
Bicycle Advisory Committee 
Meeting Notes
12 January, 2015
BAC Members Present:
Ian Stude, Heather McCarey, Christopher Ackerman, Elliot Akway-Scott, Roger Averbeck, Dana Dickman, Reza Farhoodi, Jocelyn Gaudi, Rithy Khut, Carl Larson, Keith Liden, Shayna Rehberg, Evan Ross, Kari Schlosshauer
BAC Members Absent:
Leah Benson, Dan Bower, Maria Erb, Kirk Paulsen, Betsy Platt
City Staff Present:
Roger Geller, Shane Valle, Alexis Gabriel, Shoshana Cohen
Guests:
Jeff Owen, Sarah Angell, Kurt Nordback, Jonathan Maus, Dan Kaempff, Shamus Lynsky
…
The meeting convened at 18:00
…
Announcements:
Introductions
Jocelyn selected for the off-road cycling master plan
Multnomah County’s last bike ped meeting
looking at replacing the Burnside Bridge by 2030
MultCo Bridges looking to make a standing committee for issues related to bridges and bicyclists/pedestrians

Regional Flexible Funds Allocation: policy update
Dan Kaempf of Metro provided the BAC with a review of the Regional Flexible Funds Allocation process (dollars intended to be used to create a multimodal transportation network in the region). RFF will make up 5-7% of the total transportation funds allocated throughout the region (estimated $1.8 billion) in the 2018-2021 four year MTIP period. RFF is one way that Metro implements the projects in the Regional Transportation Plan. The current focus has been investment in transit, active transportation, freight and TOD projects and programs.

Question: In the last round of RFF allocation, wasn’t there ~$40 million that was additional funding?
Answer: Yes. There was a one-time windfall of funding dollars, largely from Federal sources, with which a separate pot of funding was established to be used on larger projects in the region. It arose because the region had received more federal funds than it was allocating.

Dan spoke about how the RFF allocation process has changed recently:
Sub-regional funding targets were eliminated as they were not consistent with Federal requirements
Project selection was made a regional decision again by giving decision-making power to JPACT instead of committees around the region, again to be more consistent with Federal requirements for how the funds should be spent
Metro staff are considering a number of policy questions with respect to RFF allocation:
Should Metro consider new investments through Step 1 programs (instead of only supporting existing efforts with Step 1 as is currently done)?
Should Metro remove the 75:25 active transportation:freight split in Step 2 and redefine Step 2 to evaluate all projects within a single set of criteria and measures and/or with less specific direction on funding targets for project types?

Q: Before changing the existing system it’s important for Metro to understand the effectiveness of historic investments in transportation. Does Metro have a component of measuring instead of modeling, measuring the effect of past projects?
A: Metro is still limited in its ability to do that; it does not provide good performance measures on investment, but would like to.

Q: In looking at projects previously funded in Step 2, has there been any analysis of cost-per-mile for freight vs active transportation, something to measure the reach of those dollars?
A: Metro doesn’t have the capacity to measure these things right now

Active transportation received just 3% of the transportation project funding available in the Portland region between 1995 and 2010. The regional active transportation network will be built out by 2209 at the current levels of funding.
There will be a comment opportunity beginning on mid-January lasting one month. Metro will publish a survey on their website to gain feedback on these questions about RFFA.

Q: Is it possible to delay this selection criteria revision process a year, or any amount?
A: There is about 4-5 months of flexibility in the process

Comment: When you have the survey and you’re asking the questions about the RFF, you have to provide the context you just provided here. [Context referred to was: 1. that RFF has accounted for 29% of regional active transportation funding but only 4% and 8% of freight/roads/bridges and transit projects, respectively; 2. Regional transit network, road/freight and active transportation networks, at current funding levels, will be built out by 2040, 2057 and 2209, respectively] We have so little funding for active transportation and there is such a disconnect between what we say we prioritize and where we put the money. Show the bar chart that shows that only 3% of transportation money has been spent on active transit in the survey.

Comment: if what we spent in the region on active transportation is only 3%, why are we having a conversation about possibly taking money away from active transportation when it is prioritized in our plans and policies. 
Response: JPACT will have to wrestle with this issue—there seems to be much more regional interest in active transportation than what we’ve seen in the past

Comment: Do we have a history of projects that are ONLY good for biking and walking? Most of the active transportation projects have benefitted all other modes either directly or indirectly? I can’t see a project that failed because of the 75/25% split currently in place.

Comment: I’m having trouble understanding the impetus for eliminating the funding split. How could we possibly manage a process that would allow all biking, walking and freight projects to compete together? What criteria are going to be able to evaluate all those?

Comment: How have the effectiveness of the projects been judges in the past? Metro doesn’t know. How can we make smart decisions without knowing that? 

Comments: Looking at the timeline, it seems really short to develop new criteria and then publish them and then select projects on the new evaluation basis. Given the lack of good information about the evaluation of those projects, it may make sense to postpone this process.

Response (Dan Kaempf): The Metro Council has been very active in this process from the beginning because they didn’t just want to be just a rubber stamp anymore; they wanted to be in there from the beginning shaping policy. They’ve already begun to make clear to JPACT the types of changes they will and won’t sign off on.

Comment: Who were the JPACT members who pushed to change these criteria?

Q: Could you clarify if there are any freight projects that come out of Step 1?
Response: No, none that are direct. There are some projects in the TSMO category that benefit freight, though.

BAC Chair wrap up: two issues have come up in the committee 1) support of including Safe Routes to School in the funding allocation process; 2) retention of the 75/25 split. BAC seems to want to see SR2S included in this part of the funding allocation and at least a retention of the 75/25 split, though some would like to push for 100% allocation of RFF funds to Active Transportation projects

Comment on these changes is due by mid-February.

local gas tax
A 4-year temporary measure to bring in $64 million to maintain current transportation system to preclude later and more costly repairs. There are no other funding sources on the horizon to help with the increasingly poor state of transportation infrastructures. The money would go mostly to repaving busy streets. 
Funds breakdown:
$35.8 million for paving
$28.2 million for Critical Safety
$8 million for Safe Routes to School 
$6.4 million for sidewalks
$3.9 million for High Crash Corridors
$3.4 million for Crossing Improvements
$3.2 million for Protected Bike Lanes
$2.4 million for Neighborhood Greenways
$0.9 million for Safer shoulders and ditch maintenance
Q: what is the role of the oversight committee?
A: The oversight committee would monitor funds and spending and if the Bureau is staying true to its commitments with the local gas tax funds. They would not have any say in what projects get picked—the projects are already pretty much settled

Comment: It would be good if the city would look at the projects lists to see if they could be combined/coordinated with other city objectives and projects. 

Comment: I’m concerned with how little we are asking for here. Why not ask for more? Asking for so little is going to make coming back to voters to ask for more/what we actually need more difficult
Response: There is the most political tolerance right now for a small tax instead of something large.

Comment: Information is missing on “why gas tax?” in the information. There may be a more appropriate fee type. Change language to “fuel tax” instead of “gas tax” because we may not always use gas. Also, why is this tax temporary?
Response: there is the possibility of a Load fee for heavy vehicles—the city is looking at ways to capture the cost responsibility of heavy vehicles

Comment: If this passes in May, when does the money start rolling in and getting spent? What can we expect to see from the campaign for this measure to pass between now and May?
Response: ODOT will probably be doing administration/collection of the tax as they already collect a gas tax. Collection would probably start in September, but staff don’t really know when projects will start—likely in the fall as it will take a while for the City to collect enough funds to begin projects. As far as the campaign, I don’t know that I can speak much to it.

Comment: This seems a great place to start. We obviously want more, but it sounds like this is actually a palatable idea that can get through council and to voters. Maybe in 4 years, the context will have changed so we can get to the $200 million a year for the transportation system.

Comment: Another good thing about a tax with a sunset is it provides a natural period to look back on progress made and for the City to collectively say “Look at all the holes we filled with this tax! Let’s do it again!”  

Comment: How do these projects tie into Vision Zero?
Response: they do, we just need to be better about using the language

Comment: The project lists appear to only be half of street repair, which is ostensibly what the public thinks is the most important topic.

Upcoming projects/efforts
Roger Geller presented a (mostly comprehensive) list of projects and planning efforts being taken on by the City right now. About half of the capital projects are considering protected bike lanes.

Question: Do we have the capacity to store documents?
Response: We can set up a google folder to put documents in to share


committee business
The committee agreed to sign onto a letter about safety conditions on Babur Boulevard, also signed by representation from the Bicycle Transportation Alliance, Disability Rights Oregon, Oregon Walks, City of Portland Commission on Disability

There is a vacancy on the committee—the BAC no longer has a representative for East Portland. The BAC chair suggested overriding bylaws to directly recruit a new member from East Portland. The BAC agreed with this notion. 

[bookmark: _GoBack]A BAC member raised the possibility of creating a subcommittee that looks at a few topics or projects much more in depth. Committees often have at least a policy committee and a technical committee. 
…
The meeting adjourned at 20:07
…
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