur¢ that light rail and bus
services improve accessibility to jobs, schools, community/services, shopping and
other destinations for North and Northeast residents

3. Diversify Project Work Force:
Council request that Tri-Met continue to work with t
Oregon Construction Workforce Alliance to foster apprenticeship training and
employment of a diverse workforce on the light rafl project Tri-Met 1s encouraged to
utilize the City/County/PDC Workforce Training’and Hiring Program, or other
programs to maximize training opportunities ad increase recruitment and retention of
women and minorities involved with the congtruction of the North Portland LRT
Project Also, Tri-Met 1s encouraged to prepare progress reports on the status of this
effort

1 North/Northeast Portland Economic Revitalization Program: /

City of Portland and the

PROJECT DEVELOPMENT AND DESIGN ISSUES:
The following are design 1ssues that the Cofnmunity has 1dentified as 1ssues that Tri-Met
should evaluate during the next phases of'the project Council requests that Tri-Met and the
Portland Office of Transportation repogf back to Council on these 1ssues

1 Paved Track-- Tri-Met will explore alternatives to the concrete tie and ballast
construction proposed for the fackway 1n the area between N Freemont Street and N
Argyle Street recognizing thg¢ Commumty’s preference for installation of a paved track
surface in this area

2 Traffic Management Plgn--Tri-Met and the Office of Transportation will develop traffic
management plans to agdress community concerns regarding traffic displaced by light rail
construction and with fight rail on N Interstate Avenue

3 Construction Management Plan—Tri-Met and the Office of Transportation will
develop a constructfon management plan to minimize disruptions to businesses and

g the N Interstate MAX Alignment

4 Traffic Mitigatign-Tri-Met and the Office of Transportation will develop mitigation
strategies to addfess the traffic impacts at the intersections of Going Street, Lombard
Street, and Deglver Avenue, and with the proposed park and ride at the Expo Center

5 Lower Albina Access--Tri-Met and the Office of Transportation work with businesses in
Lower Albina Industrial area to coordinate the Lower Albina Overcrossing Project and to
address truck access concerns
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AUDUBON SOCIETY OF PORTLAND

Inspsring people to luve and piotces natzre

June 15, 1999

Mayor Vera Katz,

City Commussioners
1221 SW Fourth Avenue
Portland, OR 97204

Dear Mayor Katz and Commissioners,

My name is Mike Houck and | would like to submirt the following written tesumony
on behalf of the Audubon Society of Portland and the Natural Resources Working
Group of the Coalition For A Livable Future We would like to go on record, as we
.did before Tri-Met and Metro earlier this month, in offering our strongest support
for a light rail aignment that serves North and Northeast Portiand

As you know, the Coalitton proposed a north-only light rail expansion last
December | have appeared before you in the past to support the Coalition’s
insistence that light ra)l remain an important part of our regional transportation mix
The Coalition and 1ts Transportation Reform Working Group has warked hard to
assure that the region does not abandon its commitment to provide light rail service
to North and Northeast Portiand Many of our members are here tonight to express
support for the Interstate light rail proposal

Light rail and other modes of alternative transit are critical to meeting our region’s
goat of growing up and not out, while helping protect our urban Greenfrastructure.
More than 30% of all stormwater runoff is generated by the massive amounts of
impervious surfaces, which are created by roads, parking lots and other
transportation-related facilities. Thousands of acres of fish and wildiife habitat are
lost to roadway construction Steelhead, salmon and other Threatened, and
candidate, species under the Endangered Species Act are negatively impacted by
OUF current auto-dominated transportation system

But, an Interstate hght rail aignment is also a question of environmental and
economic equity. Our Coalition partners im North and Northeast Portland have
worked hard to ensure their community receives the environmental benefits, ,
incjuding heaithier air to breath, and economic revitahization that light rail will bring

5151 NW Cornell Road, Portland, Oregon 97210 (503) 292-6855 FAX (503) 292-1021

Possred on 100% pose-comsumer recveled prper weth soy ink
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to their neighborhoods. We are here to demonstrate our support for a light rail
align that wal s North gnd Northeast Portland

espectfully,
Mike Houck, Urban Naturalist
Chair, Natural Resources Working Group
Coalition For A Livable Future
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Date June 15, 1999
Re North Interstate Light Rail Proposal

My name 1s Rex Burkholder and I am here on behalf of Cathenne Ciarlo, Executive
Director of the Bicycle Transportation Alliance

The BTA has been working for almost ten years to create better communities in Oregon
Our 1400 members strongly support all efforts to provide practical transportation choices
This includes destgming, or redesigning, communities in ways that make cycling safer and
more pleasant The BTA 1s also a founding member of the Coalition for a Livable Future,
which has been aggressively advocating for light rail in North Portland since last
November We share their concerns regarding how this project 1s built and funded We
request that the City take every possible step to avoid undesirable impacts by addressing
these concerns

That said, the BTA strongly supports the North Interstate Light Rail proposal as an
essential component of a complete transportation
system

Area=t(3r)*

Bicycles and light rail work very well together

Because a person can travel about 3 times as far
by bike as by foot 1n a given time, bicycles
increase the travel shed around a transit station
mne-fold (See figure 1) To take advantage of
the bicycle’s greater mobulity 1t 1s cnitical that
stations, and the roads leading up to them, be
designed to accommodate bicycles Good
connections are very important, as are
appropnate bicycle facilities such as lanes and
plentiful secure parking

Figure 1

There 1s a tremendous opportunity and a challenge in that this project 1s serving existing
neighborhoods, rather than giant park-and ndes Riders will be walking and cycling
rather than dnving to the train This will only happen if we design it to happen

Planning for bicycle and pedestrian access must be integrated from the beginning For
example, a station at Lombard may make sense from a bus connection standpoint but will
people walking or cycling to this station feel comfortable? Lombard and other major
access routes will need bike lanes and wider sidewalks if stations are to be truly

accessible to everyone

The BTA 1s eager to work with the City and Tn-Met to ensure that this project s a
success g

Thank you for the opportunity to comment
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Gordon Oliver reported in the November 13 Oregomian that "Beaverton Mayor Rob Drake warned
fellow committee members against taking the defeat (light rail bond issue) too hard He said regional
leaders need to look at other transit methods "
| agree with Mayor Drake Trolleys (light rail) haven't been economically competitive against buses
since the 1930s With an average speed less than 20 mph and expensive Infrastructure, how could
they be competitive? Tri-Met should forget about expanding their light rail ines and add more
express buses instead Tri-Met should also support research, development and planning for
advanced technology which would actually reduce trafic congestion, improve people's mobility, and
be more economical than their buses
Personal rapid transit (PRT)is a no-wait, non-stop, always available demand-response transit mode
With small vehicles, electric power and computer control it can economically take one person where
he wants to go without stopping for traffic or waiting for other passengers to get on or off The most
common configuration for PRT Is on elevated guideways
PRT can do the following things that light rail can't
1 PRT can reduce traffic congestion on the roads and highways
2 PRT can improve people's mobility in urban and metropolitan areas including suburb to suburb
and from poor urban neighborhoods to employers in the suburbs
3 PRT can make a profit for transit system owners without tax support from non-users
4 For a significant market share (20-50% depending on the metro area) PRT has the potential to
take people where they want to go quicker, cheaper, safer and more rehably than any other way
they have of going there
5 PRT can operate economically 24 hours/day (Some times may not be economical, but operating
then won't hurt profitability much )

6 The PRT guideway system can be used for automatic delivery of mail, packages and small, light
freight, especially during times of low usage for carrying people

7 A stadium or colliseum could have two or three levels of PRT stations with a hundred berths
nnging it so people leaving an event could board a PRT vehicle on their level and be home before
automobile users are able to leave the stadium parking lot

8 PRT can go many more places than hight rail, including inside buildings on the second or third
floor

9 PRT can save energy, including energy used for manufacturing and construction of the system
10 PRT can go everywhere it needs to go without stopping road traffic, slowing or colliding with
pedestrians or road traffic

11 PRT can be installed quickly and with minor disruption to an area compared to light rall The
environmental effect 1s more like construction of a power line than a railroad

12 With palletized dual mode vehicles added to the PRT system the users can go everywhere in
the metro area there are roads, door-to-door (Dual mode vehicles also have wheels to run on city
streets )

13 Usually PRT guideways can be added to large highway bridges without adding additional
foundations A PRT bridge could be added across the Columbia River at much lower cost than a
new light rail bridge and 1t could be high enough that it wouldn't have to be raised for river traffic
With these advantages it 1s easy to understand why the city of Sea-Tac 1s planning for PRT
Portland should plan for PRT also

16810 NE 40th Avenue

HIGHERWAY TRANSIT RESEARCH Vancouver, WA 98686-1808
Suburb to suburb quicker ;vér;e;;;%;;;imer com
http /mwww pacifier com/~winiecki/Higherway/index html PRT vs LRT
by Tad Winiecki

June 15, 1999
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Pro/con: Where do we go from here with light rail?

A leaner, nder-effiaent south-north MAX
is needed, along with central core subway

A business backed proposal to
build a MAX line along Inter
state Avenue gained momentum
this week when Portland City
Council members offered condi
tional support for resuscitating
light raul to North Portland.
Here are views on light rail ex
pansion by a supporter and a
pair of crutics.

nterest continues in south north light

rail because there is still concern

about the future about growth, con

gestion and quality of life Lasting
protection of open spaces and the curbing of
sprawl with “smart growth” are recelving
national attention, in the Portland area,
there's concern by some over the expansion
of the Urban Growth Boundary

Even light rall ad
versaries made the
connectlon between
population and auto-
mobile use growth,
with attending mush
rooming probleis
There is talk of carpool
lanes, express buses
and general bus serv
Ice increase Even
commuter rail and
river transit have sup-
porters Inother
words, almost every
body realizes that
growth and increased
automobile use will
cause many more problems that will nega
tively impact our cherished quality of life

Tri Met is proposing to increase bus serv
ice, hoping the move will boost both rider
ship and farebox receipts Business leaders,
led by Northwest Natural CEO Richard G
Reiten, were reported ready last month to
circulate petitions urging a scaled-down,
leaner light rail plan It would not require
any new money {rom property taxes, and
supporters hope to get it enacted in time to
use existing federal funds

In Salem, the Leglslature seems polsed to
increase the gas tax and the vehicle regls-
tration fee but, since all vehiclerelated
taxes are tightly dedicated to roads only,
more money will surely mean more pave-
ment, which will guarantee more problems

On the other hand, mass transit is gener
ally understood to be the most reasonable
alternative, but it is clear that resources for
growing service to achleve more ridership
are not readily avallable

More bus service Is desperately needed in
and around Portland — in fact, almost ev
erywhere, In clties and between cities Once
that bus service reaches capacity, more rall
service would be appropriate, because it
could serve the public better and more eco-
nomically '

Qur light rail from Gresham to Hillsboro
is already doing quite well, with better,
more frequent and more dense supporting
bus service, it could do much more The
same |s true statewide, in the rall corridors
paralleling the interstate freeways and the
state highways More buses and trains
would certainly help

Well, what to do? Reglonally, find more
money for Tri Met to increase bus frequen
cy in the corridors and begin bullding a
leaner, more rider-efficient south north
light rail, at least between downtown Van
couver and downtown Milwaukle, not only
from the Rose Garden to the Expo Center as
is belng proposed by the business leaders

In fact, if the line were to serve Clark
County and Clackamas County, bond money
originally approved by Oregon regional vot
ers in 1994 could still be used to match fed
eral dollars and construct a frugal first seg
ment on the east side

Meanwhile, the clogged streets of down
town Portland cannot accommodate a re-
glonal light rall Existing east west MAX Is
already too slow and Is overcrowded at peak
hours Serlous planning for more carrying
capacity and faster through service for both
east west and south north — via a subway
in the central core — Is an absolute must,
lest the center of the regional system be
choked to death

Statewide, the Legislature should let the
voters amend the Oregon Constitution to
allow gas tax financing of alternative trans
portation, which everybody talks about for
more efficlent use of limited dollars

Otherwise, we shall be doomed to more
unwanted pavement and automobule use,
thus insuring an even tougher life In the fu
ture

Ray Polanl of Portland is cochairman of
Cutizens for Better Transit

Single-minded purswuit of light-rail vision
lacks balance with consumer preferences

he recent proposal for a scaled
back south north project calls for
resurrecting light rail in the
north corrldor and substituting
express bus and carpool lanes for rall in the
south corridor
However, In the rush to capture federal
money, there is scant attention pald to pos-
sible alternatives in
the north corridor to
address the high cost
and limited efective-
ness of rall
Although the revised
plan appears more
cost-effective than the
original $100 million
per mile project, it
only intensifies efforts
to continue building
more rall lines
Rail advocates find It
difficult to look at al
ternatives to light rail
because light rall itself
is part of their vision
Their vision of what the region should
look like has led to a “command and con
trol” approach to reglonal planning Reglon
al leaders have declded
that dense concentra
tions of housing and
other actlvities around
rail stations will result
in people living in
these locations and
using light rail rather
than automoblles to
getaround Yet they .
have not determined
whether enough people
would make such
choices to actually lead
to the result they
promise
The outcome is a re-
glonal land use and
transportation policy that has little chance
to generate the housing and transportation
patterns envlisioned. The visionaries lgnore
severe negative consequences
People do not live in suburbs because
they never had the choice to live at high
density around transit centers Developers
would have built more such communitles
already if people really wanted them Many
people have a strong preference for low
density suburban living Similarly, people
have good reasons for preferring the auto-

N

mobile to mass transit

Are there enough wllling buyers of these
new products? There are market segments
interested in higher density, but probably
not to the extent targeted in the Metro 2040
plan Where the market conditions are
right, like Northwest Portland and the Pearl
District, it will occur But we need realistic
evaluations of the likely rates of change in
housing preferences

To us It appears unlikely that there Is suf
ficient demand for this type of development
to substantially change density or travel
patterns

High land prices, Induced by a tight
urban growth boundary, encourage higher
density development But they also create
affordabllity problems and encourage peo-
ple to commute longer distances in search
of lower housing prices Further, we are
concerned that subsidies used to encourage
dense development dlvert resources from
other important needs

Reglonal leaders should look reallstically
at light rall Experlence here and elsewhere
indicates that light rall is costly and very ef
fective nelther In providing transit services
nor in reshaping land use

We are concerned that more effective
transportation alternatives are being ig
nored. This needs to be addressed by rerun
ning Metro's models with realistic alterna
tives These should include improved bus
transit service and express buses operating
on carpool, or HOV, lanes The new estl
mates should then be used to compare the
cost and effectiveness of transportation al
ternatives

In addition, the supporting assumptions
used In the models should be re-examined.
The current plans are suspect because the
population and employment were allocated
to jurisdictions and plan designation areas
based on “targets” rather than realistic fore-
casts

If our regional leaders continue to make
unreallstic promises based on unpopular
and InefTectlve policies, support for all poll
cles to Lmprove llvabllity s likely to erode

It 1s time to look for reallstic plans that
balance consumer preferences with the
promotion of livabllity instead of the single-
minded pursult of a light rall based vision

Anthony M Rujolo and Kenneth J Dueker
are professors of urban studies and planning
at Portland State University

'



Ride rail advocates out of town

I found the article regarding the ap-
proval of the use of exsting ticket fees to
finance airport hight rail (May 29) to be
qute disturbing

Have the citizens of Portland and the
greater metropolitan area not by now
made 1t abundantly clear that we do not
want hght rail to the airport or anywhere
else? What part of “no” do the people
who mnsist on rammung the hight-rail idea
down our throats not understand?

The only rail that we really want to see
buwilt 1s the one upon which we ride these
bureaucrats — tarred and feathered —
summarnly out of town

Support for the Lght-ral agenda
seems to come largely from contractors,
who stand to make mullions on these
projects, and urban-planmng drones,
whose jobs depend on selling such proj-
ects to the public

Those whose profit and employment
tenure depend upon these projects will
soon have us taking light rail to our fa-
vonte camping site or fishing hole if we
do not stop this suliness now.

DENNIS GALLAGHER
Oregon City
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Light rail means tax increase

I’'m glad that light-rail advocates and their
critics at least agree on one thing: Building
a north line will trigger a massive property
tax increase

Light-rad advocate Ray Polani wrote 1n

his commentary piece (April 2) that once a“

north segment 1s built, it should then be ex-
tended with a $475 million property tax in-
crease approved five years ago. Polani
wrote, “In fact, if the line were to serve

Clark.County and Clackamas County, bond;

money originally approved:by Oregon re-
gional voters m 1994 could still be used ...

(to) construct a frugal first segment on the

east side.”

That’s right, in spite of voters’ rejecting
light rail three out of four times, (some
light-rail advocates) plan on spending the
money approved in a 4994 election. All this
without a new vote of the people.

LEWIS MARCUS, research director
Don’t Buy the Lie Campaign

4 . 9 ; q C‘} ’ North Portland

Highsrway Transit Ressarch

16810 N E 40th Avenue
Vancouver, WA 98686-1808
e-mail — winiecki@pacifier com

Phone 360-574-8724

Tad Winiecki, MS PE
Owner

Personal Rapid Transit — no wait, non- stop, always available

http /Awvww pacmer com/~winieckvHigherway/index htmi
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CITIZENS for BETTER TRANSIT

6110 S.E.Ankeny Street, Portland, OR

Tel.503 232-3467 97215-1245

Mr.Doug Bates, Op-Ed Editor March 22, 1999
The Oregonian

1320 S.W.Broadway

Portland, OR 97201

There is still interest in Norht/South light rail because there

is still concern about the future, about growth, congestion and
quality of life. Lasting protection of open spaces and the curb-
1ng of sprawl with "smart growth" are receiving national attention
(by both President Clinton and especially Vice President Gore.)

In our metro 2area informed citizens and pundits fret over the
recently approved expansion of the Urban Growth Boundary & stayed
by a Court order for now - and the continuing attacks on land use
regulations.)Even light rail adversaries made the connection between
population and automobile use growth, with attending mushrooming
problems: there is talk of carpool lanes, express busses and ge-
neral bus service increase, even commuter rail and river transit
got supporters, (though almost nobody seriously talked about newv
avement to address the problems and accomodate inevitable future
rowth.)In other words, almost averybody reaslizes that growth and
?ncreased automobile use will cause many more problems which will
negatively impact our cherished quality of life.

@n February 11 an article reported)Tri Met's proposed next three
years' effort to increase bus service hoping it will boost rider-
ship and farebox receipts (and on March 16 )business leaders, led by
Northwest Natural CEO Richard G.Reiten, were reported ready to cir-
culate petitions urging a scaled down, leaner, new light rail plan
wvith no new money from property taxes enacted 1n time to use exist-
ing federal funds. In Salem, the legislature seems poised to increase
the gas tax and the vehigle.registration fee but, since all vehicle-
related taxes are tightlﬁ?ébc?ggés only, more money will surely mean
more pavement which will guarantee more problems. On theother hand,
transit is generally understood to be THE most reasonable alternative
but it is clear that resources for growing service to acthieve more
ridership are not readily available ané yet it ig the most prescribed
alternative medicine to contain, even reduce, auto use connected
problems.

More busservice is desperately needed in and around Portland, in
fact, almost everywhere: in cities and between cities(and where
rail is available,)more rail would be appropriate because it could
serve better and more economically, once established bus service
needs to grow 1n frequency and capacity.
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Our 1light rail from Gresham to Hillsboro is already doing quite
well; with better, more frequent, more dense supporting bus
service 1t could do much more,{provided Tri Met had the money

to buy more trains and more busses to increase both the fre-
quency and capacity. The same is true statewide, in the rail
corridors parallelling the interstate freeways and the state
highways: busses, trains and more of them would certainly help.
(Portland city voters supported rail, light rail, both in 1996
under statewide measure 32 and in 1998 under metro measure 26-74,
though both times the measures failed in Clackamas county, one
likely reason being the nominal bus service there: some 5% of
the total'! On the other hand, they passedhandily in Multnomah
county both times, because the I-5 North is THE most congested
freeway in the state and there is a good amount of bus service
parallelling it through North and North-East Portland and across
the Columbia to and from Vancouver.)

Well, what to do? Regionally, find more money for Tri Met to
specifically increase bus frequency in the corridors and begin
building a leaner, more rider-efficient North/South light rail

at least between downtown Vancouver and downtown Milwaukie,not
only from the Rose Garden to the Expo center as is being proposed
by the business leaders. In fact, if the line were to serve Clark
county and Clackamas county - where both cities®are -~ the bond,
moneyp-originally approved by Oregon regional voters 1in 1994 could
still be used to match federal dollars andtonstruct a frugal first
segment on the east side, where there is already a well established
need to improve existing bus service. The clogged streets of down-
town Portland cannot accomodate a regional light rail: existing
East-West MAX is already too slow and is overcrowded at peak hour.
Serious planning for more carrying capacity and faster through
service for both East-West AND North-South, UNDER THE CORE, is an
absolute must, lest the center of the regional system be choked

to death.

Statewide, the legislature should let the voters amend the Oregon
Constitution to allow funding of alternative transportation, which
everybody talks about for more efficient use of limited dollars,
otherwise we shall be doomed to more un-wanted pavement and auto-
mobile use thus insuring aleven tougher life in the future.

f)}

1
/L\\
Ray Polani, Co-Chair
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Executive Summary.

In March, 1999, a group of Portland business leaders proposed to build a 5 5 mule
extension of the Portland, Oregon hght rail system to the North Portland Thus $350
mullion project 1s being considered by several public agencies in the region Tri-Met,
Metro, and the City of Portland Thus report analyzes the cost projections, ndership
projections, and environmental impacts of the proposal and considers alternative

policies

Over two-thirds of the projected riders of the North Portland hight rail hne would still
use the Tri-Met bus system 1f this project 1s not built  That 1s, they are nders who are
being diverted from a bus to a train For this reason, I have focused on the cost of

producing an additional transit passenger trip

Assuming ridershup reaches forecast levels, the North Portland light rail project 1s
estimated to cost approximately $31 per additional transit passenger trip Ignoring
costs borne by the federal taxpayer reduces the cost per trip to $13 45 per trip or $26 90
per round trip By comparison, the average cost of a bus transit trip in North Portland

1s only $1 61 per passenger boarding

Traffic congestion in North Portland and the I-5 corridor will detenorate both during
the construction and after the transit line 1s built, thereby questioning the purported
environmental benefits Alternative strategies, including increased investment 1n buses,
congestion pricing, and high occupancy travel lanes, offer greater benefits and the

potential for reduced taxpayer costs as well



I Introduction

In March, 1999, the several local business leaders proposed to build an extension of the
Portland, Oregon light rail system to the North Portland The transit agency in the
Portland area, Tri-Met, currently operates an east-west light rail line from Gresham to
Hillsboro, Oregon Local residents had recently rejected a recent ballot measure that
would have borrowed up to $475 mullion in bonds backed by local property taxes to
build a much more extensive hight rail ine from Clackamas County to North Portland
The entire line would have cost $1 2 billion In response to this initiative and the
negative election results, Tri-Met developed a proposal for the North Portland line that

would cost less money and require no property tax bonds or voter referendum

The cost estimate for the project 1s $350 mullion, including $79 mullion for engineering
and admunistration, $70 mullion for 17 hight-rail vehicles, $46 mullion for street
reconstruction, $39 mullion for structures (Metro, 1999, p 11, adjusted for inflation to

year-of-construction dollars)

Thus $350 mullion figure, however, excludes a number of costs that are integral to the
project Indeed, important costs such as trains, contingency funds, land acquisition and
right of way were left out of the analysis Since I only have parhal estimates for these
hidden and mussing costs, I will calculate the cost per rnider figures using the $350
mullion figure and let the reader decide what a true estimate of the project’s cost would
be I wnill also report cost estimates that focus only upon the expenses paid by local

taxpayers
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II. Ridership and Cost
A Calculating Average Cost Per Tnip.

To begin, 2015 average weekday ridership on the line 1s projected at 14,100 (Metro, 1999,
p 16) Because rail customers are often former bus customers and rail trips usually
involve multiple boarding rides, the net increase 1n trips 1s much smaller Previous
studies of new rail projects in the United States indicate that a large percentage of rail
riders would have been bus rniders had the new rail line not have been built For
example, Tri-Met admuts that 56% of the niders on the Eastside MAX line were really
bus riders who were diverted to the new rail line (Richmond, 1998, p 34) Metro
estimates the net ridershup gain from thus project to be only 4,500 trips/day 1n the North
Corndor or 4,400 trips system wide (Metro, 1999, p 15)

As far as I can tell, the SDEIS never states an annual ridershup figure In 1ts absence, I
will multiply the weekday ndershup by 312 equivalent days per year to 1dentify an
annual nndership Thus calculation assumes that weekend ridershup 1s 50% of weekday
ridership, a figure whuch 1s true for the Tri-Met system as a whole, During the
discussion about the Airport MAX projections, Tri-Met used a 12% higher figure to
reflect weekend airport demand However, given that such a large number of projected
riders are diverted bus comunuters, my estimate seems more appropriate My
calculation generates a annual North Portland hight rail ndership of 4 34 mullion rides
per year And since two-thirds of the projected ridershup would occur anyway, the net

increase 1n transit trips 1s only 1 4 milhion additional trips per year

There are two components of costs operating and maintenance (O&M) and capatal

costs Tri-Met estimates the net increase in operating and maintenance costs of North



Portland light rail as $6 8 million/year (Metro, 1999, p 43) That’s + $6 9 mullion for the
light rail portion and -$0 1 mullion for bus operations 1suspect that this figure 1ignores
some canceling of bus lines, as Tri-Met has done with Eastside MAX and Westside

MAX, but I will use the figure in the SDEIS

As a result, the increase 1n operating costs per net additional transit trip for North
Portland hight rail 1s $4 86 per trip (6 8/1 4) That’s incredibly high given that all of the
bus routes in North and Northeast Portland currently cost only $1 61 1n operating cost
per boarding And when operating costs 1s supposed to be ight rail’s big selling point,
this increase 1n operating cost seems all the more surprising In the best transit market

in the region, we are considering the highest cost method of delivering new service

Capital cost calculations are more complicated, given the problem of discounting and
factoring in the federal dollars I will offer three different ways to approach this

calculation

1. Average Local and Federal Cost

To begin the analysis, I chose 20-year amortization period at an 8% borrowing rate for
the full $350 mullion price tag for North Portland light rail  Thus 1sn’t really the full cost
since the opporturuty cost of Interstate Avenue’s inside traffic lane and other capital
costs are not included, but 1t’s the number in the SDEIS (Metro, 1999, p 41) The
amount needed to support such bonds 1s $35 70 mullion per year, which amounts to

$8 23 1n capital cost per ride, for a total of $9 99 per boarding ride (including operating
cost) By comparison, Tri-Met reports operating cost per boarding ride for 1ts North
Portland buses at $1 22 per boarding ride with $0 39 1n capatal costs, or only $1 61 total,

one-sixth of the cost of a hght rail boarding
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2 Average Local Cost

If you assume that the federal money 1s entirely free to local taxpayers, the local share of
capital costs falls from $350 mullion to $110 milion On an annual bass, this translates
into $11 22 million per year Adding in operating costs and capital costs, North
Portland light rail’s average cost 1s $4 35 per ride Again, this 1s more than double the
average cost of North Portland buses Of course, bus purchases are also subsidized by

the federal government, so the bus cost estimate 1s somewhat lower than stated

Average Cost per Boarding Ride
Light Rail Versus Bus

(20-year amortization @ 8 % interest, ndershup estimates 1n year 2015,

Operating  Capatal Cost Total

Cost Cost

North Portland LRT Total Costs 1.76 8.23 9.99

North Portland LRT Local Costs 1.76 2.59 4.35
Only

North Portland Buses 1.22 0.39 1.61

3. Marginal Cost

Because building the North Portland light rail line 1s an addition to an existing transit
system, much of the rnidership projected for the line 1s really a diversion of existing Tri-
Met bus passengers According to Metro’s own analysis, over two-thirds of the North

Portland hight rail ine’s rnidershup are diverted passengers from the existing bus system



For this reason, the cost of attracting an additional passenger to the transit system, the

marginal cost, 1s much higher than the average cost

When factoring 1n all the costs of the project, including federally-paid expenses, the
marginal cost of a single additional transit trip 1s $30 93 If you look only at local capital
costs, then the cost of an additional transit trip 1s $8 01 per trip

Finally, if you assume that the opportunity cost of capital 1s only the local tax-exempt
borrowing rate of 6% (this assumes displaced private investment occurs 1n rest of the

world and we suffer no effects), then the net transit trip figure falls to $8 01 per trip

Marginal Cost per Additional Transit Tnp
Light Rail Versus Bus

(20-year amortization @ 8 % interest, ridership estimates in year 2015,

Operating  Capital Cost Total

Cost Cost
North Portland LRT Total Costs $5.44 $25.49 $3093
North Portland LRT Local Costs 5.44 8.01 13.45

Only

Hence, using conservative assumptions, the combined operating and capital costs are
$13 45 per trip or $26 90 per daily round trip, even assuming the federal money 1s free
Thus 1s even more amazing when you consider all the hoopla that this North Portland
light ra1l project having such a bare bones budget Surely, there are better ways to boost
transit ridership, improve pollution, and support the community in North and

Northeast Portland
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B. The Amortization Assumption

In the section above, I have calculated the annual payment required to retire a 20-year
bond The reason for the twenty-year calculation 1s the general principle for
government borrowing that a bond 1ssue should not exceed the useful life of the project
After twenty years, Tri-Met will face substantial future costs to replace cars and make

other capital improvements

Of course, using longer term bonds to finance a project would reduce the annual
carrying cost, but 1t does not cause trains or track to last longer or depreciate less In
fact, much of Tr1-Met'’s capital plant will need to be replaced during this time period
Tr1-Met establishes 25 years as the optimal replacement period for 1ts existing hight rail
trains and uses more rapid replacement schedules for other capital items associated
with hight rail (Tri-Met, 1998b, p CR-5) The only capital item with an indefirute hfe
span 1s land, but the opportunuty cost of land 1s not included 1n Tri-Met’s $350 mullion

cost estimate

In addition, the effect of longer repayment periods is small due to the higher interest
costs that accompany the longer time period Using the Mortgage Constant Formula,
which estimates the ratio of annual payments to the capital cost, we can calculate the net
impact of changes 1n either the interest rate assumption or the time period of borrowing
(Kau and Sirmans, 1985, p 557) Using a 30-year borrowing period would reduce my

estimates by only 15%, a small amount given the magnitude of the costs involved



Mortgage Constant Formula

MC =,/(1-(1/1+1)™)

Term Interest Mortgage
(in Years) Rate Constant
20 10% 11 7%

20 8% 10 2%

20 6% 8 6%
30 10% 10 6%

30 8% 8 9%

30 6% 7 3%

Finally, one might question whether using borrowing rates 1s applicable at all, given
that current resources and working capital are being used on the project However,
those funds have the opportunity costs as well Tri-Met could choose to use those funds
today to reduce its current debt burdens or invest them for the future Only by putting
1n a value for interest rates can one analyze projects with costs and benefits in different

time periods

C. Taxable and Tax- Exempt Borrowing Rates.

My analysis used a borrowing rate that is relatively high for a tax-exempt, government
borrowing rate, but relatively low for a taxable, private borrowing rate There are

several good reasons for considering taxable interest rates with this analysis

First, public investment displaces private investment, so the true opporturuty cost 1is the
rate of return on private investment Admuttedly, some of that investment mught take
place in other states and localities Second, all local residents are federal taxpayers, so

the federal and state income tax subsidy 1s paid (in part) by them Finally, this project 9
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will be reviewed by the Federal Transit Admunistration, which represents citizens
throughout the United States, most of whom will never travel to Portland, much less
use Portland’s transit system Moreover, current practice within the federal
government requires applying a 10% discount rate to evaluate future and current costs

and benefits (Musgrave and Musgrave, 1989, p 159)

In response to previous public teshmony that I've given regarding discount rates for
hght rail projects, Tri-Met proposed using a 6 0% discounting figure (Tri-Met, 1998d)
However, 1n the table above, I show that the difference between using 6% versus 8% as
the appropriate borrowing rate 1s only about a 15% savings in the annual amortization
cost Given the large magrutudes of the cost differential between bus and rail, 15%1s a

small number
III. Ridership Estimates
A. Misleading Train Frequencies.

The Supplement Draft Environmental Impact Statement reports inconsistent numbers
with respect to the capital costs and the ndership assumptions As will be discussed
later, the ndership forecast 1s based upon 24 trains in operation, but the capatal costs

assume that only 17 trains will be purchased

Since the opening year train purchase 1s signuficantly less than the number of trains
needed by 2015, all the advertised headway estimates for the line are musleading  The
advertised frequency of service will not happen in 2004, when North Portland hght rail
15 proposed to begin service The service 1s eshmated to bring 8 trains an hour to
downtown or a train every 7 5 minutes (Tri-Met, 1999, p 17) By comparison, bus lines

like the 14-Hawthorne actually have more frequent service than 7 5 minutes  However,

10



by only purchasing 17 trains rather than 24 trains, the proportionate number of trains
per hour falls from 8 trains to 57 trains  And the headway frequency rises from 7 5

minutes to 10 6 minutes

Hence, the plan for North Portland calls for 4 years of construction and increased traffic
congestion on Interstate-5 and all the major arterial roads in North Portland, and 1n the
end, train service in 2004 1s no more frequent than an ordinary bus line' Why are we

spending so much money to switch transit passengers from bus to rail?

IV. Pollution and Congestion Impacts

A. Pollution.

The Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement claims there will be a
reduction in vehicle miles of travel (VMT) and as a result, the report claims that
pollution will be reduced However, the report offers no evidence of this except that
system wide transit ridership increases by 1 4% (Metro, 1999,p 28) According to the
report, traffic levels in North Portland increase as a result of North Portland hight rail on
every major arterial besides Interstate Avenue (see below) Hence, from the perspective
of the average resident of North Portland, local environmental conditions will get
worse Since bus operating costs are essentially unchanged, Metro cannot even claim
any pollution reduction from a switch of transit trips from diesel-based buses to

electnaity-dniven trains

B. Automobile Congestion

11
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Traffic on parallel streets in North Portland and I-5 get much worse The Interstate 5
highway actually experiences a 1% increase 1n traffic compared to the No Build option
(Metro, 1999, p 21) The most impacted streets in North Portland are Denver (+58%),
Albina (+33%), Greeley (+25%), Vancouver (+9%), and Martin Luther King Boulevard
(+2%) The only improvement 1s Interstate Avenue (-50%) but that comes from losing
half 1ts capacity' In a recent article in The Oregornian, Metro Councilor Ed Washington
argued that pollution in North Portland will improve as a result of this project
(Washington, 1999) Clearly, the SDEIS and statements by Metro officials hke Mr

Washington are musleading the public
C. Train Congestion

The SDEIS suggests that the downtown MAX line will become a branched line with
service either going to Gresham or the Expo Center, and possibly also to the Airport
(Metro, 1999, p 17-18)) The report describes rush hour train frequency rising from 11
trains per hour (5 45 munute headways) to 19 trains per hour (3 15 munutes) and

possibly to 23 trains per hour (2 61 minutes), should through route service on Airport

MAX be implemented

I don’t believe this 1s possible My understanding was that when Tri-Met tried to
increase train headways during the Interstate-5 Bridge closure to below 5 minutes,
enormous train delays occurred due to the bottleneck in the downtown portion of the
MAX line Due to our short blocks, traffic signal patterns, dwell times, loading times,

and handicapped passengers, 5 munute headways on MAX were our technical

maximum

12



Attempting to operate more than 6 munute headways during the Interstate 5 Bridge
closure earhier this year led to trains “bunching up” before they could reach downtown
Tri-Met stopped this experiment and has never successfully operated more than 10

trains per hour In effect, the MAX light rail line 1s experiencing its own form of

congestion

If that’s true, someone 1s being lied to Either frequency won’t be as great as modeled,
peak hour service to Gresham will be cut, Airport MAX will be a Gateway shuttle,
North Portland hight rail service will deadhead at the Rose Garden, or the cost of a
second downtown hght rail route or tunneling project hasn’t been included in the
SDEIS Have voters been informed which of these alternatives will occur? Have they

been told which North Portland bus routes will be cut?

Suppose the error 1s explained by future cuts in train frequency on the Banfield MAX
line to Gresham Current MAX service to Gresham during peak hours 1s one train every
6 munutes and 10 minutes during off-peak Therefore, riders on this line will experience
deterioration of service, which will lead to deterioration of ridershup Thus cost has been
hidden because Tri-Met officials have reassured residents in the East Portland and
Gresham corridor that their service will not be reduced The other possibility 1s that Tri-
Met will incur additional costs to build a new downtown distribution system At some

level, this mustake 1s extreme form of the ridership forecast problem

IV. Hidden Costs of the Project

Having made several calculations using publicly-available data, there are a number of

critical 1ssues of cost and distribution of burdens that cannot be answered without

13
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further data and investigation The size of these hidden or understated costs 1s

sufficient to question whether the SDEIS 1s intended to inform or deceive

A. No Contingency Fund.

To protect local taxpayers, the 1998 South-North hght rail project (and others before 1t)
routinely included a 11-12% contingency for each of the capital cost items in the project
For South-North as a whole, the contingency funds were a $100 million cost item that
served to guarantee that the project could be buult, even 1if costs were higher than
promused For the Eliot and North Portland segments of the project, the contingency

allocation was were 12% of the capital costs (Tri-Met, 1998e, p 2-46)

In the North Portland SDEIS, the line item for a contingency fund has been eliminated
without any explanation (Tri-Met, 1999, p 11) For a project with $350 mullion in capatal

costs, this amounts to $42 million of hidden expenses

Thus mussing cost 1tem explains a rather curious statement in the SDEIS “Eighteen
different cost categories (listed 1n Table 2 4-1) have been used to consolidate these cost
estimates The definitions of these categories has not changed from the DEIS ” (Metro,
1999, p 10) Yet when reading the table, only 17 cost categories are histed, not the
advertised 18 A simple use of the delete key on someone’s computer appears to have
“saved” the project $42 mulhion However, that someone forgot to clean up the rest of

the text of the report

B. Hidden Station Costs.

14



The North Portland light rail project 1s purported to save in runrung time and capital
cost by reducing the proposed number of stations in the North Portland and Elot
segments of the line Thus involves reducing the number of stations from 11 to 10
However, the project has a much greater than proportional reduction 1n station

reduction costs

In the DEIS for the South-North project, the cost estimates for stations in the North
Portland and Eliot segments was $5 8 mullion, or $527,000 per station in 1994 dollars
(Tri-Met, 1998e, p 2-46) Using the same 1994 dollars, stations in the North Portland
light rail SDEIS cost $3 5 mullion or $350,000 per station (Tri-Met, 1999, p 11) Putting
this difference into the year-of-expenditure dollars, this amounts to $2 7 mullion in

unexplained cost savings

It's possible that the reconfiguration of the Rose Quarter station in the original Draft
Environmental Impact Statement was counted as a new station, thereby changing the
difference in the number of stations between the two proposals to 12 stations to 10
staions However, that still represents a reduction in the per station construction cost
from $483,000 to $350,000, and an unexplained cost differential of $2 03 mullion If the
stations are going to undergo such a dramatic reduction in expenditure, then the
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement should have explained this cost
savings and factored in the reduction 1n amernuties into other parts of the project’s

analysis, including the ridership forecasts

C. Hidden Vehicle Costs.

The $350 mullion 1s the stated price tag for the North Portland light rail project This 1s
based upon an estimate 1n the South-North DEIS of $223 4 mullion 1n 1994 dollars  Since
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construction of the North Portland hight rail project would occur in 2000-2004, 1t 1s
appropriate to make all cost calculations in year-of-expenditure dollars, which are 57%
higher due to inflation and finance costs One of the largest cost items of the project are

trains themselves However, the cost of those two trains 1s severely underestimated

First, Table 2 4-1 lists as individual components of the capital costs (Tri-Met, 1999, p 11)
This includes $44 8 mullion for light rail vehicles and $8 8 million for operating and
maintenance facihties Both of these figures are in 1994 dollars, so that in fact the year-
of-expenditure dollars for those cost components are more accurately described as $70 2

mullion for vehicles and $13 8 mulhion for O&M facilities

Second, footnote #2 of this table says that “Transit vehicles and O& M facility are sized
for operung year network ” (Tri-Met, 1999, p 11) Thas 1s important On Table 2 3-1,
which describes ridership and service characteristics, footnote #2 says “2015 operating

plan would require 24 LRV [light rail vehicles] Openung year service would require 17
LRVs ” (Tri-Met, 1999, p 9)

In other words, the $70 2 mullion would only purchase a portion of the fleet of vehicles
needed to achueve the nndership claims of 4,500 additional trips per weekday Therefore,
the true cost of acquiring 24 vehicles (upon which all the ridership numbers are based)
i1s really $99 1 mulhion And absent additional information, I assume that the operating
and maintenance facility costs of the extra vehicles 1s proportionately higher as well

$19 5 mullion instead of $13 8 mullion

Hence, all the cost per trip calculations that I have previously estimated are missing
about $34 4 mullion in expenses Now, itially you mught say that given the $350

mullion price tag, that means we should inflate my previous eshmate by 10% However,
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by not putting those costs in the SDEIS, the federal government will not be picking up
their usual share of the cost of these additional 7 trains' Therefore, the local share of per
trip costs will rise by more than 10% If local taxpayers bear the entire expense, the local

capital costs would rise by 30%

Is thus sloppy work or deliberate disinformation? All I can say 1s that estimating the
capital costs of a low-service rail line and the ndership estimates of a high-service rail
line in the same environmental impact statement 1s very deceptive Thus suggests that
one of the compronuses needed to make this project appear affordable was to limut the
level of service 1n the first decade of its operation to a level below that advertised At

the very least, Tri-Met needs to increase 1ts stated project cost by $34 4 millhion

D. Hidden Park and Ride Costs

In the 1998 South-North DEIS, park and ride lots were planned for the north and south
termunu of the light rail lines, including a 3,500 space lot at Vancouver costing $35 1
mullion (Tri-Met, 1998e, p 2-46, 4-45) The assumption was that travelers from
Vancouver would stop at the furthest point on the line to transfer to hght rail (simular

lots were also planned in Milwaukie and at Clackamas Town Center)

However, with the North Portland hight rail project, no money was allocated for park
and ride lots, either in the Kenton neighborhood or at the Exposition Center (Tri-Met,
1999, p 11) Instead, an existing parking lot of 500 spaces at the Exposition Center
would be used as a shared park and ride facihty However, this line would be used by
commuters from Clark County and moving 1n the terminus will only reduce that

demand margnally As the 1998 DEIS stated, when comparing termunu locations
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“With the MOS 5 Alternative, a Lombard Street Station (or a Kenton Station) would be
more likely to attract drop-off trips and park-and-ride activity on local streets and
property in comparison to the Full-Length or MOS 1 alternative As the northern
terminus, this station could attract trips from many north Portland locations and even

from Clark County, Washington ” (Tri-Met, 1998e, p 4-42)

The 1998 DEIS 1s pointing to a problem when adjusting the terminus of the light rail
line Since there 1s no residential population and little bus service at the Expo Center,
almost all demand at that station would be automobile riders Even if an existing
parking lot like the one at the Expo Center 1s used, that real estate has value as well
The need to build a parking lot has been left out of the SDEIS, and this would cost

somewhere between zero dollars and $35 1 million

E. Hidden Right-of-Way Costs

Tri-Met and Metro has made no valuation for the cost of the night of way on Interstate
Avenue that the MAX line will occupy Interstate Avenue 1s being reduced from 4
lanes down to 2 lanes, which will create spillover traffic on numerous parallel routes in
North Portland In the DEIS, the total allocation for nght of-way capatal costs 1s $3 6
mullion (Metro, 1999, p 11) The cost of widening existing arterial roads to compensate
for thus loss of road space would be appropriate amount to add to the total cost of the
project, which would certainly be much larger than $3 6 milhon In a sechon elsewhere,

I discuss the pollution and traffic congestion impacts of this loss of road space

V. Tn-Met's Weakened Financing Position

18



A. Exaggerated Revenue Forecasts.

A troubling assumption in the SDEIS comes in the financing sechon where the report
discusses whether Tri-Met can afford to operate the train system that they are
purchasing After discussing how much funds are going to put forward by Tri-Met, the

City of Portland, and Metro, the report makes a simple statement

“System revenues are based on the assumptions similar to those described 1n the
South/North Corridor DEIS The key assumption 1s that payroll tax revenue growth

will average 7 2 percent beginning in FY 2003 ” (Tr1-Met, 1999, p 44)

First, the statement 1s musleading I went back to the South/North DEIS and found that
the original payroll tax revenue assumption was for 6 8% annual increases (Tr1-Met,

1998e, p 7-10) Hence, the financial assumptions in the North Portland SDEIS are even

rosier than the previous study

Second, payroll tax revenue growth comes from either expansions in the employment
base or growth in wages The statement in the SDEIS assumes that the current
economic expansion will last for 15 more years, and that wages and employment will
continue to grow at 7 2 percent annually Everyone seems to forget the payroll tax
revenue declines and the transit service cutbacks of the 1980’s In a revealing comment,

the report states
“While a system revenue shortfall 1s not projected by the year 2015, conditions could

change Given that reasonable levels of beginning working capital are projected to exist,

1t 15 very hkely that any deficit would be of a magnitude that could be met by standard
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management techniques, such as adjusting fares or altering the rate of service

increases ” (Tr1i-Met, 1999, p 44)

Now while this statement may be reassuring to New York bondholders and officials in
Washington, D C, that Tri-Met’s indebtedness from North Portland hight rail project
could be eventually paid off, to ordinary passengers, the phrase “standard management
techniques” means unexpected and unplanned fare increases and reductions in bus
service When tough choices have to be made, Tri-Met will certainly view the light rail

line as “too bag to fail” and neighborhood bus service will be cut

B. Abandoning the Operating Capital Target.

The Financial Analysis of the 1998 South-North DEIS 1illustrated how Tri-Met would
fund 1ts capital investment through the year 2015 and announced an official target of

having 3 months of operating capital on hand The report stated

“While two months of working capital 1s the minimum standard, Tri-Met has a goal of
mantaining a working capital reserve of at least three months of operation ” (Tri-Met,
1999, p 7-9) The DEIS noted that the various alternatives would go below three months

of working capital for only one or two years, depending upon the alternative chosen

With the North Portland proposal, the amount of operating capital falls below Tri-Met’s
three-month target 1n six fiscal years - 2004-2009 - just as the North Portland hght rail
project begins operations Thus suggests that the project 1s being under-financed and
possibly that capital costs of the project are being hidden in other capital accounts in

Tri-Met’s budget For example, at the end of the construction period for proposed
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South-North hight rail, Tri-Met would have had 4 4 months of working capital (Tri-Met,
1998e, p 7-10) With the proposed North Portland light rail project, the amount of
working capital available 1s only 2 6 months (Tri-Met, 1999, p 45)

To have built up those capital funds to their target level, Tri-Met would have had to
borrow more and seek additional taxpayer support Thus, by murumuze the financing
costs of the North Portland project, Tri-Met has allowed 1ts financial target of three
months of operating capital to shp Thus gives further evidence that Tri-Met’s long term

financial health 1s being endangered by the North Portland hight rail project

VI The Limits to Light Rail

Much of the report indicates that the North Portland hght rail project 1s a poor publhic
investment To understand what kind of public policies might be more effective, we

need to understand a few 1ssues regarding travel behavior and transportation systems

A. The Inefficiency of Light Rail

Supporters of light rail system argue only by developing a dense rail network will
sufficient economues of operation and usage appear that will guarantee high nidership
Certainly, a bus line or rail line built in 1solation 1s not worth very much In building an
integrated transit system, Tri-Met has chosen some sensible policies regarding transfers
and fare zones and bus scheduling with this in muind Having two 30-munute headway
bus lines intersect doesn't do much good unless they intersect at simular imes And
since people in a neighborhood have multiple destinations, 1t makes sense to create a

gnid or network of routes so that they can all get to their destinations
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However, this points out one of the main weaknesses of ight rail Because hight rail 1s a
fixed guideway system with hugh capital costs, there 1s little benefit from "branchung” a
trunk line Instead, the "least inefficient” way of delivering transit service to the suburbs
1s to built a trunk line and orient all the suburban bus routes as feeders into the trunk
line The more efficient way is to produce an integrated bus network With buses, one
can operate multiple routes along a trunk line and then each of those routes depart from
the busway and service individual neighborhoods This allows suburban riders to

munimuze on transfer times and get to their destinations at lower overall cost

Because of this, the true operating cost of hight rail also has to include the cost per rider
for the various feeders That 1s, we need to compare the cost of an express
bus/suburban bus network to a light rail/suburban feeder bus network Thus,
although MAX's operating cost per boarding 1s at a reasonable level, the operating cost

for each of the feeder routes that hght rail 1s dependent upon 1s very, very high

For example, using FY1994 data, the lowest operating cost transit lines in the Tri-Met

system (out of a total of 85 lines) were

Tn-Met’s Most Efficient Bus Routes

(Source Jangise, 1998)

Route Operating Cost
per Boarding

72 Killingsworth-82nd $090

15 NW 23rd Ave 093

14 Hawthorne 103
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15 Mt Tabor 104
41 Capitol Highway 105

MAX came 1n 11th position at $1 20 per boarding The other top ten low cost routes
were 9-Powell, 5-Interstate, 5-King Boulevard, 4-Division, and 40-Mocks Crest, all inner
aty Portland routes The weighted average for the lines 1n the system was $1 46 per
boarding Hence, at first blush, hight rail looks cheaper to operate than the average

transit line

However, the suburban feeders that hght rail depends upon are among the highest cost
per passenger of any lines in Tri-Met’s system 26-Stark $1 60, 24-Halsey $1 68, 22-
Parkrose $2 16, 80-Gresham-Troutdale $3 00, 83-Hollywood-47th $3 24, 23-San Rafael
$3 30, 25-Glisan-Rockwood $3 39, 81-Gresham-257th $4 52, 84-Sandy $4 53, and 27-
Market-Main $4 69

Moreover, the person taking a light-rail train 1s more likely to be taking a linked transit
trip involving two boardings, rather than a single boarding trip  Hence the cost of a
Gresham bus-rail trip might be $1 20 plus $2 16, or $1 20 plus $3 30 By comparison, an
express bus route that can troll though the suburbs to pick up passengers and bring
them to activity center can do so at a much lower cost Here are a few 91-TV Highway
Express $1 81, 99-McLoughlin $1 99, 96-Tualatin-1-5 $2 04, 92-S Beaverton Express

$2 23

One of the sad effects of the opening of the new Westside MAX line has been the
canceling of most of the express routes and their replacement with a host of hght rail
feeders to boost up light rail ndership numbers Riders will largely experience

increases 1n travel and transfer imes and Tri-Met will experience rises 1n operating
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costs However, this decline 1n service and patronage 1s masked by the way that Tri-

Met and other transit agencies collect ndership data

Tri-Met and the other US transit agencies typically measures ridership by boardings
rather than by trips Since a greater proportion of light rail trips are hinked trips,
boardings will nise even though trips will not Unfortunately, 1f we measure the success
of a transit agency by the number of boardings (ridership) rather than mode share or
number of trips (customers), they have every incentive to build a high cost trunk and

feeder route network

To give some data as evidence of this, Atlanta made a huge investment in 1ts rail system
between 1980 and 1985, and switched from a bus network to a hub and spoke heavy rail
network Between those years, ridership (1 e , boardings) rose by 88% Over a shghtly
longer time period, 1979-86, linked trips rose by only 20% (Kain, 1996) Thus, most of

the increase 1n ridershup was simply a diversion of riders from buses to rail

As we build the third, fourth, and fifth light rail ines, we are building lines 1n territory
that 1s less and less likely to use transit at higher and higher cost The "network"” we will

be left with will be one we cannot afford to operate
B. The Inefficiency of Congestion.

A popular argument n favor of new rail systems involve comparisons with external
costs of drniving particularly automobile congestion and pollution [ agree that the
congestion reduction externality 1s the benefit that should be aimed for in making
transportation investments An important question 1s what cost do we want to achueve

that benefit Is a single extra transit passenger worth $18, $21, $24, or more”? In viewing
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this cost estimate, the community needs to ask 1if the pollution or congestion benefits is
anywhere near this high Moreover, for a given level of benefit, could other transit

investments, particularly in the inner city, achieve more transit riders at lower cost?

To answer these questions, we need to understand the distinction between transit
ndership and congestion relief There 1s a long accepted concept in transportation
planning known as "triple convergence”, first noted by Anthony Downs of the
Brookings Institution (Downs, 1992) That 1s, when facing rush hour congestion, people
react to the congestion by changing their behavior in three ways (1) mode change (rail,
transit, car, telecommute), (2) ime of travel change (rush hour, off-peak), (3) and route
change (lughway, arterial) With congestion, actual roadway demand 1s lower than 1ts
potential because people avoid those conditions However, this also means that during
any rush hour condition, there 1s a lot of latent demand waiting to use the congested

roadway, if only conditions would improve

Thus, if a transit line 1s constructed and, say, 1,000 new travelers take that line, then at
first blush, congestion on the competing highway improves, particularly during rush
hour However, because rush hour congestion improves, many travelers who had
previously avoided the congestion, will revert back to the congested highway That 1s,
they change their mode, the ime of travel, and their route Thus, there are big

differences between gross number of transit nders and the net effect on riders

Interestingly, thus effect also holds for new highways, which a lot of planners and
environmentalists have caught on to That 1s, build an extra lane of highway and traffic
conditions improve However, the improved conditions themselves then induce people
who had not taken that route before (or had use an alternative mode or time of day) to

adopt the ighway Downs calls this "triple convergence” People speak of this as
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"highways inducing travel demand" or "the high cost of building our way out of traffic

congestion " Unfortunately, the same principle applies to transit use
VII Alternatives to North Portland Light Rail.

In the following sections, I describe two sets of alternatives for achieving mobility for
North Portland residents and for the region as a whole The first looks at increasing
investment 1n buses in North Portland, in the same geography purportedly served by
the light rail project The second looks at more comprehensive 1deas for increasing
mobility In some cases, the two alternatives will conflict, and 1n others complement
each other However, both sets of 1deas are considerably more sensible than the North

Portland light rail project
A. The Bus Investment Alternative

As the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement shows, North and
Northeast Portland 1s one of the lowest income sections of the Portland Metropolitan
Area And because income and mass transit usage are correlated, North Portland
residents are some of the best customers 1n the Tri-Met system Because of their
patronage and high density, North Portland buses tend to have some of the lowest

operating costs per boarding ride of the Tri-Met system

However, the history of Tri-Met'’s practices for allocating buses to the various routes on
the system has not been very favorable to North Portland residents In the table below,
I compare bus routes in the Tri-Met system that are simular in economuc efficiency,
where efficiency 1s measured as the operating cost per boarding ride For example,

North Portland routes 72-Killingsworth, 5-Interstate, 4-Fessenden, and 8-NE 15th are
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comparable to routes such as the 9-Powell, 15-NW 23rd, 15-Mt Tabor, 8-Jackson Park,
14-Hawthorne, 19-Glisan, 5-Capitol Highway, and, 17-Holgate 1n that all these lines

have operating cost between $0 87 and $1 26 per boarding ride

Trn-Met’s Under-Investment 1n
North Portland Buses

Morning Peak-Hour Frequency on N Portland Bus Routes Compared

to Routes of Similar Efficiency (operating cost per boarding)

North Portland Peak Other Peak
Bus Route Frequency Bus Routes Frequency

72-Killingsworth 12 9-Powell 10
5-Interstate 10 15-NW 23rd 7
4-Fessenden 10 15-Mt Tabor 7
8-Jackson Park 6

14-Hawthorne 7

8-NE 15th 8 19-Glisan 10
5-Capitol Hwy 15

17-Holgate 10

71-60th-122nd 15

6-ML King 15 20-Burnside 10
12-Barbur 10

12-Sandy 10

9-Broadway 12 33-McLoughlin 15
! 54-Beav -Hillsdale 20

17-NW 21st 10

1-Greeley 15 19-Woodstock 10
1- Vermont 15

24-Halsey 15

33-Fremont 15 45-Garden Home 20

62-Murray Blvd 15
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Efficient and equitable bus planning would direct new resources (1 e , new bus) to those
routes which have low operating costs Of course, for policy reasons, some inefficient
bus routes might also be promoted simply for the sake of offering regional coverage and
political support for the Tri-Met’s payroll tax However, there would not be any
legitimate policy reason for offering different levels of service for routes of simlar

operating efficiency

In the table above, I document how Tri-Met has consistently under-invested in bus
routes in the North Portland corridor that they are belatedly proposing to serve This
failure to offer the higher frequencies than are offered in Southeast Portland and
Southwest Portland routes of simular efficiency suggests a possible bias in the transit

system against North Portland residents

As an alternative to the expensive North Portland hght rail project, I have designed a
bus investment plan of similar cost for the North Portland region In this bus
investment plan alternative, I ssmulate a doubling of the frequency in the eight major
bus lines in North Portland For seven of the eight lines, I esiimated the cost of
doubling the number of vehicle hours of operation For the 72-Killingsworth hine, I
doubled 1ts number of vehicle hours on only one-third of the entire line since most 1ts
operation 1s outside of the North Portland area Some of these frequencies may be
sufficiently high that new routes may need to be designed to prevent “bunching” of bus
routes, so that the exact implementation of this plan may differ in some regards

Nevertheless, the design of this plan dramatically raises bus service in North Portland

By comparison, the North Portland light rail project focuses 1ts new investment on a
single corndor within North Portland, that along Interstate Avenue, The operung year
of operation for North Portland light rail calls for 10 minute frequency on the hght rail

&
o
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line, and 10-munute frequency on the next-door Interstate Avenue bus line, for a

combined frequency rate of 5 minutes Admuttedly, the Interstate hight rail ine will

offer a faster service than the local bus However, this advantage could be simulated on

the other lines by creating local and express service, as 1s done on other lines in the Tri-

Met system

Comparing the Service Differences of the
Bus Investment Plan Versus the Light Rail Plan

Service measured in minutes between buses during peak hours

Bus Plan MAX Plan

Frequency Frequency
#1 Greeley 75 15
#4 Fessenden 5 10
#5 Interstate + North LRT 5 5
#6 ML King 75 15
#8 NE 15th Ave 1 8
#9 Broadway 6 12
#33 Freemont 75 15
#72 Killingsworth 6 12

To evaluate the costs of the bus investment alternative, I have used Tri-Met data on the

operating cost per boarding ride and the number of boarding rides per route to
calculate a cost per route Ihave doubled this operating cost (or in the case of 72-

Killingsworth, doubled 1ts cost on the one-third of the line in North Portland) [have
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then used Tri-Met data on capital cost per bus boarding ride to find the total annual

capital cost The results of this comparison are shown below

30



Comparnng the Cost Differences of the
Bus Investment Plan Versus the Light Rail Plan

Cost estimates assumes a $110 million 1n local cost for MAX, a 50%
federal match for bus purchases, and evaluates capital costs at 6%
interest rate for 20 years

Bus Plan MAX Plan
Costs Costs
Operating Cost $13.4 m/year $6.8 m/year
Capatal Cost $2.2m/year $9.5m/year
Total Cost $15.6 m/year  $16.3 m/year

As you can see, the annual cost of the bus investment plan 1s somewhat less than the
hght rail project, even assumung the large federal subsidy to hght rail capital costs and a
favorably low interest rate  And given that the bus investment gives a higher level of

service to the region, that plan seems a better purchase

One key difference in the two concepts 1s that the bus investment plan will require a
much larger share of operating costs as compared to capital costs However, to put this
1ssue 1nto perspective, Tri-Met’s payroll tax revenue 1s growing by approximately $10
mullion per year, Hence, within two years, the amount of new revenue to Tri-Met
operating costs would be sufficient to cover the operating cost of the new route
enhancements Moreover, Tri-Met 1s proposing to invest $50 mullion in North Portland

light rail, which would cover almost 4 years of operating the bus investment plan After
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that time period, Tri-Met’s payroll tax revenues would have risen to a much higher

level where the extra cost could be more easily afforded

The second 1ssue 1s that the bus investment plan could be implemented in a much
shorter time period and with fewer traffic congestion hassles because the road
infrastructure 1s already 1n place New buses could operating as soon as Tri-Met
maintenance facilities and buses are purchased Moreover, the commurnty would not
have to endure four years of agomzing rail construction and extra traffic delay to get

new transit service

The bus investment plan simply offers greater service with more direct routing of
passengers from their home to their destination Tri-Met needs to work with 1ts
strengths in bus scheduling and bus network management to deliver sigruficantly

enhanced transit service to 1ts best customers, the residents of North Portland

B. Other Policies for Mobility.
There are many ways to achieve better access and higher ridership gains other than
building a hight rail extension Here I will focus on the broader 1ssue of regional
mobility, rather than achieving mobility in North Portland

* Buy Clean Buses

For a fraction of the $90 million proposed to purchase 24 hght-rail vehucles, Tri-

Met could purchase low-pollution, natural gas buses For $17 mullion, Tri-Met

could purchase over 70 natural gas buses, which would increase Tri-Met'’s fleet
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by 11% For Trn-Met'’s full $50 mullion expenditure, the fleet could be expanded
by over 25%

¢ Deregulate Taxis

The current flat per-mule fare system of taxi-cab rates penalizes taxi customers
who have lower average costs than other niders For long distance commuting
trips, their fares are substantially above cost, which 1s demonstrated by the hours
that tax1 drivers waste 1n the holding pen at the airport while waiting for a
customer The city and the Oregon Department of Transportation need to
explore ptneys and shared cab ride service to provide high speed service at an

affordable price

* Endorse Congestion Pricing on Interstate-5

A Metro/ODOT Task Force recently looked at eight congestion pricing
experiments, including an I-5 North option Congestion pricing would reduce
travel me and create lasting incentives for people to use alternative modes, not
just for airport travel but for commuting travel as well By endorsing that option,
the communuty could improve travel times for customers who rely upon the

highway to get them to their destinations

VII Conclusions.

Fundamentally, building the North Portland hght rail extension 1s a waste of resources

that the Portland region cannot afford Taxpayer resources could be used for better

alternatives With Tri-Met’s $50 mullion contribution alone, bus service on the entire
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system could be expanded by 25%, By comparison, the North Portland hght rail project
offers only a 1 4% ridership increase (Metro, 1999,p 28) Before deciding whether to
subsidize hight rail trips at $31 each, we must consider whether reducing bus services

for inner-city passengers 1s an acceptable cost

This region 1s in danger of believing our own press reports In national publications,
local government officials (correctly) promote up our scenery, our commutment to
environmental protection, and our quality of hife Inreturn, we get a lot of attention 1n
the national press for our farmland preservation policies and our transit system But
ultimately, we have to live with the system we build, and we have to choose a system

that 1s efficient, affordable, and realistic

As an analogy, recall the life of the 18th century Russian noble, Grigor1 Potemkin, who
sought to impress Empress Catherine the Great of the richness of his land by building
fake villages along the route that she traveled The buildings had the appearance of
charm and prosperity, but hittle function From this ploy comes the term “Potemkin

villages ”

In Portland, we are building Potemkin transit It's new, 1t looks pretty, but it's very
costly to build and very costly to operate Designing a transit system around fixed
routes and bus-to-rail transfers guarantees that passenger travel imes will increase and
net ndership will decline Whether we face the same fate as Grigor: Potemkin remains

to be seen

Like Potemkin, our knowledge of transit (particularly by non-transit users) 1s
dominated by image and visual impression People will often say that "the experience
of light rail 1s better than riding the bus ” However that's a bit like saying that the new
Mercedes 1s a better ride than the old Ford If we keep on disinvesting in our inner city
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bus system which gets faithful ridership at low operating cost, what kind of transit
system will we be left with? Or will we get to the point of Los Angeles where the bus
riders and the NAACP had to sue under the civil rights laws to stop the transit agency’

unrealistic rail construction projects and stop the diversion of revenue from the bus

system?

My recommendation 1s that we declare victory with this year’s operung of Westside
light rail and call an end to the diversion of mass transit money from buses to hght rail
Instead we should focus developing a truly balanced transportation system Thus

means maintaining our bus system, removing property tax subsidies for road

S

construction, deregulating tax1 and van shuttles, and using congestion pricing and HOV

lanes to actually increase mobility and access
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Developing a New Transit Vision for Portland
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The domunant transit policy for the last 30 years -- government planning or operation of
transit, government subsidization of private operations, and heavy regulation of all transit modes,
including taxis and shuttle vans -- has failed, and the failures have become too great and too
ubiquitous to ignore

From 1970 to 1991, United States urban public transit costs escalated more than 60% ahead
of inflation, while costs per passenger have more than doubled in real terms Compared to
competitive industries, passenger transport cost increases have been even more substantial Since
1970, when public and private costs were simular, costs per mule of public monopoly transit agencies
increased 88% compared to competitive bus industry costs per mile Passenger transport costs have
nisen so substantially in the public sector that the costs of moving a passenger one mule 1s now nearly
three times that of the automobile '

An analysts of 17 urban areas with representative competitive services showed that, on
average, competitive services are nearly 60% less costly than public monopoly bus services,
50% less costly than urban light rail systems, and 35% less costly than commuter rail services *

Public transit 1s the Soviet agnculture of American policy

An Alternative Vision

The problems of monopoly transit are not caused by bad management or iazy employees
They are caused by the lack of market incentives [n Portland, Tri-Met has both a monopoly on
service (competition 1s barred by law) and a monopoly on subsidies The most lucrative of the
subsidies, the regional payroll tax, now provides over $100 mullion per year, regardliess of how well
Tn-Met does its job Every time the economy grows, Tri-Met gets more money through the payroll

813 SW Alder, Suite 707 Portland, Oregon 97205
FAX (503) 242-3822



tax Under this arrangement, Tri-Met has little incentive to improve service

Additionally, the agency’s buses get stuck n rush-hour traffic that 1s caused primanly by
single-occupant vehicles The failure to charge peak-hour highway user fees at the most crowded
times of the day means that bus passengers -- who are using road space much more efficiently --
receive no rewards for using transit This induces many commuters to remain in their private vehicle
rather than take transit

In 1976 analyst Ward Elliott observed that

“The two most badlv necded reforms n urban transportation are road user charges (for
smog and congestion) and legahzation of jitnevs Together, these two reforms show good
pronuse of cutting peak-hour traffic by about a quarter in cities like Los Angeles Ths cut,
which wouid reduce total daily traffic by about 5 percent, would reduce daily vehicular smog
by at least 10 percent and elimunate most congestion, at a net savings to the public of at least
$150 mullion a vear No other transportation reforms remotely approach these two in
combiming high benefits and low costs .. > (Emphasis added)

While peak-hour (congestion) pricing has yet to be implemented comprehensively in any
American city, private sector transit is already providing important services across the country In
Miami, a US Department of Transportation study conservatively estimated that 400 private,
unsubsidized vans (jitneys) carry as many as 49,000 riders per weekday, approximately the same
number of riders as are carried by Miamut’s billion dollar heavy rail system Ridership surveys found
that 78 percent of van nders were workers with annual incomes less than $25,000 a year The jitneys
have increased net passenger transport ridershup in Mianu by an estimated 13 percent, at no cost to
taxpayers

The largest US commercial van system operates in New York, where some 2,400 private
vans offer supenor service to the municipal system The vans have captured 7% of the transit market,
according to the Port Authonity of New York

Utihizing Market Forces in Portland

There are a number of ways that market-based transit could be instituted in Portland
1 Require Tri-Met to competitively contract out all routes

In essence, this would split the Tri-Met Board from the agency The Board would establish
routes, but the agency (perhaps operating under a new name with new authonty) would have to bid
for those routes with private sector firms

If this occurs, it’s important that the light rail operations be included Much of the ndership
potential for hight rail has been squandered due to Tri-Met’s insistence that ail trains stop at every
station The lack of express service means that Tni-Met 1s stuck with the high maintenance costs of
an exclusive nght-of-way, yet can only achieve average operating speeds of 19 MPH This i1s simply
too slow to make the train a serious competitor to the private automobile
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Private vendors might well offer lower-cost labor, hjgher-quallty service, and many other
innovations 1if given the chance to bid

2. Open the transit market to unlinuted entry by service providers

Thus could be done in lieu of #1 above or 1in conjunction with it The empirical evidence from
other markets that have been de-regulated -- including the airhne and surface freight industnes --
clearly demonstrates that competition results in higher quality service at lower cost The transit
“market” should include buses, town cars, taxis, and any other form of for-hire transportation service

The prnimary regulatory role for the government should be to ensure that transit operators are
adequately insured and that they are held accountable if they harm people through neghgent behavior

3 Establish “curb rights” to facilitate market competition.
i /4

One concern that many people have about a de-regulated transit market 1s that the various
transit vendors would weave i and out of traffic, cutting in front of each other to pick up customers
at the curb, and generally causing havoc for consumers and other motonsts However, this 1s an easily
correctable problem The most obvious solution would be to create areas throughout the city where
loading and unloading could occur on public streets, and auction off “curb rights” to give vendors
exclusive property nghts to those sections of the street

Creation of curb nights would also give transit operators incentives to develop consumer
amenuties at the curb that address such issues as weather, seating, and security The general lack of
these amenities at Tri-Met bus stops 1s a major barrer to increased ndership

Portland’s Saturday Market 1s a good example of curb rights at work All the vendors have
contractual arrangements with the non-profit orgaruzation that runs the market which give them curb
rights underneath the Burnside Bridge Both the vendors and their customers know when to show
up, where they can do business, and what to expect in terms of related services -- ¢ g, food sales, rest
rooms, and secunty Without these types of property rights, Portland Saturday Market would likely
be too chaotic to draw a critical mass of shoppers

4. Reduce the rate of the regional Tri-Met payroll tax and convert the subsidies to transit
vouchers

As other cities have demonstrated, good transit does not necessarily require subsidies The
use of subsidies at any level invites many forms of muschief from politicians, consumer groups, and
would-be monopolists

However, if thus step 1s too big for the Portland region to accept, the amount of subsidies
should at least be lowered (Wilsonville’s public transit system 1s supported by a payroll tax one-half
the rate of Tri-Met’s, and passengers pay no fares), and all the subsidies should be converted from
suppher-based subsidies to user-based subsidies. The key to success in transit i1s competition,
subsidies that flow to one provider (as the payroll tax does) will fatally skew the market If subsidies



are admunustered n the form of vouchers, all providers will have the same incentives to provide hugh-
quality service

5 Instutute peak-hour road pricing on a region-wide basis

Thus 1s a cntical companion policy to de-regulated transit The reason 1s that successful transit
i1s likely to be road-based, not rail-based People naturally tend to work, live and recreate where there
are roads, therefore transit must be road-based as well

However, traffic congestion caused by the mus-pricing of highways will disproportionately
harm high-occupancy vehicles (HOV’s), and make them less attractive Using peak-period pricing
to solve the congestion problem will give HOV’s a significant advantage because the price of
congestion tolls will be neglgible when divided among many passengers, yet those passengers will
receve all the benefits of speedy travel when the tolls cause some single-occupant drivers to change
their travel behavior

The regional government in Portland -- Metro -- 1s currently in the midst of a 2-year study of
congestion pricing, sponsored by the Federal Highway Administration After extensive technical
analysis and public outreach, Metro expects to reach a decision about a congestion pricing pilot
project by June, 1998

Conclusion

Most public discussions regarding transit begin and end with the phrase, “we need more
money for Trni-Met” Unfortunately, this analysis misses the point The problem is not a lack of
money, the problem 1s a lack of nstitutional incentives for transit operators and consumers Until we
merge the transit sector into the mainstream of the market economy, simply “throwing money™ at
monopoly transit will not improve the situation

Endnotes

| Wendell Cox, The Competitive Future of Urban Public Transport, 1993,p 3

2 Id

3 Ward Elliot, Road Use Charges and Jitneys, 1976, cited in Stimulating Transportation Alternatives in
Response to Congestion Pricing, Robert Cervero, Umiversity of Califormia, Berkeley, 1992, p 2
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Why I Was a Light Rail Supporter Until I Became a Light Rail Commuter

John A Charles
June, 1999

I grew up 1n northern New Jersey, nding trains throughout the New York City metropolitan
area I usually enjoyed the traveling, especially since driving on commuter highways near New York
1s such a stressful expenence

When I moved to Portland in 1980, Tri-Met was 1n the early stages of constructing its first
light rail line I was happy to see light rail being constructed, and subsequently voted to tax myself
for 1ts expansion to other parts of the city

After the rail ine opened though, I hardly ever rode 1t, because I lived about a mile north of
a rail station and that was too far for me to walk Nonetheless, 1t still seemed like a good 1dea

In 1995, I moved to Sandy, and finally became a light rail commuter This is when my real
education about regional transit 1ssues began It gradually became clear that actually commuting by
rail 1s not nearly as nice as it seems when you're just thunking about it Against my own intuition, [
came to some startling conclusions

1 Construction of ight rail makes commuters worse off, not better When the east side train
opened, Trni-Met ehminated all its express bus service 1n the rail corridor, and re-routed most buses
to serve as feeders for the train Since hght rail offers only local service -- despite its name,
Metropolitan Area Express -- this meant that the commute time for most east side transit users
actually lengthened, causing many of them to abandon transit altogether

Transit users on the west side are now learning the same harsh truth The express bus to
Hillsboro has been cancelled, and many transit nders who formerly had seats on buses now have to
stand on crowded light rail trains

2 Despite owning a very expensive right-of-way reserved exclusively for the traimn, light rail
only achieves average speeds of 19 MPH The prnimary reason 1s that Trni-Met refuses to run express
service, even though an existing third track at the Gateway transfer station would allow an express
train to by-pass a local None of the future planned MAX lines will achieve average speeds greater
than 21 MPH

3 Max has not reduced traffic congestion in the Banfield corndor, in fact congestion has

813 SW Alder » Suite 450 ¢+ Por rtland « Oregon 97205
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gotten worse There are many reasons, but one stems from a basic anthmetic problem each light
rail car only has an average of 74 seats The cars usually run 1n pairs, at frequencies of about every
7 minutes durng the peak, and every 15 munutes the rest of the day This means that duning a peak
hour, the trains only have about 1,332 seats available -- when the Banfield freeway alone 1s carrying
7,490 vehicles (about 9,000 people) per hour There 1s simply no way that Max can make a difference
on the Banfield, let alone other roads in that corndor

Two years after moving to Sandy, I finally figured out a way to get a decent transit commute
to Portland I began getting off the train at Gateway Transit Center, and transfenng to an express bus
operated by C-Tran of Washington This bus travelled non-stop down the Banfield Freeway to the
Portland bus mall, arrving a full 7 minutes ahead of the train This was the real Metropolitan Area
Express

Unfortunately, in May 1998, C-Tran re-routed this bus to avoid Gateway, leaving east-siders
with no express bus service

As President Clinton said 1n a State of the Union speech several years ago, "the era of big
government 1s over” Unfortunately, that message has not yet penetrated the growth management
culture n Portland, where Tri-Met, Metro, and their special interest boosters continue to prime the
pump for more public subsidies for the regional rail program

Supporters of transit should speak out agamnst this 19th century strategy, and demand that
private sector transit be allowed, and that any subsidies such as the payroll tax be admunstered in the
form of transit vouchers If many different transit compamnes were allowed to compete, and could only
collect subsidies by providing service that customers actually wanted, the nature of Portland transit
would change dramatically -- for the better

John Charles, MPA, is environmental policy director for the Cascade Policy Institute, a
Portland-based research institute promoung free-market ideas From 1980 to 1996, he was
executive director of Oregon Environmental Council
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Urban Per PCRCENT O TOTAL
County Renewnl Capita Total Total  Pur TAX IMPOSED BY LOCAL
County Tuxablc Increment Total Taxable Property Average Capita GOVERNMENT TYPE
"ear Population (1) Value (2) Value Value Value Tax TaxRate Tax State County Citles Education Other
900 103 167 45228244 45228244 438 1114990 82465 3] 18 44 20 14 4
1910 226.26! 364 369 988 364369988 1610 41394538 $1206 9 13 23 26 28 10
1920 275898 542934 839 542934839 1968 11988926 $2208 4/ 13 23 37 23 4
1930 338 241 710211593 710211593 2100 18021 764 $2538 53 14 18 38 25 5
1940 355099 556 680 453 556 680453  1.568 17638974 $3169 50 4 27 39 27 3
1950-51 471537 997,625 394 997625394 2116 32207179 $3228 68 0 24 29 45 2
1960-61 522813 2612178726 2612178726 499 71,126 380 $27.23 136 0 23 24 50 3
1970 71 556 667 4 643 244 365 4643244365 8341 137598136 $2963 247 [V ril 55 5
1980-81 562 640 16 161 567 882 189489487 16351057369 29061 2901379549 81776 516 0 14 22 s7 7
1990-91 583 887 20 175,534 259 674292824 20849827083 35709 672840461 $3227 1152 0 15 26 56 3
199293 605 000 25526709579 1065141015 26591850594 43953 61318237 $2306 1014 0 17 24 55 4
1993 94 615000 27 500 141013 1074359219 28574500232 46463 5892001368 $2062 958 o 19 27 50 4
1994.95 620 000 30711496212 1182072766 31893568978 SI4l 571044326 S1790 921 0 21 32 a4 3
1995 96 626.500 34683496251 1447255457 36130751708 57671 556962539 SiS42 889 0 24 37 35 4
199697 636 000 38460937910 1777107584 40238045494 63267 650293834 SI6i6 1022 0 25 35 37 3
1997 98 639 000 32657161229 1764211000 34421372229 53868 648905598 SI885 1016 0 24 36 37 3
1998-99 642 000 35783014973 1988739587 37771754560 S8835 709402084 SI878 1105 0 26 35 36 3
(1) Populauon estmates per Center for Populauon Research and Census or US Bureau of Census
(2) Excludes urban renewal increment value
HISTORICAL STATEMENT OF TAXABLE VALUES, TAX RATES AND PROPEHTY TAXES
: IMPOSED WITHIN THE CITY OF PORTLAND
TAX RATES ON PROPERTY WITH:N
Urban Per THE CITY OF PORTLAND (3)
City City Renewal Capita Total Per
Popul A d Iocrement Total Taxable Tax Capita Regiona

Year (1) Value (2) Value Value Value Imposed (3) Tax State County Citv  Educaton Dist. (4) Total

1900 90426 40 815 560 451 1 028,552 11 441 1078 S60 336 10 2520

1910 212086 334625616 1578 4 156 050 20 159 283 338 345 117 1242

1920 258 288 504 300 331 1953 11 506 322 45 292 502 868 533 087 2282

1930 301 815 643318519 21310 16 883 251 56 357 437 1004 686 140 2624

1940 305 394 501 782208 1643 16 594 941 54 132 890 1362 822 101 3307

1950-51 373628 850 718 721 2307 26725329 [ 74 0 763 1092 1239 049 3145

1960-61 27676 2 006 893 500 6125 54788 193 167 0 625 817 1201 067 2730

1970-71 375161 3343 100899 89i! 98 822 063 263 0 S04 93¢ 1451 05 2956

1980-81 366 383 11019 135 54! 189 489 487 1208625028 30075 193 685040 529 0 264 542 886 036 1728

1990-91 437 319 15932571 084 674 292824 16 606 863908 36432 556 329 941 132 0 496 880 1915 059 3320

1992 93 458 275 20180 129 665 1 065 141015 21245270680 44035 493102732 1076 0 369 6131 1260 061 2321

1993-94 471325 21 690 875 965 1074 359219 22765235184 46021 471012716 999 0 37 613 100 055 2089

1994-95 495 090 25038 801 Si8 1 182072 766 26220874284 50574 472762 363 955 0 382 619 759 043 1893

1995 %6 497 600 28311 24 417 1 447 255 457 29 758 489874 56896 462 446933 929 0 360 614 509 062 155~

1996-97 503 000 31 438960 627 1777107584 33216068211 62503 549061 608 1092 0 400 6 572 048 1653

1997 98 S08 500 26 524 462 295 [ 764 211 000 28 288673295 SS632 559832848 1101 0 48 678 750 062 1979

1998 99 SO0 610 28 743 774 007 1 988 719.587 307325135994 60306 625 154645 1227 0 519 7R IR 060 203+

(1) Populatton estimates per Center for Population Rescarch and Census or U S Bure w of Census

(2) Exciudes urhun renowal increment valuce

() Iposed ot cstimated by extending value by tax rates per $1 000 tor levy code #1

() Resomib dinterets include the Moo Port ot Portland ind T Mt

Actu it onls wall van
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PLUS LESS LESS
Taxes Taxes Taxes Cancellation *© LESS Taxes Taxes
Certifled for  Outstanding Added to Roll of Taxes Discounts Collected Outstanding
Year Collection on 6-30-97 Q) 2 Allowed FY 1997-98 on 6-30-98
1998-99 713,896,839
1997-98 653,119,269 22,475,351 11,807,625 15,859,170 626,188,609 21,639,216
1996-97 653,821,673 21,222,750 902,470 1,492,308 11,770,972 8,861,940
1995-96 558,507,607 7,801,982 264,381 393,115 3,795,827 3,877,421
1994-95 572,548,321 4,984,636 164,007 733,494 3,106,064 1,309,085
1993 94 592 558,858 1,972 584 135,134 338,233 1,311,312 458 173
1992-93 617,078,602 613768 108,789 397,962 120,967 203,628
1991-92 631,150 107 527 940 11416 253 832 -75,735 361,259
Prior Years-Combined 884,836 330 412,981 39,166 433019
[ Totals 38,008 496 24 061 878 15 929 550 15859 170 646 257,182 37 143 741]
(1) Additions for Omitted Property and other Corrections
(2) Cancellations for Appeals Court Orders, Foreciqsures and other Corrections
.~ 'SUMMARY OF 1997-98 INTEREST EARNINGS & DISTRIBUTIONS -
‘RS £ Multnomah County wild PN
Deposited in Distnbuted
Year Interest Collected (1) CATF Account (2) To Districts
1897-98 791 806 346 227 445 579
1996-97 1 558 580 592 198 966,382
1995-96 1152719 440 647 712072
1994-95 1438 922 559 696 879 226
1993-94 €8S 299 227 545 457,754
1992-93 149 591 38 928 110 663
1991-22 107 254 22 350 84 304
Pnor Years Combined 145 159 43 649 101 510
[Foal 6 029 330 2271230 3 758 090}
(1) Interest s assessed on cewnguent taxes at a rate of one and cne-thad percent per month of 16 percent per year

{2) Per ORS 311 508 a portion of the interast collected was deposited in the County Assessment and Taxation Fund

(CATF)

amount was increased to 35%

For the penaod of July 1 to December 31 1937 the amount was 33% effective January 1 1338 the
Also effective January 1 1998 an additional 25% of the collected interest that

would have been distributed te entities other than the county and the education districts was placed in the account

The monies in the the CATF account are quarterly transterred to the state to be used as part of an Assessment
and Taxation Grant Program
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|  URBAN RENEWAL PROPERTY VALUES, RATES AND TAX INCREMENT S
Base Value Increased Total Plan  GrossTax Maximum Actual Taxes Avallable But
Tax Year (Frozen) Value Area Value Rate Authority Imposed Not Imposed
|DOWNTOWN WATERFRONT : -i°
1974-75 123,922,901 7,694,168 131,617,069 2779 213,821
1975-76 123,183,813 29,802 206 152,986,019 28 65 853,833
1976-77 121,506,894 46,930,840 168,437,734 28 82 1 352,547
1977-78 119,829,975 83 666,992 203 496,967 26 96 2,255,662
1978-79 122,771,507 128,508,594 251,280,101 2432 3,125,329
1979-80 121,093,924 176,522,432 297,616,356 2046 3,611,649
1980-81 109,142,592 181,711,454 290,854,046 2009 3,650,583
1981-82 105,155,648 215,365 226 320,520,874 2283 4,916,788
1982 83 106,027,792 247 407,048 353,434,840 2511 6 212,321
1983 84 113,254,129 280,745 552 393 999,681 2434 6,833,347
1984-85 119,608,320 327,267,263 446 875,583 24 56 8,037,684
1985-86 124,592,000 385,102,580 509,694,580 2568 9,889,434
1986-87 124,592 000 451,678,970 576,270,970 27 62 12 475,373
1987-88 97,406,603 317,016,733 414,423,336 23 66 9,402,716
1988-89 97,406,603 357,907,674 455,314,277 3102 11,102,904
1989-90 97,406,603 381,775 832 479,182,435 3323 12,686,335
1990-91 97 406 603 374,998,032 472,404 635 3350 12,564,234
1991-92 97 406,603 459,452 602 556,859,205 3045 8,163 232 5,828,662
1992-93 97,406,603 535 206 805 632 613,408 2942 0 15,744,767
1993-94 97,406 603 524 818 411 622 225,014 2908 (o} 15 260,092
1994-95 97 406 603 541,681,618 639,088,221 2728 0 14,779,404
1995-96 97,406 603 585 738,467 683,145,070 26 06 1 875,000 13 387,002
1996 97 97 406 603 621 556 033 718 962,636 2598 6 841,734 9 306 043
1997-98 (1) 74,836,564 528 782 458 603,619,022 3338 17 650,321 10 460 692
1897-98 (2) 0 7,189,629
1998 99 (3) 74,836,564 585 427 584 660 264,148 3338 19,541 088 7,369,818
1998-99 (2) 5 079 866 7 091 404
Subtotal Downtown Waterfront 148,974,973 88,587,003
[sOuTH PARK BLOCKS |
1985-86 402 291 511 0 402 291 511 2568
1986-87 402 291 511 57 466,184 459,757 695 27 62 1,587,216
1987-88 402 291,511 88 659 839 490,951,350 29 66 2,629,651
1988-89 402,291,511 108,430,202 510,721,713 3102 3,363,689
1989-90 402 291,511 100,792,815 503,084,326 3323 3 349,325
1990-91 402 291,511 128,244,205 530,535,716 3350 4 296,796
1991-92 402,291 511 144,531 902 546,823 413 3045 1392796 3 008 692
1992-93 471812571 194 778,468 666 591,039 29 42 0 5730,012
1993-94 471,812,571 219 575,558 691,388,129 2508 0 6,384,577
1994-95 471,812 571 204,042,597 675 855,168 27 28 0 5 567,159
1995-96 471,812,571 257,130,962 728 943,533 2506 625,000 6,074,804
1996-97 471,812 571 248,404,845 720 217,416 2598 2 331087 4,122,372
1997-98 (1) 378,055 680 277,508,498 655 564,178 3200 8,881 596 5 489,840
1997-98 (2) 0 3391,756
1998-99 (3) 378,055,680 335,859,080 713,914,760 3200 10,749,094 5,357,884
1998-99 (2) 923 608 4 467 602
Subtotal South Park Blocks 31,346,892 38,746,974
[CENTRAL EASTSIDE |
1987-88 297,333,210 7 627,920 304,961,130 29 66 226,244
1988-89 297,333,210 3,153 972 300 487,182 3102 97 842
1989-80 280,372,860 3 551,549 283 924,409 3323 118,017
1930 91 280,372,860 35 797,901 316,170,761 3350 1,199 402
1991-92 280,372 860 62 580,244 342,953,104 3045 1,894,579 11,201
19392 93 280 372 860 55325728 335 698,588 29 4 0 1,627,578
1993 94 280,372,860 50,362,948 330 735,808 2908 0 1,464,398
1994 95 280,372,860 66 138,770 346 511,630 27 28 0 1,804 550
1995 96 280 372 860 87 224716 367,597,576 26 06 0 2272727
1896 97 280,372,860 136 007,940 416 380,800 2598 2272727 1,260,705
1997 98 (1) 224,605,349 144,236 982 368,842,331 3201 4,617,358 2,853 556
1997-98 (2) 385 651 1 378,151
1998-99 (1) 224 605,349 189 332,152 413 937 501 3201 6,060,958 3 584,701
1998 39 (2) 2153777 322 480
Subtotal Central Eastside 14,786,496 10,141,790

42
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(4) Incluges totals for all urban renewal plan areas in existence in each year reported  Three of the plins included have been closed
South Auditorium 1958 1988 Northwest Front Avenue Industnal 1978 1992 and St Johns Rierfront 1981 1996

Base Value Increased Total Plann GrossTax Maximum Actual Taxes Avallable But
Tax Year (Frozen) Value Area Value Rate Authority Imposed Not Imposed
[AIRBORTWAY,{Formierly Columbla South Shore) F2 |
1987 88 146,986,010 4,572,404 151,558,414 2360 107,909
1988-89 159,268,260 13,300,791 172,569,051 2863 380,763
1989 90 159,268,260 39,077,949 198,346,209 2929 1,144,710
1990-91 159,268,260 65,868,193 225,136,453 2964 1,952,537
1991-92 159,268,260 109,817,556 269,085,816 28 11 3,075,122 12,050
1992-93 159,268,260 147,211,285 306,479,545 27 18 0 4,001,905
1993-94 159,268,260 147,963,024 307,231,284 2671 0 3,952,222
1994-95 159,268,260 181,792,560 341,060,820 2309 (o} 4,196 900
1995-96 159,268,260 252,852,250 412,120,510 2413 0 6,102,514
1996-97 159,268,260 333,126,040 492,394,300 24 69 1,531,557 6,694,057
1997-98 (1) 129,701,177 387,340,344 517,041,521 29 59 11,459,726 7,683,820
1997-98 (2) 0 3 775,906
1998-99 (3) 129,701,177 453,775,619 583,476,796 2959 13,425,258 2,422,228
1998-99 (2) 3,421,135 7 581 895
Subtotal Airport Way 21,719,781 36,317,449
ICONVENTION CENTER -~ '
1989-9C 304,528,900 0 304 528,900 3323 0 0
1990-91 291,915,082 0 291,915,082 33 50 0 0
1991-92 291,915,082 48,231,470 340,146,552 3045 1,247,632 221,178
1992-93 291,915,082 131,107,808 423,022,890 29 42 0 3 856 943
1993-94 291,915,082 129,680,786 421,595,868 29 08 0 3770,713
1994-95 291,915,082 186,141,671 478,056,753 27 28 o] 5078 745
1995 96 291,915,082 259,789,038 551,704,120 26 06 C 6 769 C&3
1996-97 291,915,082 438,012,726 729 927,808 2598 5,116 863 6,262 522
1997-98 (1) 231,818,606 426,342,742 658,161,348 3229 13,767 913 8,434 168
1997-98 (2) 0 5,3337<35
1998-99 (3) 231,818,606 424,345,152 656,163,758 32 29 13,703,405 5 554,905
1588-99 (2) 0 8 148 5CO
Subtotal Convention Center 20,353,568 39,441,421
[TOTAL - ALL URBAN RENEWAL AREAS COMBINED (4) - |
1974-.75 123,922,901 7,694,168 131,617,069 2779 213,821
1975-76 123,183,813 29,802,206 152,986,019 28 65 853,833
1976-77 121,506,894 46,930,840 168,437,734 28 82 1,352,547
1977-78 119,829,975 83,666,992 203,496,967 26 96 2 255,662
1978-79 154,748,067 135,312,665 290,060,732 24 32 3,290,804
1973 80 152,105,119 183 400,407 335,505,526 20 46 3,752,372
1980-81 135,462,740 189,489,487 324,952 227 20 09 3,806,844
1981-82 133,618,454 285,979,556 419 598,010 22 83 6 528,914
1982 83 134,729,991 319,786,958 454,516,949 25 1 8,029,850
1983-84 143,914,254 352,510,989 496 425,243 24 34 8,580,118
1984-85 151,990,034 401,313,233 553 303 267 24 56 9,856,253
1985-86 560,614,463 466,318,798 1,026,933,261 2568 11,975,067
1986-87 560,614,301 569,891,916 1,130,506,217 27 62 15740 415
1987-88 977,748,286 476,025,156 1,453,773,442 28 €0 14,091 197
1988-89 990,030,536 533,704,064 1,523,734,600 30 ¢6 16,524 557
1989-90 1,277,599,086 594 118,104 1871,717,190 3297 19 588,584
1990-91 1,264,985,268 674,292,824 1,939,278,092 3313 22,337 683
1991-92 1,264,985,268 923 096,857 2,193 082,125 1903 10 339,939 7326327
1992-93 1304,460,498 1 065,141,015 2 369,601 513 29 20 0 31105822
1993-94 1,304 460,498 1,074,359 219 2,378819,717 2875 0 30888¢2ez-
1994-95 1,304,460,498 1,182 072 766 2,486 533,264 26 64 0 31488 842
1995-96 1,304,460,498 1,447,255 457 2 751,715,955 2399 2 500 000 32223 ge<£
1998-97 1,300,775,376 1,777,107,584 3,077,882,960 15 56 18 093,968 9355172%
1997-98 (1) 1,039 017,376 1,764,211,024 2,803,228 400 3186 S6 376,914 34,922,075
1997 98 (2) ® 385 651 210689122
1998-99 (3)  1,039,017,376 1,988 739,587 3027 756 963 3192 63 479 803 24,289 536
1598-39 (2) 11 578 386 27 81182
Total All Areas Combined (4) 250,888,076 191,266,472

(1) Measure 50 changed the way urban renewal was calculated Base frozen values were recalculated to reflect assessed rather than real market values
Increment Value and Total Plan Area Value are now reported as assessed rather than real market value Maximum Authonty was establisheg tased
on a pre Measure 50 authonity Actual Taxes Imposed are the amount of taxes based on the increment value

(2) Measure 50 allows an urban renewal special levy to be imposed citywide  The maximum amount of the special levy s the dilference beiween the
Maximum Authonty and the taxes imposed from the tax increment value  The special levy is optional

(3) Measure 50 allowed urban renewal plan areas to release part of the increment value to the other overlapping taxing districts  This shifted tax deiars
raised from the increment value to the other districts and reduced the amount the urban renewal agency collected To compensate for this shift
the urban renewal plan areas in some cases increased the amount of the spec:al levy




THE AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF ARCHITECTS/
PORTLAND CHAPTER 3 5 8 0 @

15 June 1999

To  Portland City Council

1221 SW Fourth Avenue, Portland, Oregon 97204
From AIA/ Portland Chapter - Urban Design Committee
Re NORTHLIGHT RAIL - INTERSTATE MAX

The Portland AlA Urban Design Committee i1s a long standing professional
advocacy group which promotes architectural excellence and a high quality public
realm Over the past 15 years we have evaluated transit and transportation projects
which have a substantial impact on streets, public spaces and the pedestnian
environment Regarding the previous South-North proposal, we had serious
reservations about the proposed station locations and platform environments, and the
wisdom of any alignment south of OMSI| The proposed Interstate MAX has addressed
many of our station and platform concerns This alignment will better serve a proven
transit using sector To reduce I-5 traffic, we strongly endorse light rail connecting
downtown Portland to burgeoning Vancouver and the WSU Vancouver campus

We are convinced the alignment running down the center of Interstate, in a
regular and efficient manner, 1s the least disruptive to adjacent neighborhoods This
will provide a needed catalyst for revitalization of this languid former highway We
believe traffic volumes, turning lanes and essential on-street parking can be
maintained The light rail “median” will create traffic calming and reduce the apparent
width of the existing highway barrier for pedestrians trying to cross east-west

The station platforms are well spaced to expedite travel time and well located to
serve major cross streets However, we strongly recommend two station platforms be
revised to better fit their mmediate settings the Kenton platform should move further
north to fully engage the Denver Avenue main street, and the Rose Quarter platform
should be shifted south to better overlap with the transit interchange We implore Tri-
met, the city and the arena to take this opportunity to improve the entire transit center,
which remains a tangle of roads and sidewalks, a miserable downtown gateway and a
soulless, 4 block urban design wasteland

Regarding the specific materials and design character of the station platforms,
we recommend the following Retain the pedestrnian activated crosswalks and keep
them perpindicular to the tracks, not “Z-crossings”, make shelters light and easily
surveyed by police and citizens, like those downtown not the East Burnside boxes,
concentrate the quality matenals and street elements including bollards, streetights
and paving at platforms and intersections, allow tie & ballast between stations as a
way to “interupt” the 100 foot wide expanse of concrete, but integrate continuous low
hedges and planting strips to soften and screen the tracks If carefully designed, this
light rail median has the same potential to upgrade the public realm as recent
streetscape projects on NE Broadway and Grand/MLK, and the same potential to
rejuvinate adjacent merchants, property values and neighborhood pride

Sincerely, 6%“\
Garry Papers, AlA cc Steve Thomson, AlA - Chapter President

Chair, Urban Design Committee Saundra Stevens, Hon AIA

315 S W Fourth Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97204
Telephone 503 223 8757
Facsimile 503 220 0254
E mail aia@aiaportland com
Internet www maportland com
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Joseph M. Ingles 35800
Kenton Neighborhood Association Chair

1849 N Kilpatrick
Portland, OR 97217

Phone (503) 735-3070

I have hved in North Portland for about fifteen years. In that amount of time
there have been major changes in my and many other neighborhoods 1 bought in this
area because there was an opportunity to make my real estate investments work for me
We first bought a 1200 square foot home 1n Piedmont and have now settled in Kenton
with 2000 square feet, all for under $100,000 We aren’t alone as far as this type of
investing goes, but we are out numbered when it comes to the poor condition many

people in the neighborhood choose to leave their properties

My personal outlook on the Lightrail 1s one of revitalization If you take a drive
up Interstate Avenue from the Rose Garden Arena you will see derelict property and
vacantland The buildings look like they have needed a facelift for about 15 years, and
recerved nothing. There 1s garbage scattered in vacant and fenced lots, sidewalks in
need of repair, and abandoned cars that have been there for months No type of

housing or business that would replace this could be worse than what 1s there now.

As for the Kenton neighborhood, we have an Historic Business District filled
with beautiful old buildings that are slowly deteriorating to nothing We also have
empty land overgrown with blackberries that 1s going to waste Lightrail would be the

shot in the arm that 1s needed to jump-start our neighborhood

So, along with all the environmental and I-5 traffic aspects of the Lightrail, there
are revitalization aspects to boot. I don’t quite understand what 1s meant by the phrase
“What part of no do you not understand” because everyone I know and associate with

has said YES, and we don’t understand why the Lightrail 1sn’t here yet.



ELIOT
NEIGHBORHOOD
ASSOCIATION

o ’nM

N q ., I_aAa% @

1)

Ross Roberts

Metro Transportation Department
600 NE Grand Ave

Portland, OR 97232

Dear Mr Roberts

On May 11th, 1999, a joint meeting of the Eliot Neighborhood Association’s Board and Land Use
Commuttee was held on the Interstate Light Rail proposal and the SDEIS

The most radical change 1n the Interstate proposal 1s the part of the alignment through the Eliot
neighborhood A change that was not explored with Eliot before being announced to the general public

The proposed route fails to serve Ehot’s core residennial area and the high density zoning created
for a hight rail route by the Albina Community Plan along Flint Avenue It also fails to serve Emanuel
Hospital and the Broadway Weidler corndor

Instead, 1t has a station a&Russell where 1t will serve two taverns, a handful of residents, and an
already built-out industnal sanctuary, and 1t will cause problems for the flow of freight in the area
High density residential and retail 1s forbidden in lower Albina by the zoning The type of businesses
and traffic flows were such that the Lower Albina distnict was barely discussed in the Central City
Transportanon Management Plan

Therefore the Eliot Neighborhood’s position 1s that if the proposed light rail from the Rose Quar-
ter to Expo C:nter along Interstate Avenue 1s, the following stipulation must be met

Tri-Met does not use any money for the route from Oregon Convention Urban Renewal funds

Exisung truck access must be preserved to the lower Albina area, and the proposed overcrossing
must be built before starting construction on hght rail

The existing through bus routes 1n the Eliot neighborhood must be kept

Pedestrian access and environment from the station along Russell up under the freeway must be
improved = Stk Ui

A feeder bus/shuttle shall be implemented along Russell that provides service to the hospital and
Elot’s core residential area

6 There must be ongoing community involvement in the detailed planming process for the light rail

N »—

W

‘N

project

Sincerely,

M. fbbfm 7 2%
Dan Bucknei teven D Rogers
ENDA Chair ENDA Land Use Cha
Interstate Brands 533 NE Brazee
POB 12165 Portland, OR 97212
Portland, OR 97212 503-281-1799

503-287-1114

cc r"‘l’,o_rl_li:ind,Clty,éounc;@ W&yﬂ} /(&{7(2

Tr-Met Board



35800
Testimony submitted to the Portland City Council for
the June 15, 1999 City Council Meeting.

From John W Diehnel,
Re Interstate Light Rail

I have always been for hight rail 1 have support both hight ral to Gresham and to
Beaverton [ beheye the line to Portland Intemational Airport will prove a good
investment I voted for the North/South light rail project The hine to Clackamas made a
lot of scnse  The hne north made sense when 1t went across the Columba Raver 10
Vancouver The building of a line up Interstate Avenue to the Expo Center is the wrong
solution 1s badly planned and 1s defintcly misrepresented to the public

o Interstate Light Rail 1s not about transportation It 1s about high density housing

o Interstate Light Rail makes a neghgible impact on vehicular traffic to and from North
Portland

e Interstate Light Rail makes even less impact on vehicular traffic 0 and from
Vancouver

e Interstate Light Rail does nothing to improve the speed or timeliness of public
transportation to and from North Portland that could not be done with existing bus
senices

¢ Other than scrung up Interstate Avenue for massive redevelopment for high density
housing projects, Interstate Light Rail spends $350 plus mithon taxpayer dollars to
replace the Numbcer 5 Bus [ ne

The Interstatc light rail proposal does not provide any mecanungful solution to the North

Portland transportation problems

e The Tn-Met Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement says 1t only marginally
impacts the number of vehicle trips to and from North Portland

e The SFIS shows that while 1t does rcduce the traffic load on Interstate Avenue, 1t
simply shifts the majonty of that traffic to other ncighborhood streets less able to
handle the traffic

e The SLIS shows 1t adversely impacts all east-west traffic throughout the region
it does nothing to solve the major north/south transportauon problem which 1s I-5 to
Vancouver North Portland traffic on I-5 15 an extremely small part of the -5 taffic
strcam Even a casual observation of [-5 rush hour traffic shows lew vchicles exiting
i-5 to North Portland 1n the afternoon and few vehicles entenng 1-5 South in the
mormng The vast majonty of the total I-3 traflic sucam crosses to and from Clark
County If a hght rail 1s cver built to Clark County, 1t 1s much more hkely to be an
extension of the Aurport line to East Clark County Clark County voters have already
spoken quitc loudly on thatissuc

e  While 1t does shorten the mass transit commute tume from North Portland to
Downtown 1t does so only because light rail il recene preferennal treatment at all
waffic hights Give the Number 5 bus the same preferenual treatment and the Number

Pdgu fot2
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5 bus would be just as quick It 1s not a vahd argument to say one service 1s quicker
than another when you give one service a substantial advantage that 1s denied to the
other

Light rail on Interstate Axenue will severely hamper emergency vehicles A single
lane of traffic in each direction does not allow space tor emergency vehucles to get
past traffic Tri-Met has publicly stated they are considering mitigaung that by
allowing emergency vehicles to use the Light rail nght of way While that s a good
thought, cxisting construction estimates are for “tie and ballast * Cars and trucks can
not drive on tie and ballast Interstate light rail would have to be paved at an
immensely hugher cost

Interstate light rail really 1s a high density housing development ool and a business
destruction tool

Qur history with the construction of east-west hight rail has clearly shown that a
business located on the street where liaht rail s built has hutle it any chance of
surviving the construction phase Interstate light rail spells the death of most of the
busitiesses aloug Interstate Avenue Any business that depends on vehicular traftic for
survival 1s guaranteed to fail

The high density residential zoning that comes as a requirement with hight rail
clearly imphies that Trni-Mct and the city desire to build a hugh density smp city down
Interstate Avenue 1 his really means the Tri-Met and the city intend the destrucuon of
the existing neighborhoods and businesses as part of the big picture [ believe the
citizens of the area deserve to be given this piece ot information

John W Dichnel

PMB 282

11919 N Jantzen Ave
Portland OR 97217
S03-286-2400

Board of Directors  Hayden Island Neighborhood Association Board of Director
Board of Dircctors  North Portland Business Association

1ce-President Oregon Liveaboard Association

Page 2 of 2
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Testimony at Portland hearing on “North” light rail.  June 16, 1999
Art Lewellan

I support the “North” light rail proposal. It is our prime example of how to
improve the entire “South/North” light rail expansion. It has minimal
environmental impacts & reasonably simple engineering. These important
changes in route design have brought it’s costs down 22%. The extension to
Expo Center is crucial to attract Vancouver ridership. I guarantee that just as
the Westside park-n-rides are filled daily, so will the Expo park-n-ride be filled
every day. Support from Vancouver to finish the line will grow. Compared to
the original proposal, the “North” light rail is obviously more supportable.

I have not given up hope that a light rail line will be built to Oregon City.
Personally, I think diesel & even natural gas buses suck. I do not support the
bus expansion plan that includes widening McLoughlin Blvd between SE 17th
& Tacoma Street. Only by removing the stoplights on McLoughlin can traffic
& transit be improved through this corridor. I’m afraid that widening
McLoughlin will eliminate the light rail right of way. I’m afraid that the
eastern row of mature trees will have to be cut down. I’m afraid that the
widening is not going to help either transit or traffic.

At this point, I must say that Portland did not take a step backward with the
“widely” rejected South/North. The “North” light rail is proof that impacts &
costs can be reduced & this was an important lesson if we are to continue light
rail expansion. Other lessons we learned during the controversial planning
have resulted in more new rail projects, than we may have been able to realize,
if the South/North were left unopposed. We now have the Airport MAX, the
Central City Streetcar & its’ expansion plans, the Washington County
Commuter-rail, the country’s first high-speed train service, the resurgence of
the “Amtrak Pioneer”, the improved “North” light rail & what I feel is a rail
transit proposal that we should “pounce on”, the rail transit shuttle between
Milwaukie, Lake Oswego & points west.

We have also broadened our land-use planning guidelines by realizing its
limits, with regard to what affected residents can accept. And, we have
discovered new urban design potential through the concerted effort to
maintain confidence that rail transit, particularly surface light rail, should
become the standard transit feature of Portland & more American cities.



Testimony at Metro Council, June 14, 1999 : Art Lewellan
Regarding South Williamette River Crossing

After lengthy study, Metro concludes that there 1s no possibility of a feasible
‘new” bridge-across the Williamette River The widening of the Sellwood Bridge
1s not desireable, or (in my opinion) necessary I must again strongly disagree with
the JPACT judgement, “upgrading the Ross Island Bnidge to handle more traffic
will NOT reduce traffic on the Sellwood Bridge” As much as half of the
“cut-through” Sellwood traffic should be diverted to the Ross Island Bndge

Last week, ODOT conceptual plans for redeveloping the Ross’s “westside
ramps” were unveiled at the South Portland Circulation Study Open House These
plans call for a “stop-lighted intersection” on the Ross, just above Moody Ave
This concept may allow for increased traffic volumes on the Ross by slowing
traffic down From this intersection, access ramps from I-5 North to the Ross & to
[-405 from the Ross 1s a highly desireable diversion of more “cut-through” traffic
that 1s an imposition upon the SW Portland neighborhoods

I have been trying to delay the Ross Isl Bnidge resurfacing project & calling for a
widening of the Ross mnstead With a stop-lighted intersection, 1t may be possible
to leave the Ross 1n 1ts’ 4 lane configuraion However, the Ross should be
widened in lane width & center “lines”

I am a frequent pedestrian user of the Ross & am fully aware of 1ts’ dangerous &
ahienating sidewalk, which should be widened to 6’ - 8’ wath a railing installed
between the sidewalk & the traffic lanes It 1s an msult to protect the concrete
balistrade from auto impact, while leaving pedestrians exposed to the mortal
danger of such a collision The people from ODOT that I have spoken to about this
situation “flippantly” denv accountability & “pass the buck” It was a mustake to
remove the widened -~ icwalks from the Mormson Bnidge Ask any bicychst or
pedestnian that uses the Momson The Ross 1s no different & 1n fact, 1s in greater
need of a wader, north sidewalk '

Regarding the rail bridge between Milwaukie & Lake Oswego. I'm sure that
a vanation of this transit service proposal will find support in each community It’s
also an opportunity for “transit oriented development” according to the 2040
Regional & Town Center concepts, which I support, as long as “precious” lands
(parks, school grounds, hustoric buildings & landmarks) are not sacnificed for
“out-of-scale” development or subsequent impacts of that development
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Mayor Katz and City Commissioners
City of Portland

1220 S W 5th

Portland, OR 97204

Honorable Mayor Katz and Commissioners
| am speaking as a private individual living in North Portland

| support the Interstate MAX proposal and encourage you to pursue all avenues towards
it's creation | hope that the activities associated with this proposal place as much
emphasis on redevelopment in North Portland as i1s placed on the transportation
element

My involvement with light rail in the metro area began while | was chairman of the
Powellhurst-Gilbert Neighborhood Association in the early 1980's That Association (like
most in East County) was against rail In retrospect, clearly from a neighborhood
revitalization perspective, it was the right decision to build rail even though some things
could have been done better Later | was involved in discussions during the Albina Plan
about the potential iImpact and interactions of rail in the Overlook area of North Portland
| expended hundreds of hours on the South/North proposal as a member of the Overlook
Neighborhood Light Rail committee | drafted the first letter representing the Interstate
Avenue Association position against (60%-40%) light rail on Interstate Avenue | was an
invited participant in a private developer's workshop that was part of the South/North
economic impact study | was active in an effort with businesses concerned about an
alignment proposal that would close the Alberta ramp to |-5 In short | consider myself
very knowledgeable about the South/North proposal

In the end | found that not only could | not support the South/North proposal, but | felt it
contained more potential downside than benefit to my district | actively campaigned and
voted against the South/North proposal

The North proposal is an entirely different proposal This new proposal seems to ask
"how can your district benefit from light rail" rather than "how can we get light rail through
your district with the least amount of money and most quickly” This proposal has caught
my imagination There are implementation details that need resolution, but the potential
benefits far outweigh the negatives The creation of an Urban Renewal Area in
conjunction with light rail 1s a powerful strategy for redevelopment | find your proposal to
siphon URA dollars for rail funding an acceptable compromise in light of the recently
announced private monies targeted for redevelopment in my district

| greatly appreciate your leadership on this important matter
erely, !

, L

Doug Hartman
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Portland/Vancouver I-5 Trade Corridor

What Is This Study?

The Portland Vancouver I-5 Trade Corridor
Study 1s a bi-state transportation planning and
design study of the I-5 comdor between [-84 in
Oregon and 1-205 in Washington It has two
phases 1) Corndor Planning and 2) Project

AR R Development

low Joes conge:ﬂon.

: -1 The first task will take an
mwm”y? mtial look at how

congestion in this
corndor affects the regional economy, whether
there 1s a range of promising solutions worth full
evaluation, and how improvements might be
funded Ths task s called the Freight
Feasibility and Needs Assessment

To accomplish this task the region’s policy
makers are seeking advice and nput from key
business and civic leaders in Oregon and
Washington Based on the results of this task,
the region will begin a full analysis of
reasonable alternatives and will identify
promusing solutions mm a Corndor Development
and Management Plan The CDMP will include
an extensive public involvement effort

Why Is It Needed?

The convergence of interstate freeways, rail
lines, air, and inland and occan waterways has

Fact Sheet June 4, 1999

robust economv This section of I-5 1s at the

heart of that . % T
transportation hub | ,”,“2%{3; igO:gemor:
But this section of W #B’ today. :

I-5 1s notable for
another reason - 17 is the most congested
bottleneck in the region s freeway system
Without significant improvements, the amount
of overall vehicle delay will triple over the next
20 vears. and the delay for trucks will nearly
quadruple Delays of thuis magnitude brning high
costs to the region’s businesses and degrade our
quality of hfe

Ultimately, this study will identify needed
transportation improvements and recommend
solutions to the region s policy makers

Who Is Doing the Study?

The studsy 1s a joint project between the Oregon
and Washington Departments of Transportation
They are working in partnership with the cities
and ports of Portland and Vancouver, Metro,
Southwest Washington Regional Transportation

Council, TnMet 7 ,

and CTran - The Leaderstyp

H e Committee is the focal
owever, the rea JAPYS ‘!

focal point for the pavion fan‘

first task 1s the Leadership Commuttee This
group includes 14 top business and civic leaders

2 created a
THs s one of the nation’s transportation hub who not only bring an excepttonal understanding
most umportant centers for | ke any other on of trade. but have demonstrated commitment to
trade — and this corridor is | the West Coast  As the community plans and goals for the region
at the heart of the actvily. | a result. the .
' The Freight Feasibhitv and Needs Asscssment

Portland/ Vancouver
arca has become one of the nation s most

important centers for distnbution and trade - and
that trade has n turn, provided our regron with a

will be completed in late 1999 The CDMP will
begin in carly 2000 and should be completed in
one and a half to two scars

For More Information, contact

Dan Lasden ODOT or
(503) 731-8563, danicl flavden « odot state or us

Boian McMullen. WSDOT
(360) 905-2035. memullbi@wsdot wa goy
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3009 NE Emerson St
Portland, Oregon 97211
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Email
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33 North Central #303
Medford, Oregon 97501
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Email
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Testimony for Portland City Council
Hearing on North Interstate Light Rail

Tuesday, June 15, 1999
Brian Hoop, Associate Director, Oregon Action

Thank you for the opportumiy tc speak and share with you findings from the
recent Northwest Job Gap Study and the need for providing living wage jobs
in the construction of the North Interstate Light Rail Project My name 1s
Bnian Hoop, Associate Director for Oregon Action Oregon Actionis a
statewide orgamization with over 15,000 low-to-middle income dues paying
members commuitted to economic justice and fairness

The study was produced by the Northwest Policy Center at the University of
Washington Graduate School of Public Affairs, Oregon Action, and a
statewide steering committee made up of representatives of business,
organized labor, government, and commumty groups Bev Stein, our
Multnomah County Executive, participated on the Oregon Job Gap Steering
Commuttee Her participation has been much appreciated and valued

The Northwest Job Gap Study explores the gap between the number of hiving
wage jobs being created 1n the Northwest and the number of people needing
living wage jobs The study aims to provide regional answers to the
questions What 1s a iving wage? Are we creating enough jobs that pay a
living wage?

The hiving wage for a single adult 1s $10 07 an hour A Living Wage 1s based
on what 1s needed to meet one’s basic needs without resorting to public
benefits and provides some ability to deal with emergencies and plan ahead
This equates to a full time salary of $20,943 per year, based on 2080 hours of
work per year This 1s a statewide average In higher cost areas, including the
Portland metro area, Marion, Lane, Deschutes, and Jackson counties the hving
wage 1s even higher at $10 36 per hour

The living wage for a single adult with two children 1s $16 36 an hour, or
$34,019 per year In higher cost areas, like Portland, 1t1s $17 13 per hour
Our monthly budgets include providing for basics such as food, housing,
utilities, transportation, childcare, health care, and household costs like
clothing, etc And this assumes that the employer provides health insurance

While we recognize that many low-wage workers currently are not provided
health coverage, we advocate that comprehensive health insurance provided
by the employer 1s integral to the living wage movement The lack of health

TAK FRIRNES: - Gekitis I-’EG I' LUkoLe WRGE JOBS-
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coverage for many low wage workers only further exacerbates the struggle of
families to make ends meet In addition, we believe that working famihes
should also be able to save money for unforeseen circumstances Currently
the national savings average is dangerously low at roughly 1% of one’s salary

How does the hiving wage study impact the construction of the North
interstate Light Rail Project and the economy of North/Northeast Portland”
Oregon Action urges you to invest public tax dollars towards providing living
wage jobs on this project by priontizing the hinng of a workforce from those
communities Investing 1n living wage jobs for North/Northeast residents will
help fuel the economic revitalization along the route this project 1s intended to
inspire as well as go along way 1n building a base of community support for
this project that 1s so desperately needed

About half of all job openings in Oregon, or 47%, pay less than the $10 07 an
hour living wage for a single adult In addition, there are more people looking
for work than there are job openings that pay a living wage For every one job
opening paying a living wage at $10 07 there are six individuals seeking that
job While I don’t know the unemployment rate for North/Northeast Portland
I can only imagine the impact of unemployment is far worse 1n those
neighborhoods About three-quarters of all job openings, or 77%, pay less
than the $16 36 an hour living wage for a single adult with two children For
every one job opening paying a living wage at $16 36 there are fourteen
individuals seeking that job

Some people who have not had to survive on low wages might not understand
how people earning less than these living wages make ends meet Many are
being forced to do without what should be basics — for example, going without
health coverage or choosing between which bills to pay Some live 1n
substandard housing, others receive help from other family members, work
two jobs, or work under the table Many increasingly depend on credit,
creating a higher monthly burden from debt service on credit cards And, yes,
many families earming a low wage are increasingly turning to public benefits
to make ends meet Our wages aren’t “high”, they’re intentionally made hgh
enough so that people do not have to resort to these actions

At its core, the Northwest Job Gap Study makes a clear case for the creation
of living wage jobs on public projects, such as the North Light Rail Project,
when public tax dollars are used You as elected leaders must commut to
public policies that build and promote healthy and sustainable economies
based on living wage jobs that allow working individuals and families in
Oregon to live with dignity and security

Thank you for your time

\Ws2\ws2\My Documents\Brian's Folder\Programs-Orgamzing\Living Wages\6-99 MAX
hving wage testtmony doc
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AeouT THE NorTHWEST JoB GAP STUuDY

The Northwest Job Gap Study 1s a joint project of the Northwest Policy Center at the
Unuversity of Washington Graduate School of Public Affairs and the Northwest
Federation of Commurty Organizations

The Northwest Policy Center 1s an applied policy research center that works with
policy makers and practiioners to improve strategies for a vital Northwest economy,
with an emphasis on the health and well-being of the region’s people, commuruties,
and environment

The Northwest Federation of Commuruty Orgamzations 1s a regional federation of
four statewide, community-based social and economuc justice organizations
Montana People’s Action, Idaho Citizen’s Network, Oregon Action, and Washington
Citizen Action These organizations represent a broad based, grassroots constituency
including disenfranchised and low-to-moderate income residents They engage 1n
commuruty organuzing and coahtion building, and conduct 1ssue campaigns at the
state and communuity level

Guiding the Northwest Job Gap Study and 1its research and analysis, and education
and outreach efforts are state steering commuttees made up of representatives of
business, labor, government, and communty groups

Funding for the Northwest Job Gap Study 1s provided 1n part by a grant from the
Northwest Area Foundation

For more information contact

Northwest Federation of Northwest Policy Center
Commuruty Orgaruzations Unuversity of Washington
100 South King Street, #240 Box 353060

Seattle, WA 98104 Seattle, WA 98195-3060
206/382-2082 (phone), 206/543-7900 (phone),
206/389-0049 (fax) 206/616-5769 (fax)
nwfco@seanet com npcbox@u washington edu

http //www seanet com/~nwfco/  http //weber u washington edu/~npcweb/



SEARCHING FOR
Work THAT PArs:

NormTHWEST JoB GAP STUDY

OREGON

PURrRPOSE OF THE STUDY

The Northwest Job Gap Study explores the gap between the number of living wage
jobs being created in the Northwest and the number of people needing hving wage
jobs. It also seeks to raise awareness and promote public dialogue about the job
gap and policy options to address it.

The Northwest Job Gap Study—which covers the states of Idaho, Montana,

Oregon, and Washington—aims to provide answers to the questions-

¢ What s a living wage?

* Are we creating enough jobs that pay a living wage?

¢ Which occupations and industnes provide living wage job opportunities for
people needing them?

e How can we promote living wage jobs and make sure people needing these
jobs are able to get and keep them?

This report examines the first two of these questions.

Key FiINDINGS

The key findings for Oregon, based on 1996 data, are:

* The living wage for a single adult is $10.07 an hour. This is based on what is
needed to meet basic needs and provides some ability to plan ahead. The
living wage for a single adult with two children is $16.36 an hour.

¢ About half of all job openings (47 percent) pay less than the $10.07 an hour
living wage for a single adult. About three quarters of all job openings (77
percent) pay less than the $16.36 an hour living wage for a single adult with
two children.

* For each job opening that pays at least the $10.07 an hour iving wage for a
single adult, there are six job seekers on average. For each job opening that
pays at least the $16.36 an hour living wage for a single adult with two
children, there are 14 job seekers on average.



WHAT i1s A Livine WAGE?

A hving wage is a wage that allows families to meet their basic needs without
resorting to public assistance and provides them some ability to deal with
emergencies and plan ahead.

Living wages are calculated on the basis of famly budgets for several household
types, as shown 1n the table on the following page. Family budgets include basic
necessities such as food, housing and utilities, transportation, health care, child
care, and household, clothing, and personal items; state, local, and federal taxes;
and savings.

Living wages are:

¢ For a single adult, $20,943 a year or $10.07 an hour.

¢ For a single adult with one child, $27,202 a year or $13.08 an hour.

¢ For a single adult with two children, $34,019 a year or $16.36 an hour.

* For two adults, one of whom is working, with two children, $29,197 a year or
$14.04 an hour.

¢ For two adults, both of whom are working, with two children, $37,404 a year
or $17.98 an hour (which means that the combined wages of both working
adults need to total this amount).

These are statewide averages. In some areas, costs are higher (particularly for
housing and child care) and, as a result, hving wages are higher. In other areas,
including most of the state’s rural areas, costs and, therefore, living wages are
lower. Living wages for higher cost and lower cost areas are:

Higher Cost Areas Lower Cost Areas

Single adult $10 36/hour $9 45/hour

Single adult with one child $13 57/hour $12 31/hour

Single adult with two children $17 13/hour $15 37/hour

Two adults (one working| $14 34/hour $13 32/hour
with two children

Two adults (both workingl $18 75/hour $17 05/hour

with two children

The state’s hugher cost areas are Multnomah, Washington, Clackamas, Marion,
Polk, Yamhill, Benton, Lane, Deschutes, and Jackson counties.

The state’s minimum wage 1s less than 60 percent of the living wage for a single
adult and less than 35 percent of the iving wage for a single adult with two
children. The state’s average annual wage ($27,046 1n 1996) 1s 129 percent of the
living wage for a single adult and 80 percent of the living wage for a single adult
with two children.




OREGON FAMILY BUDGETS (IN 1996 DoLLARS)

Household 1 Household 2 Household 3 Household 4 Household 5
dj Food 141 263 331 462 462
{_‘,ﬁj Housing & Utilities 453 568 568 568 568
B\ Transportation 372 321 364 333 390
r& Health Care 60 n2 125 152 152
@ Child Care 0 146 498 0 498
g‘\? Household, Clothing
& Personal 222 273 300 327 340
Y8 savings 139 7 188 205 212
{j State, Local & Federal Taxes 359 414 461 386 495
Gross Monthly Income Needed 1,745 2,267 2,835 2,433 3n7
Gross Annual Income Needed 20,943 27,202 34,019 29197 37.404*
Living Wage (at 2080 hrs/yr] $10 07 $13 08 $16 36 $14 04 $17 98

Household 11s a single adult

Household 2 1s a single adult with a school-age child (age -8 yrs)

Household 3 1s a single adult with a toddler (12-24 months) and a school-age child (age 6-8 yrs)
Household 4 1s two adults (one of whom 1s working) with a toddler and a school-age child
Household 5 1s two adults (both of whom are working) with a toddler cnd a school-age child

*Total amount earned by two working adults




ARre WE CrReATING ENOUGH
Joes THAT PAx A Livine WAGE?

The Oregon economy 1s not creating enough living wage jobs for all those who
need them, according to several indicators. These include the number of working
age households compared to the number of jobs that pay a living wage, the
percentage of jobs and job openings that pay less than a living wage, and the
number of job seekers compared to the number of job openings that pay a living
wage.

In 1996, there were shightly more than 1 million working age households in
Oregon, but fewer than 760,000 jobs that could support a single adult and slightly
more than 300,000 jobs that could support a single adult with two children.

Forty-four percent of all jobs 1n the economy pay less than the $10 07 an hour
living wage for a single adult and 76 percent pay less than the $16.36 an hour
living wage for a single adult with two children.

The job market that job seekers face 1s similarly limited. Of all job openings, about
half (47 percent) pay less than the $10.07 an hour hving wage for a single adult, as
shown 1n the chart below. About three quarters of job openings (77 percent) pay
less than the $16.36 an hour living wage for a single adult with two children. It is
important to note the distinction between jobs and job openings. Not all jobs come
open during a year. Job openings are of particular interest because they provide
employment opporturuties to people looking for work.

OrEGON DisTriBUTION OF JoB OPENINGS BY WAGE RATE

9000 ¢ | 47% of job openings do not pay a living wage for a single adult

8000
7000
6000
5000
4000 ¥
3000
2000 EEEE
1000
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i I 77% of job openings do not
| adult with two children
l

$5 $1007 $16 36 $25*

Number of Job Openings that pay
between $5 and $25 per hour

Dollars per Hour

*There are few job openings in the economy that pay more than $25 an hour Due to lack of space they
have not been included here




In addition, there are more people looking _ft;rv work than there are job openings

that pay a hiving wage. As shown 1n the table below, job gap ratios, which

compare job seekers to job openings, are:

¢ For each job operung, regardless of pay, there are three job seekers on
average.

¢ For each job operung that pays at least the $10.07 an hour living wage for a
single adult, there are six job seekers on average.

¢ For each job opening that pays at least the $16.36 an hour living wage for a
single adult with two children, there are 14 job seekers on average.

For those job openings that pay a living wage and require at most some
combination of a high school diploma, on-the-job training, work experience, and/
or post-high school vocational training, the competition may be even stronger.
Fifty rune percent of all job openungs that pay at least the $10.07 an hour living
wage for a single adult require that amount of education and training. For those
job openings that pay at least the $16.36 an hour living wage for a single adult
with two chuldren, the proportion 1s 23 percent.

OreGON JoB GAP RATIO

Household1  Household 3 All Job

$10 07 16 36 Openings
Job Seekers 166,926 166,926 166,926
Job Openings 30,190 1,947 61,796
Job Seekers per Job Opening 6tol 14101 3tol
Percent of all Job Openings paying less than a lving wage 47% 77%

Job gap ratios are calculated by dividing the number of people who were looking
for work at some point during 1996 by the number of job openings that year. The
ratios indicate that, for example, there are six times as many job seekers as there
are job openings that pay at least the $10.07 an hour living wage for a single adult,
not necessarily that there are six people competing for each job of that type. The
ratios do not take into account characteristics of job seekers such as their
household size, therr skills, or education and training.

Job seekers total 166,926, which equals about 10 percent of total employment in the
state. Job seekers include:

* The unemployed—people who are not employed, but looking for work.
Included are those who have been laid off, quit their jobs, are entering the
workforce for the first time, or are re-entering 1t. Not included are those who
are unemployed due to temporary layoff or those looking only for part-me
work. About 64 percent of job seekers are unemployed.

¢ Involuntary part-time workers—people who work less than full time, but
want to work full time. About 29 percent of job seekers are involuntary part-
time workers.

(9) ]



FINDINGS FOrR OREGON

Job Openings Paying a Living
Wage requiring some post high

school education or training® -
All Openings Paying a
lving Wage*

Total Job Openings

Total Job Seekers

0 2 Q0 80 80 100 120 140 160 180
*Lving wage refers
to a single adult
household Thousands of Job Openings and Job Seekers

* Discouraged and margnally attached workers—people who are not
employed and not currently looking for work, but have looked within the
past year. In the case of discouraged workers, they are not seeking work
because they believe there are no jobs available or none for which they are
qualified. And in the case of marginally attached workers, 1t 1s because of
personal or financial reasons. About seven percent of job seekers are
discouraged or marginally attached workers.

It is important to note that the unemployment rate reflects only the unemployed
and, therefore, misses about 40 percent of all job seekers.

The 166,926 figure is likely an underestimate of the actual number of job seekers.
Ideally, the count of job seekers would capture everyone, working or not, who
needs a living wage job. The figure used in thus study understates the number of
job seekers 1n that 1t does not count those who are working full time at less than a
living wage job, but want a living wage job because data on this group do not
exist. It overstates the number in that all the unemployed are counted, even
though some may not be looking for a living wage job. Also, people who left the
labor market and then re-entered the same occupation are counted among the job
seekers, whereas those who moved directly from one job to another in the same
occupation are not. However, assuming even a fraction of the 650,000 people
working at less than a living wage job for a single adult want a living wage job,
the count is, on balance, an underestimate.

Job openings total 61,796 and include:

¢ Job openings due to growth—the result of new jobs being created by new or
existing firms. About 48 percent of all job openings are due to growth.



¢ Job openings due to net replacement—the result of people retiring, entering
school or the military, moving across state boundaries, changing
occupations, or otherwise leaving the occupation in which they currently
work. About 52 percent of job openings are due to net replacement.

Not included are job openings due to people changing employers, but remaining
in the same occupation because these are largely invisible to the average job seeker.
Also not included, for the same reason, are job openungs for unpaid family workers
and self-employment.

Job openings are broken down by occupation, wages paid, and education and
training required. Wage and education and training data were collected and
analyzed for over 800 occupations. In determining which job openings paid a
hving wage, the state median wage for an occupation was used, where available;
this means that half the people in the occupation earn less and half more than that
amount. Not everyone will start at the median wage, but many should progress to
that wage over time.

As shown in the chart on the previous page, 30,190 of the 61,796 job openings pay
at least the $10.07 an hour living wage for a single adult. And 17,713 of these job
openungs pay at least the $10.07 an hour living wage for a single adult and require
at most some combination of a high school diploma, on-the-job training, work
experience, and/or post-tugh school vocational training.

NEexT STEPS

Thus first phase of the Northwest Job Gap Study develops estimates of living
wages needed to support families and documents the extent to which there 1s

a gap between the number of living wage jobs being created in Oregon and other
Northwest states, and the number of people needing living wage jobs. Despite
strong growth and the creation of many new jobs over the last decade, Oregon’s
economy is not creating enough living wage jobs for all those who need them, as
indicated by a comparison of living wage jobs to households, the percentage of
jobs and job openings that pay a living wage, and the ratio of job seekers to job
openungs that pay a hving wage.

Next phases of the Northwest Job Gap Study will focus on 1dentifying which
occupations and industries provide hiving wage job opportunities to people
needing them; analyzing workforce demographics such as race/ethnicity,
gender, and education and training levels 1n the context of living wage jobs;

and identifying ways to promote living wage jobs and make sure people needing
these jobs are able to get and keep them. Also, education and outreach will be
conducted to raise awareness and promote public dialogue about the job gap.
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June 15, 1999 City Council Public Comments
On North Light Rail Interstate MAX

Pro (with stipulations) | Against Continuation of Verbal
Testimony
20 4 2

Tally of Written, and E-Mail Comments
Related and Received Prior to the June 15, 1999
City Council Public Hearing
On North Light Rail Interstate MAX

Pro (with stipulations) Against
13 9
Total
Pro Against Continuation of
Verbal
Testimony
33 13 2




35800
INTERSTATE MAX

PUBLIC COMMENT MEETING
PORTLAND CITY COUNCIL

TINE 15. 1999

Please provide your written comments below.
NAME% X;;W—*

ADDRESS S R4 NE AGFE
PHONE (Optional) §/3-6232_.

97212~




35800

North/Northeast Economic Development Alliance’s Position on the
Continued Study of Funding, Design and Construction of the Proposed
North Light Rail

Represented before Portland City Council on June 15, 1999

The NNEEDA supports the continued study with the intent to build of a
North Light Rail. NNEEDA does so with the expectation that the North
Light Rail should be designed to:
o Support a quality, balanced transportation system in North Portland.
o Spur development driven by the Albina Plan, community and
stakeholders’ input.
o Proactively tie the rail’s construction and maintenance jobs and business
opportunities to local residents and businesses.

We support the Mayor Katz and Portland Development Commission
proposal to seek funding support for the rail from the establishment of an
urban renewal zone along the rail. A zone is an excellent tool and catalyst to
support the construction, then capitalize on the development that the rail
should be designed to encourage.

NNEEDA and our member organizations did not and do not support the use
of Oregon Convention Center Urban Renewal Area dollars to fund the North
Light Rail. The potential $ Imillion or less loan from the zone for the North
Rail Station in the OCCURA is tolerable, if the Lloyd area stakeholders get
clearly identified considerations in exchange for use of their area’s funds.

In fact, the discussion of the use of urban renewal funds in the OCCURA has
raised some important issues that led the Alliance to make the following
recommendations.

a Since there are projects proposed in the URZ without stakeholder review
or comment, such projects and any new projects should have stakeholder
review.

o Use of all remaining URZ dollars must follow the eight goals of the
URZ.

o Priority must be given to clearly identified and committed projects north
of Broadway before any other projects are funded as originally
committed.



35800

The Alhance and its membership appreciate and accept our Mayor’s charge
to specify our community’s one to three years goals and prionties for URZ
projects for the area North of Broadway. This will coincide with our ACP
Five Review.



INTERSTATE MAX 35800
PUBLIC COMMENT MEETING

PORTLAND CITY COUNCIL

TTMNIF 'S 10Q0




INTERSTATE MAX 35800
PUBLIC COMMENT MEETING

PORTLAND CITY COUNCIL

Please provide your written comments below. ‘u LL,
V) v = :

NAME T3S (/OILL(/?TY‘X) Cunrzens ]:ou Sens ble 7(&3()« 1

ADDRESS ’a% SU\/ MW( S G~ ST §'28

PHONE (Optional) P05 [, T 1o i

YOov7? ~ /S aS(M—L‘/'

B(_.u)(/l{’ Euc, - ]l a(/ *W‘Sfu(
2[\/”’\7 Fople Offo(ﬁw(%(&'
- 7D (.;é/‘éﬁcﬂ'd’f cﬁm«’i&) c’(/a‘yb (@LV{ /tu/
— 4o huwes f&s{(z wﬁwmwf‘?ef‘bm
(o choat Yeono T
g {7)54::,00« Suscnsss a nd Ve c_:us
Lo <l 02 fre ey esnd) Rapto~

e

toeR S

2) Mot ao Mot QNHW.J = howy
O{@ M/‘ngtg’“ he8 ( u velted Z¢u§€ NSEu T

3) Tnuslve he Comoments P,ﬂd,d(( fa«a};c;j’
(v pese et S huse h7(d o] o rew
Han
)\Géyhéwémrr)S l Wil j@”(\“cﬁ "
We asgee ‘Lo ! ?ﬂﬁww]lw !IZ;/('J_ (a«(,/ '{“Ui;sw
l{) li@»fw ('Jw\:(e&wuh\wf h' s r L e

Iln an g/n:«:)gf
Y €S

e



3 5 8 0 0 \)ﬁg\v\\’
e e E&\)f/\‘p&

S Ceasse AT

Z;w‘-’ ""Z'z%é e ,/'* R = f {) w/‘/

// : /L Y(C(
P b & Canr . M ZM(‘[;&“JOP(QSCO#
& ’/é = ODY Ll
‘ﬁ”/ 7/‘1 AR ‘v‘” 5 \i* 77 ‘/*"/ \Q—V*-/ ow‘/ A el
o /LQ'%’; ,Q/d_ffg L-«m,w_. // L//' 77"'“ / / . ///u = /%[447:»//

< "l lorvat7 4~7‘ Ve,

/ 42- Yo o [ L ?Q, 7«-‘9 /w/{sz- Al D Vi BT e
,,/“,b; BT (}-%hp?/y L S e
2 3 %M A4 J:qu?fb Mawo é /\MM .
i ol fealporias  ttia)
/\ﬂ/%« uér,a / ﬁb ,{,-,ij A Zﬁ /77/C7</
3 Wfﬂwztvéf f%{/ e o o
"},.-—bu vavg/ 974,6% Mﬂ%jﬁ@w
L mm%7 m%fﬁboTW /ngo
S e Mw __ ~€4/ . AV,‘—-:// e

' [/

SRR |/ g:ld: ﬂ“‘"” : ' ' ,‘/ s

M /7gé Qé/mte_/ ru,o/ VL”%MG—&EJMY\SIA

R s /iﬁo:éw %;76:/.%@( . 7@&;&;,%@75/ |
S @ Pﬁ;wv ﬂ;t%

/VZ" »z:”l/yui«%f < ﬂfﬁﬂ%@f vty

/l,u/'éztiﬁoéfm«w //I(,,/JMA/ fm, 7‘—/ ’L‘%// K//uUW

Mﬂ/z/wfj’ ﬂrfwv /wwy/te/ a/.»/( /ﬂuf %«4

Lphfiss

- 3 O e A o MZ}/@ e vme<7 i/g/éb'/;wb/




2

pa oy o~ 1 7
Lo Cadpraed e IO
C 0 QY Pre s ot [Pie'e ’JQ“ 3
PDOXq72!! L nterstate £7 ruff« f 35800

:z.o-l'-‘z__

Mﬂd F S _%f x AZ.
/z AA/V(A/ »({1794'44/ /44(/74/ w2 2 :
(4,// )\/7’/ e S é—u otz /’e"/z/ ’@/ Z::ﬂ/

;%_ ( J /’\
G AR .),\4// GtoT o

10 _ons s w%qw g Z Setroitels thoe-
1 T //¢, ;/ utﬁu Lo
5/;%1’ (J?/u.,/ M'L/w W~K e /75/'% 2% il
| ‘\3 ﬁf& %/wT ) /(/JL/T/C"I/V A e»’/m/é c:{//(.-%;
L~ é/’/pé),«.x/ﬁéﬂ.ﬂ .CD c,%uebvaazz" &Zf%
%ﬁa%ﬂ,{ﬁ;&é T s 1
, , 2y~ At 72— QZ/&
k7 /f// L daed , %4)/01:7 W

4%‘ %zm/ AR A %&jﬁ U
’ ég =AM » 3 £, -

. ( a_jysa/ua v{)wﬂ-b WMQ.UL/I: L cmdag/%%vl
A 'fﬂ,v/nq, ij /W ‘O’{/\MYYL_, /\JM’U"/‘-' M}W e

CWW{L&M /MJW /P—ébuwvw o JLMAUZUU’—/Z
e nifors 7 F o Al fﬁz whaot rebicde.



INTERSTATE MAX 35800
PUBLIC COMMENT MEETING

PORTLAND CITY COUNCIL

JUNE 15, 1999

Please provide your written comments below.

NAME 6 ERRLD L /(JD.SM-%
ADDRESS 278¢ M. IMELROSE Ok

PHONE (Optional) JF S 7S

=T e N TFRuoR- o LT RBAIC.

—

2. CoNCEBAS CAN BE  mANAED WITH 6eoD i
— LARGE TRuck>  SHoulb Be DIREcTED O6FF i
INTERSTRTE. A5 muth 45 Fo551BLE - TO 526546«77@

TS . G
— SuE  LAnE  SreeeTs A L o
T RaFFe  WELL  wTH# ool SUHAL  PLANMIAG -

3321) AVE s 4 TRIE B RAPLE

s PE - LEWENT
LTBW RalL 15 A m:csss«aT mreﬁsrauc:r; 2 m:‘ "
To Wﬁ 11 PROOE- L.I()&a/ur‘"[ N MHeRTH PO/ :

LieHT BAlC M ConTuriTion{  WITH UEw Pranyne D
R‘ZMOPMW WILL  NSURE.  ~THE JITALTY oF (HTEBSIRTE-
o THE DELAOES  PREAD.



35800
INTERSTATE MAX

PUBLIC COMMENT MEETING
PORTLAND CITY COUNCIL

JUNE 15, 1999

Please provide your written comments below.

NAME AnvimA  ((DsSAY

ADDRESS 3780 N.MERSE PR
RILND 97227

PHONE (Optional) 403.28/. 5765

j d/¢7 //’ é{/ / 2 é % /

pr Lt / V-4 o
jf;ﬂ/) ;; M gus / ¥7 bivs /@ //5 il 76 7&%1/6“/
ity ¥ oy Hael,
o ity 4
ﬁém? o befrere i ot lrzatt e s o il

M //t't—
/}, /%f Lok Ty /o//V
%& ot wnA e e /,r/f/%/77 / /Vm//ﬁ%«

< oo Jnl %

s 2l i e o
-;; Aol d —
M ﬂ( ( / nie W/



INTERSTATE MAX 35800
PUBLIC COMMENT MEETING

PORTLAND CITY COUNCIL

TEONT S

Please provide your written comments below.
NAME Jawmes W0 [for )
ADDRESS Y [0S N (as‘lf'ﬁ

PHONE (Optional)

ol a2 GFlT

0\/"/)00(‘ 1 /t’s.«fethvvf Ol

P"v"“*"&) '\5 accrss or

:}— Gw G n

To

wy O\A’Y access
GIOV\j j:vvte.,gufc Avf’- ,’_ G vA 07?055J o

MA’( Ow “,m(«;we Avf J’:./ f.\,.)n‘)ﬁ/ Ve ¢s Bvs |

GC(ess/ CV:;MG Gvd —tLu,-( MAX 1S éan €)/§50v<’ (N

E“Y' ‘?W’l’uvuo, /
I

M/ Uuse OP "lLf LUJ"\5W5'> Q/D\ﬁ Iu‘l cvg e n
‘ AX.

ﬁeévf‘/s( Qe C qust d/) ka»Q g (O\Ah{"V(e OQ M

A ’?()s g
7Z1C /\/{AX C/oS$:5 oL} v levsete o7 7L€» / < @uo ~
A L,, f !
B (/\O’fL" D w1 & Cyurce © ’Cu §1veTiom 0(:,, “te,

S"/ /jc))a vy y(g.\t)ev-Tg il o 4657 Sce no

\

\,Vu?vo»e o 7 LA M«s5 TVuwnmsg. 7 QKeCCss };P/ause /{’(/’X

{ w l pt : /
&H—mi Gevve -‘(Le-v acca,  GrF A7 gt (ower )



INTERSTATE MAX
PUBLIC COMMENT MEETING

PORTLAND CITY COUNCIL

T 1T 1000

35800

Please provide your wntten comments below.
NAME MARIE MEDKIT Z-
ADDRESS |400 S.E. IptH oS/

PHONE (Optional)




INTERSTATE MAX 35800
PUBLIC COMMENT MEETING '

PORTLAND CITY COUNCIL

JUNE 15, 1999

Please provide your written comments below.

NAME S ¥R/t merest < KAnE N A —DisTeicr =
ADDRESS (S ase RoSeZ Acoru

PHONE (Optional) Z¢9 -39,

/7705‘—93 You hawve heard &"m me_ a-ﬂd/ﬂ Jl:nniée/ S}Qbﬂd
b‘)av; k&\.z/u.ﬁ. At readty , e hece Leen ?ou& ‘/Wd e Tha S/ML‘é;r
W/ g’ raxaec! /'m/n& LAdne s CGroumd Enuirevimenita/ JuSt'ca (E:J)
weae OO@\[OO : 5 ;
77":&'— ; . e d 87 Muarepreasntid o Yoo DEIS. As tndviduodls +
Go ,“C%c&mwm_q CR. o~ 2
M we oo /\-OTW Vs Wy&f

W‘ﬁvqmwﬂnj_s

Arand o2 Con B, ’wow‘ﬁuémfﬁlu

FF a7
Bd et e e b e e T



INTERSTATE MAX 35800

PUBLIC COMMENT MEETING
PORTLAND CITY COUNCIL

SUNE 15 1999

Please provide your written comments below.

NAME  Aoice (e pfman
ADDRESS 3966 A) JlownsuviE

PHONE (Optional) ( 503) 28§ -4132-

GaTeand, 0L 97221

M- X ;

a - Lars

%ZQ_O ~ MAX w..%@%f“\%,w
porlid M&f‘“W'(ﬁ pAX.



INTERSTATE MAX 35800

PUBLIC COMMENT MEETING
PORTLAND CITY COUNCIL

JUNE 15, 1999

Please provide your written commentsybelow. :
'NAME MAVK £ v s erRA
] ///uv
. ADDRESS —732.\6 /U o
PHONE (Optional) ~& 0 —3 276
AAS A&Q»/f\!{/\ (s '/‘UA 7[0v /*7/; '%(C\f (/’/"vy‘f‘.”sf\/“\/’
L\ evr +0 {/?CA}(\I(‘M//\‘/\
é l'j & 7‘ %/r ‘ /

L
OF‘./’)otf?L/A’UJ Mk A
= um(uav;/fx/’! S’Qp/ovf /Co/\

t+he ‘
; ' lc 1o Fhe sl LFTS
ot ‘ ik
SLONN (5o A\'CV*?/ A S As/‘l/avd’t«.ﬂd
C/7/'2eus' EJV(,Q%)

7(((/7 A

iseatew Fo 4 A vo catr
‘ s e ’t/‘fztm"cu»«/ AUV €4
M A /4U(’“’u (S

‘ ('U‘7[ v <A Lo i i
i ¢ A J’L\ ‘s
6’(\»7[ e Tt} e

€) £ A =

L d el A4S

Fov cur/’ﬂ/zfd‘/\
=19 e T ntevs P
AU TS, s, (F R/ PINE 4

) é\ GLJ!‘OOP/U(P
> = /;\/ C/(AJ(",("

ik
b el pebeu =l ap = |
) Ve Pbéugeﬂf’wﬂlf@" 3“*““75‘(%/‘7%
1 (uAJC/CAopeo/ r//é\,('f‘

AU A9 0
g%uj\/ A g Y ETES 7 7(
O\JOQC&/ Sﬁuv- VCJC‘UC./J%}/‘O[/’

L/SL;% ,él""/ //u\c)u»-/



	35800 (1)
	35800 (2)
	35800 (3)
	35800 (4)
	35800 (5)
	35800 (6)
	35800 (7)
	35800 (8)
	35800 (9)
	35800 (10)
	35800 (11)
	35800 (12)
	35800 (13)
	35800 (14)
	35800 (15)
	35800 (16)
	35800 (17)
	35800 (18)
	35800 (19)
	35800 (20)
	35800 (21)
	35800 (22)
	35800 (23)
	35800 (24)
	35800 (25)
	35800 (26)
	35800 (27)
	35800 (28)
	35800 (29)
	35800 (30)
	35800 (31)
	35800 (32)
	35800 (33)
	35800 (34)
	35800 (35)
	35800 (36)
	35800 (37)
	35800 (38)
	35800 (39)
	35800 (40)
	35800 (41)
	35800 (42)
	35800 (43)
	35800 (44)
	35800 (45)
	35800 (46)
	35800 (47)
	35800 (48)
	35800 (49)
	35800 (50)
	35800 (51)
	35800 (52)
	35800 (53)
	35800 (54)
	35800 (55)
	35800 (56)
	35800 (57)
	35800 (58)
	35800 (59)
	35800 (60)
	35800 (61)
	35800 (62)
	35800 (63)
	35800 (64)
	35800 (65)
	35800 (66)
	35800 (67)
	35800 (68)
	35800 (69)
	35800 (70)
	35800 (71)
	35800 (72)
	35800 (73)
	35800 (74)
	35800 (75)
	35800 (76)
	35800 (77)
	35800 (78)
	35800 (79)
	35800 (80)
	35800 (81)
	35800 (82)
	35800 (83)
	35800 (84)
	35800 (85)
	35800 (86)
	35800 (87)
	35800 (88)
	35800 (89)
	35800 (90)
	35800 (91)
	35800 (92)
	35800 (93)
	35800 (94)
	35800 (95)
	35800 (96)
	35800 (97)
	35800 (98)
	35800 (99)
	35800 (100)

