Summary of Bureau Budget (in PatternStream document)
What accounts for the increase in the “Taxes” major object category of $18.5 million in FY 18-19 to
$21.4 million in FY 19-20? Is it a better estimate or forecast of what the bureau would collect for Fixing
Our Streets revenues? The amounts cited reflect a more recent forecast of Fixing Our Streets revenues.
Gas tax revenues for FY 19-20 are projected to maintain their current trajectory, which is yielding
approximately $19.2 million per 12 months, with receipt trends holding steady since mid-2018. Heavy
Vehicle Use Tax revenues of $2.2 million reflect the revenue estimates provided to Council for the
repeal of the tax’s four-year revenue target ($8 million over four years). The increase from FY 18-19
revenue is due to the January 2018 increase in state weight-mile tax, which will result in higher FY 1920 receipts (the HVUT is a percentage of total WMT paid); this increase was factored into both the FY
19-20 and four-year total revenue projections.
Why are Charges for Services decreasing by several million dollars between this year and next?
•
•
•

SDC revenues (431404) are expected to decline to $11 million in FY 19-20, reflecting slower
development citywide.
Bikeshare sponsorship revenues ($2 million), which were previously grouped under Charges
for Services (439120), are budgeted under Miscellaneous (444100) in FY 19-20.
Leaf fee revenues ($470k) are no longer in the forecast – the leaf fee was abolished this fall
and backfilled with GTR. Upon further review, this revenue should be removed from the FY
18-19 forecast in the proposed budget.

Why is the budget for Parking Operations substantially increased between this year and next?
•

•

The increase is due to our efforts to better segment the bureau’s contingency by placing
dedicated set-asides within the applicable program. Parking operations includes three setasides held in contingency: the meter replacement set-aside, 51% net meter revenue
allocation, and APPP surcharges.
o Meter replacement is a sinking fund to which the bureau makes an annual
contribution of GTR. It is intended to cover the capital costs associated with replacing
pay stations.
o The net meter allocation represents a portion of parking meter revenue that is
restricted by city policy for use within the originating district (CEID, Lloyd, Marquam
Hill, Northwest). Appropriations of this balance are done in consultation with the
meter districts.
o APPP surcharges are revenues from the surcharge on parking permits applied by the
CEID and Northwest permit areas. These revenues are exclusively for use within those
districts.
All of these fund-level set-asides are now located within their program, but they are
segmented into funds center TRDR000009 for tracking purposes. Only fund balance that has
been appropriated for use within the budgeted fiscal year is included in TRTS000005.

Program Offers
Managing for Growth:

%-age of trips made by people walking and bicycling, including to transit: At 25% in FY 17-18, how does
the bureau plan to achieve 70% by 2030? It would seem that the bureau would need to take some
drastic measures to achieve 70%. Is it a realistic target? Is it achievable considering what resources the
bureau knows it can devote to the issue in the years leading up to 2030?
City Council adopted a suite of performance targets in the Transportation System Plan
(TSP). One of those, Policy 9.49.f, states “By 2035 (not 2030), 70 percent of commuters walk,
bike, take transit, carpool, or work from home at approximately the following rates:” followed
by a table with Single Occupant Vehicle at 30% and the other modes at 70%.
• Council also adopted a resolution directing PBOT to identify actions to achieve our 2035 mode
share and VMT targets, and to establish shorter term targets.
• While we realize that this target seems ambitious, and that regional our City’s
growth/transformation has made this target more difficult to achieve, we remain committed
to taking the actions necessary to move our City in this direction. For example:
o As a key element of our Strategic Plan, PBOT is developing a Performance Feedback
Loop to track and report progress toward targets, establish short-term targets,
evaluate actions to achieve those targets, and monitor the performance of projects
and programs toward advancing the targets.
o A key 2019 priority for PBOT is to identify the funding and staff resources to conduct
the analyses and establish the Performance Feedback Loop.
Funds Management:
•

Please provide an explanation of each of the 3 performance measures. What are these measuring?
•
•

•

Debt ratio: Measures the alignment of bureau debt with the city’s debt-to-expense targets
(7%). The debt ratio target has been reviewed and recommended by the city’s debt manager.
Ongoing GTR revenue to expense: Measures the bureau’s ability to fund its continuing
operations using revenues that can reasonably be expected to continue in the future. A ratio
of less than 1 indicates that ongoing requirements cannot be covered by revenues and
requires the use of one-time resources.
Reserve ratio: Measures the bureau’s progress toward fully funding the Transportation
Reserve fund to the levels prescribed by city policy (10% of GTR). FY 19-20 levels reflect the
bureau’s expected progress based on scheduled transfers to the fund, while the strategic
target represents fully funding the reserve.

Streets & Signs:
Please provide an update on the IA with BES for street cleaning. PBOT and BES have come to agreement
on some areas of support and are currently in negotiation on other benefits of street cleaning to the
stormwater system.
Engineering:
Why is the bureau maintaining replace fewer than 2 traffic signals each year (this statement refers to
ongoing GTR, which was cut and replaced with Build Portland money) when it has added several new
revenue sources over the last few years, including FOS, Build Portland, HB 2017, and Recreational
Marijuana Taxes? The new revenue sources are largely devoted to adding infrastructure as opposed to

maintaining existing assets. The exception is the Build Portland funding which will include signal
relamping rebuild/reconstruction.
The Traffic Signal Reconstruction Program received $3.0 million in the FY 2018-19 Fall BMP & Adopted
Budget, how does this affect the maintenance of traffic signals? What is the status on these projects?
The $3.0 million will go toward the 4th Ave (from Lincoln to Burnside) and Naito Pkwy (Harrison to
Jefferson). The fund will go toward signal reconstruction of those two projects. Both projects are
currently in design and schedule for construction in the summer of 2019.
On-Street Parking:
Please provide an explanation of the Wallet program, including rationale/logic model, how it is paid for,
how users acquire the Wallets, and other important details.
•
•
•
•
•

This program encourages walking, bicycling, carsharing, and transit use; it is a strategy to
reduce parking demand and traffic congestion by increasing trips by alternate modes.
Eligible participants get a trimet hop pass, a streetcar pass, a biketown membership, and
carsharing credits.
It is paid for by parking permit surcharge fees from the NW Parking district and CEID Parking
district, and by user fees.
People sign up online at https://www.portlandoregon.gov/transportation/78470.
We have a great website for this program, the online FAQ are at
https://www.portlandoregon.gov/transportation/article/710354

Authorize agreement with Central Eastside Industrial Council (CEIC) for program management in the
Central Eastside Industrial District. Please see articles: Portland Mercury and KATU. How does CEIC’s
graffiti work complement Civic Life’s Graffiti Program? Is this a redundant expense by the City?
•

The CEIC ESD is a new initiative, approved by Council in early February. It doesn’t have
anything to do with PBOT. It is funded by property management fees, not parking revenues.
Presumably the new Economic Services District will coordinate its services with the City,
similar to the practice of existing business improvement districts in downtown and Lloyd
district). For more information, the CEIC ESD website is https://ceic.cc/eastworks/

Parking Enforcement:
What percentage of collected meter revenues do the costs of operating the program consist of?
For FY19-20 Requested Budget;
•
•
•
•

Parking Enforcement Program fully loaded costs are 14,421,560.
Parking citation revenue is 7,500,000
Parking enforcement program revenues (barricade fees, etc.) are 100,000
Parking meter revenues are 36,217,000

Parking citation and enforcement program revenue are sufficient to cover about 52% of parking
enforcement fully loaded costs.

What about for the parking permits program?
About 100% of parking permit costs are covered by permit fees. Parking permits fees are set to
manage parking behavior. Most fees recover fully loaded costs for permit processing and estimated
use of metered spaces. A few fees are discounted to encourage a specific use that supports City goals;
for example, carpool permits. PBOT is beginning its annual review of services changes and fees, which
will wrap up in May.
Parking Garages:
Why are operating expenses in all major object categories growing so much between this year and next?
Garage expenses are going up primarily because of major maintenance. Significant major
maintenance projects are scheduled including elevator modernization, signage upgrades and other
garage-specific projects. Increases are seen in both the External M&S as well as the Internal M&S
because some projects are managed internally (within PBOT) and some construction is managed
externally (through OMF Facilities). Personal Services is increasing because we are working to
accurately reflect the work being done in SmartPark. Any positions working in SmartPark will be
charged to the SmartPark budget rather than to Parking Operations budget.
Why is the percentage of parking garages in good or better condition expected to be 100% next year
while the Assets & Liabilities sections says that: “Due to deferred maintenance, the assets need a
significant amount of major maintenance over the next five years”? Major maintenance projects are
done in order to keep the garages in good or better conditions. A number of the projects that were
scheduled to be done over the last few years were delayed due to the major renovation project at the
10th & Yamhill Garage. The O’Bryant Square Garage, which is currently listed in poor condition is
closed to the public. We do not anticipate the OBS Garage will re-open, so it will be removed from
the garage list. So, both statements are true. We do expect our 5 SmartPark Garages will remain in
the good or better condition category and we are doing some major work on the garages to keep
them in the good or better category.
Towing & PFHT:
How does PBOT pay for the Safe Ride Home program’s expenses, including the vouchers?
Safe Ride Home is supported by PFHT fees.
Right of Way Use:
The Assets & Liabilities section mentions the Tram, but the bureau has an entire other program offer for
Tram Operations. Please explain. This is an error on my part. The aerial tram program is under the
Right of Way Use division. When the division manager wrote the narratives, he includes the tram
operation as part of the Program Offer. I tried to delete all the tram narratives out of the Right of
Way Use Program Offer narratives, but I must have missed the Asset and Liabilities section.
Tram Operations:
Why are Personnel costs almost doubling between this year and next? Yes. Tram operations personnel
costs went from $40,584 in the current fiscal year to $80,873 in FY 19-20 Request Budget. The
increase in personnel costs is due to a placeholder in part-time budget line item (511300), $37,400.

Tram have community events/celebration. When we have those events, we usually need additional
help. In the past, that was budgeted in professional services (521000). Overall Tram budget from FY
18-19 to FY 19-20 has not change. It is still at $375,000. It is a realignment of the line item budget.
Five-Year Forecast
Does PBOT no longer make adjustments to the State’s projection of State Highway Fund revenues as it
used to do in the past? It has been several years since PBOT has made material modifications to
ODOT’s state highway fund projections. During the recession, a discount factor was added to state
highway fund revenues due both to uncertainty and ODOT’s forecast over-predicting revenues during
that period. The ODOT model has performed well in recent years, necessitating no changes to
projections of statewide revenues. We do, however, adjust for the Multnomah County IGA as that
calculation is separate the state’s distribution formula.
What are the bureau and its Commissioner planning to do for renewing FOS? Is it at least being
discussed? With the adoption of Fixing Our Streets, Portland City Council communicated their desire
to return to the voters with an extension of Fixing Our Streets in May 0f 2020.
PBOT is in the process of developing a Fixing Our Streets 2 proposal for public and City Council review.
This review will include analysis of the level of funding, length of funding, and projects to be funded.
Portland will be completing this work over the next year with critical feedback from the public and
City Council.
Additionally, what are the service level tradeoffs the bureau is considering to balance in the out-years
should resources not renew? Fixing Our Streets funding is essential for PBOT to continue to move
toward achieving maintenance and safety goals.
With Fixing Our Streets funding, PBOT has been able to begin to improve on the quality of the City’s
paving condition. Without a continuation of Fixing Our Streets funding, paving conditions will decline.
With Fixing Our Streets funding, PBOT has been able to fund numerous small safety projects. Without
this funding source there is very limited revenue for funding of key programs identified in the
Transportation Systems Plan. A failure to fund critical safe routes, high crash corridor, and pedestrian
safety projects will limit the City’s ability to reduce and eliminate crashes involving serious injuries
fatalities.
Grant revenues – As the grant opportunities have been declining, how has PBOT’s use of GTR to match
the grants corresponded to the decline (or not)? GTR allocated to grant matching has declined as grant
revenue has fallen. GTR used for match was as high was $9.4 million less than a decade ago and has
declined to $1.2 million in the ongoing forecast CSL. PBOT has also increased the use of SDCs to serve
as match payments for grant-funded projects.
P. 146 – What are “Gas tax receipts excluding HB 2017” that are expected to decline slightly over the 5
year period? Only the State Highway Fund taxes? The difference has to do with the way ODOT defines
the share of revenue distributed under ORS 367.095 (HB 2017) relative to other statutes. It does not
represent a material decline in total state highway fund revenues.
P. 147 – Why is the bureau projecting a decline in parking permits? Shouldn’t these at least stay flat due
to permit holders having to renew each year?

•

•

A substantial portion of parking permit revenues are for temporary street use, such as
temporary reservations of parking spaces for moving trucks, weddings, etc. or longer-term
reservations for construction sites. The construction portion has helped drive recent permit
revenues to historic highs, and construction permitting in the city has recently peaked. The
forecast assumes permit revenues will fall toward historical norms as defined in prior
forecasts as construction slows across the city.
Conversely, the revenue attributable to permits that are renewed annually (i.e. area parking
permits) are projected to remain level through the forecast. This assumes no change in the
number of permits issued or rate, including surcharges.

p. 149 - State Highway Fund – Is the bureau, its Commissioner, or the City doing anything to get the
State to index this revenue to inflation?
•

•

HB 2017 provided for multiple increases in gas taxes, weight mile tax and DMV fees between
2018 and 2024, with further 2-cent increases to the gas tax scheduled to occur in 2020, 2022
and 2024 (with similar increases for other fees). In the short-term, these increases will help to
offset a portion of these inflationary pressures. Additionally, the City has been proactive in
seeking local revenue sources, namely the 10-cent local gas tax and Heavy Vehicle Use Tax for
the Fixing Our Streets program.
The bureau’s 10-year financial outlook is intended to address, at least in part, the long-term
inflationary gap. PBOT leadership is using this outlook to inform long-term decision making.

Decision Packages
Pay Equity Increases:
If the bureau had to pay for these new expenses using existing revenues, what would not get done in FY
19-20? In future years? The pay equity and PCL expenses are included in the bureau’s base budget for
FY 19-20. If the bureau were to receive the General Fund dollars we are requesting, they would be
used to balance out years in the financial forecast and help mitigate future year deficits. Not receiving
General Fund dollars would cause a hole in out years that may require cuts to balance in future years,
these possible cuts have not been identified at this time.
Is there a particular program or division that most of the employees getting pay equity increases belong
to?
Pay Equity by Group:
Business Services = $75,712
DPT = $74,547
Director = $42,155
Engineering = $50,671
Maintenance = $96,884
Parking = $204,975

Policy, Planning & Projects = $42,459
PCL Maintenance (Ordinance 189346) = $323,000
Coordinated Community Planning and Development in East Portland, SW Corridor, and NE Portland:
NOTE: Our staff has suggested given the integrative nature of this proposal which crosses multiple
bureaus and CBO analysts that it may be useful to schedule an in-person meeting with CBO staff next
week where we can outline the objectives and answer questions more directly.
The DP has the entire $125,000 in Personnel Services. Is the amount funding 1 FTE? What is it funding?
The requested amount is for 1 FTE equivalent for equity impact methodology development and
analysis for transportation projects in the three focus areas and developing a customized equity
strategy based on the attributes each area. This funding would also provide support for the design
and outreach efforts for the ross island bridgehead and urban design analysis for the Rose Quarter
Project. PBOT and BPS are discussing options for sharing this position funding via an Interagency
Agreement depending the total amount. Staff resources would have a particular focus on work within
East Portland given the large number of current transportation investments and potential adverse
impacts but would also help further develop the city’s methodology for analyzing the potential equity
impacts of the full suite of transportation projects and calibrate the appropriate multi-agency
responses. We’re trying to move beyond project-by-project displacement risk analysis solely focused
on the largest transportation investments and instead evaluate a larger suite of investments and
appropriate response.
For each of the geographic areas, please provide one example of how the bureaus’ work “is not
optimally coordinated with regards to planning, communications, community outreach,
implementation, or outcomes” and how that has led to “inefficient investments and outcomes.”
When government service is functioning optimally, work programs of each bureau focus on their core
functions and are designed to complement the actions of other bureaus to provide the full suite of
services required. Funding imbalanced for only certain aspects of the needed services can lead to
gaps in services and unintended consequences such as gentrification and displacement. Achieving
the Council directed equitable growth in these focus areas will require consistent effort by multiple
partners including equity analysis in transportation project planning, integrative planning work,
targeted small business support and the provision of affordable housing based on the needs of
specific areas.
Example of potentially inefficient outcomes:
East Portland- Investment in transportation infrastructure without adequate understanding and
actions to address impacts on historically disadvantaged communities adjacent to the corridors, small
business support, or targeted affordable housing actions could lead to unintended negative impacts.
Inadequately addressed need and increase land prices would require increased and more expensive
actions later to address.
SW Portland- The design and construction of the SW corridor LRT project without adequate support
for existing small businesses or acquisition of parcels for the development of affordable housing could
result in unintended consequences including the displacement of existing businesses and residents.

Delayed action would also result in increased costs for supportive actions once land values have
increased based on speculation.
N/NE- Bureaus have various projects in different stages within the N/NE area and specifically in
proximity to the Rose Quarter area. The I-5 Rose Quarter Improvement Project is a significant ($450500M) regional transportation project in the area that requires additional coordination to achieve
alignment on housing, economic development and transportation investment to reduce displacement
and improve equity. An I/5 Rose Quarter project that does not align with the long term objectives of
the N/NE quadrant plan and emergent ideas from the Albina Vision proposal or incorporate adequate
strategies for achieving equitable community outcomes through the project would be inefficient.
Additional coordination is required on community outreach to ensure we’re achieving meaningful
engagement with underserved populations, specifically those communities historically impacted by
urban renewal and highway construction in the area.
How will success for this initiative be measured? How will success for PBOT’s portion of the initiative be
measured?
Broad community outcomes for each of these focus areas have been established in the
Comprehensive Plan but are predicated on the coordinated actions of multiple bureaus proposed in
this request. More specific targets have been established through recent equity and housing efforts
for Division BRT and SW Corridor but would be refined through the collaboration of the partner
bureaus contributing to this request. PBOT’s work around the creation of new and safer
transportation mobility is funded by other sources. The success of this specific proposal is based on
the ability for this initiative to integrate transportation outcomes with equitable community
development outcomes through the actions and accomplishments of partner bureaus.
If PBOT does not get the requested resources for this, how would it get the described work done, e.g.
equity analysis for Division BRT, design and outreach for Ross Island bridgehead project, urban design
analysis of the I-5 Rose Quarter Improvement Project?
East Portland – Lack of funding would require PBOT and partner bureaus to greatly reduce or
eliminate the scope for transportation project equity methodology development, analysis of current
projects, and response formulation for Division BRT and other the numerous upcoming projects the
bureau is planning for this area. The expectation for this work was explicitly directed by Council for
Division BRT and lack of council support for these efforts is already creating community concern and
distrust but is greatly needed on a broader application.
SW Corridor – The money PBOT requested in this Decision Package is not being focused extensively on
Ross Island Bridgehead outreach and design– PBOT is using other funds to fund that work. That
activity was listed as an outcome because it is a joint endeavor with BPS as they do related land use
work in the same geography. BPS will use the Planning Assistant they requested to provide City
staffing capacity for this outreach work, and the existing PBOT funding is supporting the consultant
project design and related outreach work.
N/NE – The Central City 2035 I-5 Rose Quarter Improvement Project Action Item conditioned approval
of the project on the development of a “City Council supported equity strategy addressing issues
related to the Broadway/I-5 Interchange project specifically – including historically African American

community impacts, low-income housing solutions and MWESB community benefits.” There has been
significant community concern about outcomes for underserved populations and those historically
impacted by highway construction as well as more recent displacement and gentrification in the area.
Failure to fund this aspect of the work would limit our ability to create the strategy, track progress,
connect with community and there would be associated negative community perception. Additionally
there would be risk of losing City Council support for project implementation on the I-5 Rose Quarter
project.
Capital Set-Aside Request:
NE Cornfoot – “PBOT has been asked to make these improvements by Speaker Kotek for two
consecutive years.” Has the State provided any funding for this to help out? No. Typically, the State
does not provide funding/grants for paving projects
Traffic Signal Upgrade Supporting Economic Development – Which private developer(s) is contributing
to this project and how much? See attached power point presentation

Partnerships with
Traffic Signals.pdf

For each project that PBOT has asked for funding in prior years, please provide the number of total units
that had to be replaced/fixed, the total that has already been addressed, and the number that this
current request seeks to address, and the cost per unit for each type. Over the years, the GF money
were used to rebuild/reconstruct 24 traffic signals. These include:
-

Full rebuilds on some signals (over $500k)
Partial rebuilds
Signal poles
Contribution to CIP to build new signals
Collaboration with developers to rebuild signals.

Vision Zero Enhancements (Strategic Lighting Infill):
What were the results form the analysis and inventory the bureau was conducting on this need (it was
estimated to be completed in June 2018 as discussed in FY 2018-19’s requested budget)?
Signals and Street lighting has completed a high-level review of the street lighting deficiencies. We
know where we have an overlap of crash history with corridor level deficiencies. Through this
analysis we have learned that the specific issues and needs for each location on the corridors requires
a much more detailed site-specific review. Overhead conflicts, the size of poles and potential
locations of new poles all must be assessed at the site level to understand the number of fixtures
needed to gain the level of illumination needed to meet the new guidelines.
Would this still fund 80-350 new streetlights or is this different based of the inventory report?

This initial estimated was based an average fixture cost installed. As we have been completing
lighting infill over the last year we have found that at the site level costs can vary dramatically based
on whether we can used existing poles and/or if pedestrian scale lighting is needed. Therefore, the
number of lights that an amount can purchase is site specific.
Did the report identify which lighting projects to be funded with these funds, as indicated it would?
The analysis identifies that 25 miles of corridors in East Portland are deficient. Within that 25 miles
there are over 20 high crash intersections most of which have had at least a portion of crashes in dark
conditions. The map below shows streets on the High Crash Network that are over 48 feet and have
single sided lighting in orange. Those in green have lighting on both sides or are much narrower –
while they may have spot deficiencies – the orange areas will be prioritized. Within the deficient
corridors we look at areas of concentrated crashes as well community concern to determine further
areas for priority.

This DP indicates that “Staff … would determine priority locations.”
Street lighting funds will allow PBOT to improve street lighting at critical locations along outer SE Stark
Street. This funding will focus on outer SE Stark Street in response to data analysis and community
input. Outer SE Stark Street has one-sided lighting that does not reach across the entire corridor and
leaves extensive sections of darkness. It is one of Portland’s highest pedestrian crash corridors,
including the #1 and #7 highest crash intersections. Through intercept surveys conducted by PBOT
staff during a recent Human Centered Design project, lack of lighting was cited as the number one
concern leading to people feeling unsafe as they move about on Start Street from 148th to 162nd. In
addition, recent crashes in sections of outer Stark have increased concerns about dark conditions in
this section of roadway.

Is this work different from the Capital Set Aside project ‘St Lighting Safety and Efficiency’?
Yes, this request is for a different lighting need, it is focused on lighting deficiencies on High Crash
Corridor.
The Capital Set Aside on Street Lighting Safety & Efficiency is related to safety of electrical facilities. It
is focused funds for electrical equipment that is out of code. For the safety of the maintenance teams
working on them, and the customers that are walking by, this budget item is purely focused on
existing systems and the wiring.
This request is for a lesser amount than the prior request ($750,000 vs. $500,000), what has changed?
The need for lighting improvements is still great. We adjusted the request based on staff expected
staff capacity. With a large number of capital projects slated for construction in both 2019 and 2020
we selected a conservative additional amount that we believe can be delivered in addition to those
projects.
$500,000 will make it possible to improve critical lighting along outer SE Stark Street from 148th to
162nd. This would include adding new lighting and poles on the north side of Stark (148th to 162nd),
infill on the south side, and pedestrian scale lighting at the marked pedestrian crossings at 151st and
160th. Because of a variety of factors, including overhead utility conflicts, quality and location of
existing poles, need for new poles and narrow sidewalks, we cannot specify the cost per new
streetlight. However, with recent cost estimates we are fairly confident that one-mile of street
lighting infill on wide streets with one-sided lighting will cost about $500,000. SE Stark Street from
148th to 162nd is 0.7 miles. The additional 0.3-miles worth of funding will be used to add pedestrian
scale lighting at the marked crossings.
What is the total need based off the completed assessment?
The total need is estimated at 12 million for East Portland corridors and additional 8 million for the
remaining high crash network.
What would be the additional cost for ongoing maintenance and what is the bureau’s plan to meet this
need?
We don’t have detailed accounting of maintenance needs for this small amount of infill. In general,
the new fixtures will increase maintenance efforts because of the new poles. The luminaire arms and
the additional LED bulbs will also have some additional costs and the ongoing power with increase
incrementally.
Vision Zero Enhancements (Awareness Campaign):
Will the public health and community groups be contributing to the cost of this campaign?
Community partners are anticipated to contribute in kind services by distributing materials through
their networks. For example, public health may share campaign materials and messages in
community health clinics or a partner could share media through a culturally specific community
event. Once materials are determined – it’s possible partners may contribute financially to the overall

outreach of the campaign by printing materials for their use. Detailed opportunities for collaboration
will be determined near the time of campaign launch.
Alternative Modes of Transportation (ETPN Implementation Pilot):
Seems like TriMet should be leading the Pilot for their buses, what is PBOTs role in this? What is the
relationship with TriMet on this project?
PBOT would be the lead for this proposed pilot project because the primary elements will likely be
changes to streets to provide transit priority treatments that improve transit reliability, speed and
capacity for both TriMet buses and Portland Streetcar (owned by PBOT). Most streets are owned,
operated and maintained by PBOT. PBOT controls changes to City streets.
While the City does not operate most transit directly, it controls transit's outcomes at least as much as
TriMet does, through decisions that affect development patterns, walkability, and especially the
degree to which transit is stuck in private automobile traffic. There are many ways that cities can
enhance transit, to make it faster and more reliable: smart traffic signals, the placement of bus stops,
the use of lanes and road striping, for transit queue jumps and transit lanes, and more. The City of
Seattle is having notable success increasing transit ridership to help address congestion, because of
investments the city made in transit and changes they made to their streets.
Transit plays an important role in the transportation system and achieving City-adopted goals and
policy as it grows. We need good transit and higher transit ridership to manage forecasted growth,
relieve congestion on City streets and improve safety to meet our Vision Zero goal. To achieve our
Transportation System Plan policy goal of a 25% transit mode share of commute trips by 2035, we
need to more than double transit ridership for the commute trip between now and 2035. Of course,
we care about other types of trips too. Demand for transit service is only expected to increase - the
City is projected to gain approximately 140,000 new jobs and 260,000 new residents by 2035.
For these reasons, the City should take an active role in making transit better. These realities create a
strong need for the City and TriMet to prioritize transit reliability and speed improvements in the
Central City and on key corridors throughout the City, together. City Council has acknowledged this
when they adopted the Enhanced Transit Corridors Plan in June 2018 and directed PBOT staff to
engage in activities to implement the improvements and recommendations described in the Plan.
Is Metro or TriMet contributing to the pilot and total cost of this potential project?
PBOT will work with TriMet and Metro to develop the Enhanced Transit Priority Network
Implementation Pilot and seek opportunities to partner on implementation. This could include using
the network pilot improvements to leverage TriMet HB2017 funds for Enhanced Transit construction,
increased transit service and other strategies to incentivize taking transit. More will be negotiated
during the development of the network pilot. Developing and deploying this pilot could also position
the City for regional investment opportunities.
PBOT staff is currently in conversation with TriMet and Metro about how they can contribute to this
effort if the budget request is funded. There may be opportunities for the planning and project
development efforts Metro and TriMet are leading through the Regional Enhanced Transit Concept
Pilot Program to complement, inform and support development of the Enhanced Transit Priority

Network Implementation Pilot led by PBOT. However, the Regional Enhanced Transit Concept Pilot
Program funds are largely already allocated. They did not allocate funds to local jurisdictions for City
staff participation in planning and project development work.
Currently, PBOT is working closely with TriMet and Metro to understand the challenges transit faces
under increasing congestion through a few coordinated efforts. Concepts for Enhanced Transit were
developed at select spot locations across the city through the Regional Enhanced Transit Concept Pilot
Program. The biggest focus is on the Central City, as part of the Central City in Motion plan. This is
where the most transit lines and the most transit riders are delayed. We intend to have some early
projects installed beginning this summer. Lessons learned will be applied to the Network
Implementation Pilot.
In addition, PBOT is making small spot improvements at a few locations around the city through the
PBOT Transit Spot Improvement program in close coordination with TriMet. This program has a
modest annual budget of $75,000. These projects typically consist of signage and striping changes
completed by PBOT Maintenance Operation crews that extend for a couple blocks.
These incremental improvements are important, but if we really want to meet our 25% transit mode
share goal by 2035 and other policy objectives to support growth and a more equitable city, then
much more needs to be done on city streets to improve transit reliability, speed and capacity; to make
transit useful to more people. The proposed Enhanced Transit Priority Network Implementation Pilot
is an opportunity to test scaling up these efforts across the city all at once.
What is the initial estimate of the total project cost?
We do not currently have an initial estimate of the total project cost. This will be an outcome of the
planning and project development work proposed in this budget request. We first need to scope
feasible projects to address transit delay across the transit network, then estimate the total cost. This
is a ground up effort.
Who would be responsible for the maintenance of this network? What would be the City’s cost for
ongoing maintenance?
The Enhanced Transit Priority Network Implementation Pilot is envisioned to be a one-year temporary
deployment, with the potential to be made permanent. Given the pilot will most likely include
changes to PBOT-owned street assets, it is likely that removal or maintenance responsibility will
reside with PBOT. However, final decisions about maintenance responsibility will be decided during
the pilot development.
The budget request includes funding to complete a Pilot Project Implementation Plan. This plan would
include the following:
•
•
•
•

Identify a recommended Priority Enhanced Transit Network implementation pilot project and
budget proposal.
Identify a subset of improvements that can be implemented as a quick build pilot in 2021.
Estimate the cost for a 1-year temporary deployment and removal.
Develop a recommended delivery mechanism, timeline and funding plan necessary to
implement the pilot project.

•
•
•

Assess if any changes are needed to the PBOT application request to the FHWA to experiment
with red transit lane markings.
Establish an evaluation process with TriMet to monitor transit performance before and during
the pilot, to measure improvements to transit travel times, reliability, ridership, TriMet and
Streetcar operational savings and more.
Identify additional recommended improvements that could make the pilot permanent and
improve upon it. A primary example is next generation Transit Signal Priority treatments.
Develop a scope and estimated cost.

SW Portland Addressing:
Has PBOT approached the other benefitting bureaus for ideas on cost sharing this project? If so, what
were the results of that conversation?
a) As we worked to carry out former Commissioner Saltzman’s directive to move forward
with this project, we were working to manage the “asks” of other City bureaus to step up
and operationally assist us with successfully implementing this project. As an example,
Don Russ from PF&R and Mike Crebs then of PPB spent many hours attending community
meetings by my side without asking PBOT to pay for their time in these efforts.
b) Similarly, BDS and BTS staff spent many hours researching address number changes and
proposing street naming changes to improve emergency response, and neither of those
bureaus were given a PBOT center code to which to charge their staff time. Thankfully
these and other bureaus did step up to take time out of their busy schedules to
successfully implement this project and provided “in kind” funding to help make this
happen.
c) The clear line of communication among benefiting City bureaus when developing and
collaborating on this project last year is that multiple City bureaus benefit, so it would not
have been appropriate to ask or any single City bureau to absorb the cost of this initiative
to the exclusion of other benefiting bureaus.
d) Former Commissioner Saltzman, as the joint PF&R and PBOT Fire Commissioner, directed
that this initiative be considered by Council on May 31, 2018 with the understanding that
there would be an accompanying General Fund budget request, and this initiative was
approved by Council without continuation on June 6, 2018, but to date this project is
unfunded.
e) PBOT found support from other bureaus in support of the forethought of the cost of
property owner notification and street sign changes being budgeted on a City-wide level
so that the change would not be an unfunded mandate for any one particular City bureau.
f)

Multnomah County has confirmed their financial responsibility of this change in a meeting
with Multnomah County elected officials’ offices last year and is expecting this change to
be made collaboratively among both jurisdictions in a seamless and integrated manner.

The DP discusses savings generated from technology and database costs, and training. What is the
estimated amount of savings, from which bureau, and could this fund this project?
a) Here is the first of two (2) examples of Council ordinances in the past two (2) months on
information technology workarounds on 1/10/18 for $337K, which exceeds the entire cost
of the South Portland Addressing Project:
http://efiles.portlandoregon.gov/Record/11568057/
b) Here is the first of two (2) examples of Council ordinances in the past two (2) months on
information technology workarounds on 12/20/17 for $340K which exceeds the entire
cost of the South Portland Addressing Project:
http://efiles.portlandoregon.gov/Record/11530699/
c) Larry Pelatt in Procurement Services provided an excellent discussion at Council on May
31st of the risk of a sole source technology procurement. Scroll to 24 minutes, 15 minutes
into the Council session:
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=biLnrRIgv3Q
d) Savings are difficult to quantify ex ante among City bureaus, whether information
technology or training costs. We simply do not know what the next information system
will be to “break” without a workaround on leading zero addressing. PPB and then PF&R
provided helpful testimony on the operational benefits of eliminating leading zero
addressing. Scroll to 33 minutes, 50 minutes into the Council session:
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=biLnrRIgv3Q
Are there 259 signs impacted?
a) There are between 259 to 322 intersections whose signs will be replaced. The exact count
is still being investigated.
b) See slide #7 of Council presentation:
https://efiles.portlandoregon.gov/Record/12011427/
c) The $305K General Fund request already takes into account that Multnomah County will
fund their share of the addressing improvements for intersection in unincorporated
Multnomah County.
What is the maintenance plan for these types of signs, and why wouldn’t this project be completed
through regular PBOT maintenance work? From the DP, these signs do not meet current safety
requirements for visibility and reflectivity, and are old enough that they do not meet newer FHWA and
MUTCD requirements.
a) We do not have an allocated budget to proactively replace street signs; they are only
replaced on an as-needed basis.

b) The current budget for replacing as-needed-street signs is approximately $500K per year,
meaning that the one-time cost of the South Portland Addressing Project is equal to about
61% of our annual street sign budget
c) This budget covers replacement of all types of street signs, such as parking and other
types of regulatory street signs, not just street signs. Email Andrew
Derelict RV Enforcement:
Requested amount for FY 2019-20 is lower than from FY 2018-19’s request, what has led to this revised
request/what’s changed?
We have adjusted our estimates to reflect recent experience: we’ve found ways to process vehicles at
lower costs.

Request now includes 1.0 FTE for a Coordinator I – NE, what would this position do? Why the change?
DP indicates that this position was one of the other FTEs moved over from parking enforcement, yet this
was never discussed in prior requests.
Currently, a Coordinator I position is re-assigned from working on parking permits to working on
derelict RVs. The position manages the RV recycle/disposal process. The position is in On-Street
Parking, not Parking Enforcement. Adding a new position for the Derelict RV will allow this
Coordinator position to return to its regular work. The position was changed by the non-rep study
from Asst Prog Spec to Coordinator

Additionally, with more FTEs requested and with Pay Equity costs, why is the amount for Personnel
lower in this request than last years?
Personnel costs are not lower than prior years. Perhaps they didn’t go up as much as might have been
expected. Now that the program is up and running, it takes less time from other program staff, so we
haven’t included a budget for that in FY19-20. Support staff are included in indirect costs.
New request for IMS for vehicles, please discuss this need.
PBOT staff visit derelict RVs in the field, working in teams of two people. We have three teams, each
needing a vehicle. At first, the teams used Parking Enforcement vehicles, but since these are needed
for regular enforcement duties, we started leasing additional vehicles. The need for vehicles is
ongoing, and CityFleet discourages long-term leases, so we want to purchase three vehicles.
Has the bureau calculated true loss of revenue with the reallocation of these positions?
We estimate the revenue loss from re-assigning six officers from enforcement to derelict RV duties is
6 x 150,000 = 900,000. The officers working on derelict RVs used to worked on enforcement beats,
where they issued citations. In their new duties, they don’t issue citations, and don’t generate any
revenue. The City has a wide variety of enforcement beats, including walking beats in meter districts,
bicycle beats in meter districts and permit areas, scooter beats in timed zones, retail areas, and
citywide, and vehicle beats citywide. The number and type of parking violations, citations issued, and
citation bail amounts varies from beat to beat. Officers working in meter districts generate the most
revenue, about 250,000 per year; officers providing in citation-writing duties generate about 150,000
revenue per year, and officers working on other duties (dispatch, collections, etc.) don’t generate any
citation revenue. We estimate the revenue loss from re-assigning six officers is 6 x 150,000 = 900,000.
Please provide any revised data on this program, and/or YTD information that illustrates the magnitude
of the program.
There’s a lot of information for this program. We recommend scheduling a meeting for CBO and
program staff, to discuss current conditions and trends.
Other
What analysis has the bureau done on how much new assets it has built in the last several years
compared to how much of them it has the funding to actually maintain? We don’t currently do this
analysis but are working on a process to account for ongoing O&M for new assets during their
planning phase
In recent Ordinances that have gone to Council for approval, the bureau has indicated it is overmatching on projects where a match is required for grant funded projects. Given the large bureau need
available resources and the mis-match for needs, what is the reasoning for over-matching?
Tradeoffs/impacts to the bureau and projects?
There are couple of reasons why PBOT has elected to “over-match” a project.
1. Construction costs has risen over the years. When bid comes in higher than
anticipated, PBOT has chosen to “over-match” to complete/make the project whole

2.

State and federal grants scope on a project can be limiting. There are times where
PBOT has decided to “contribute” additional funds to make it a better project and not
have to redo the project at a later point in time once other federal funding are
available. For example, PBOT might have a federal grant to do sidewalk
improvements. However, the scope of the project does not include signal
reconstruction or pedestrian crosswalk or paving. Where possible, cost effective and
efficient, PBOT will “contribute” additional funds to construct those assets to make it
a better project.

Increasing bureau resources – new revenues and personnel – and the impact to the bureau’s
five-to-ten-year financial forecast. (what is the City getting for these investments and how
does this meaningfully impact outcomes on performance measures?)
•
•

Revenue growth over past five years Financial Plan and pull Actuals – confer with
Nathan
New revenues and existing revenue sources Most of the bureau’s growth in revenues is
attributable to program or cost recovery elements, which do not create new resources
for the bureau’s five-year forecast of discretionary revenues. Notable growth has been
seen in taxes (Fixing Our Streets), licenses & permits and charges for services. In each
of these categories, the new revenues are dedicated to a specific program. Local gas
tax and HVUT revenue is temporary and pledged to capital projects to be completed
under the Fixing Our Streets program. Incremental license and permit fees,
particularly from development review and utility permitting, represent cost
recoveries. Where receipts have exceeded projections, revenues have been held
within the Development, Permitting and Transit group, where they have helped the
bureau develop a countercyclical reserve to ensure timely processing of permits in the
event that construction activity – and consequently permit revenues – falls. Fees from
Regulatory Operations, generated by per-ride surcharges for transportation network
companies, are likewise restricted from being utilized as discretionary revenues. Due
to the timing of expenses relative to these revenues, the bureau has built up a
reserve, which we expect to draw down as additional regulatory programs (such as
wheelchair accessibility) ramp up.
The largest increase in GTR over the past five years is due to new revenues from HB
2017. Virtually all of this new revenue was programmed against additional
maintenance and capital investments in the FY 18-19 budget.
Beyond gas tax, parking permit revenues have seen significant growth due to (1)
expansion of permit parking areas, including new APPP zones and expansion of
reserved parking into non-metered areas; (2) APPP surcharges in CEID and Northwest,
which are pass-throughs and do not create new discretionary revenue for the bureaus;
and (3) greater use of reserved parking for construction activity, which is expected to
decline in the near-term.
Finally, on-street parking has experienced significant growth ($22.2 million in FY 13-14
to $36.2 million in FY 17-18). Downtown parking growth, particularly over the past
three years, has been due to increases in meter rates, rather than growth in overall
transactions. Growth has also been a product of new and expanded meter areas –
additional meters in the CEID led to revenue growth from $78k in FY 13-14 to $640k in
FY 17-18, and the new Northwest meter district resulted in on-street revenues
growing from zero to $3.7 million over the same period. It should also be noted that
revenues in these new districts are subject to the city’s policy of reserving 51% of net
revenues for use within the district, meaning incremental revenues from CEID and

•

NWPP do not generate as much revenue for the forecast as the gross figures
would indicate.
FTE growth over past five years per division (pull from Deep Dive and Fall BMP) Nathan
See attached FTE Tracking File.
What would the bureau identify as the equilibrium point for FTE growth and
project delivery? Truc It is all contingent on the number of projects and the
commitment to complete them by certain time.
What is the logic/plan behind the increased FTE growth by division? Truc The
increase in FTE in recent years is due to an increase the number of CIP projects
and the commitment to complete these projects in a timely manner. These
projects are tied to CREEC, FOS, and HB 2017 funding.

•

There are several factors that the bureau considers before deciding whether to
add positions. Before deciding to add any positions, PBOT engineers does a
cost estimate for design and construct of each project (for all projects). Section
managers and analyst review the estimate work level with current staffing
level. If the estimate level of work far exceeds the current staffing level, PBOT
would consider adding positions to complete those projects. If the estimated
work does not significant exceed the current staffing level, PBOT would consult
out the work. Another factor to consider is outyear work level. Are there
enough work/projects to justify adding a position long term.
Cost impacts to financial plan Ty
o Review personnel cost differences between prior to adding 92 FTE and after on
the forecast. What is the incremental long-term cost? Positions added since the
FY 18-19 budget (including the FY 17-18 spring bump) are included and
segmented by funding source, and salaries represent averages for job classes.
All told, these 94 FTEs represent $59 million in incremental expense over the
five-year period. Of this, approximately 20%, or $12 million, represents a hit to
GTR in the forecast. The remainder of staff costs are borne by incremental GTR
revenues (HB 2017), cost recovery or billings to CIP projects.
The cost, of course, does not speak to the rationale for adding these positions
and how they contribute to the bureau meeting its strategic goals.

FTE Addition Impact
- PBOT Response to

o

Pay equity considerations See PBOT responses to CBO Requested Budget
questions.

Capital planning and project prioritization: the tradeoffs of investing in new assets vs.
investing in closing the asset maintenance gap. (by selecting to invest in new assets, the
bureau is increasing the asset maintenance funding gap, which impacts PMs – as seen by
stagnated growth of PM outcomes)


How the bureau prioritizes and selects which projects to invest in Jeramy, Emily, Art
Think about our mission as an agency: ease of mobility. Respond to our job at the
highest level. Consider how we do this in the way we function our streets,
configuration, keeping things working
Including through an equity lens (racial, intergenerational, economic, etc.)
 TSP projects evaluated against equity matrix
 Similar process in Regional Flex Fund process
 Triple wins
 This is one approach we use to maximize outcome of our project
investments, tying together Bureau goals: Manage for Growth, Managing
Assets, Delivering Safe Systems, and Equity
 Does the bureau think that the resource (investor/grantor) is driving what
projects move forward (a form of mission creep), or are the projects prioritized
by the bureau based off internal prioritization policies and practices?
 Deliver projects with restrictive funds
 Projects are prioritized against bureau goals
 PBOT over matching on grant TR projects. How much, implications, tradeoffs,
pros?
There are couple of reasons why PBOT has elected to “over-match” a project.
 Construction costs has risen over the years. When bid comes in higher
than anticipated, PBOT has chosen to “over-match” to complete/make
the project whole
 State and federal grants scope on a project can be limiting. There are
times where PBOT has decided to “contribute” additional funds to make
it a better project and not have to redo the project at a later point in time
once other federal funding are available. For example, PBOT might have
a federal grant to do sidewalk improvements. However, the scope of the
project does not include signal reconstruction or pedestrian crosswalk or
paving. Where possible, cost effective and efficient, PBOT will
“contribute” additional funds to construct those assets to make it a
better project.
Investment by type maintaining existing assets vs. adding new assets (requested budget
and past five years of actuals) Truc
 How much the bureau is investing in R/R/R projects.
See below








Available resources for projects Truc/Jeramy
 Are you seeing downward trend for SDCs? Moderate downturn
 Is this reflected in the financial forecast? Yes
 How can these be used?
CIP projects have multiple funding sources. These resources are used toward
system improvements and/or rehabilitation/reconstructions. However, there
are restrictions:
 State and federal grants can only be use on awarded projects and
approved scope. These grants are generally for major system
improvements.
 TSDC funds can only be use on the list of Approved projects (10-year list
Adopted by Council) and By law (State law), only be used to fund
construction of projects that add to the capacity of people to get around.
It can’t be use for studies and maintenance.
 FOS funds are restricted to the FOS program. The program has a list of
projects that was approved by voters.
 Discretionary resources, such as GTR and HB 2017, will typically goes
toward matching state and federal grants. Additionally, where it is cost
effective and efficient, PBOT will use these discretionary resources to
address deficiency of the federal funded project or “existing” deficiency
of TSDC projects (TSDC funds can only be use for added capacity. Not
existing deficiency). By using these discretionary funds to address the
limitation/restriction of the other funding sources, PBOT can make the
project better and not have to address the deficiencies of the project at a
future date.
 New assets only or maintenance too?
Projects in the CIP goes toward building major system improvements as well as
capital rehabilitation and reconstruction.
What is the bureau’s plan to maintain assets should certain resources end – FoS is the
example. Jeramy, Emily
 Still use HB money and new resources (parking meter increases) to maintain
assets but it would take longer
 Use of restrictive funds for capital projects: TSDCs and grant funding
 Becomes a more complicated answer because of FOS and HB2017







 Color of money dictates what we can do with it
 Structural challenge resulting from historic decisions; lack of systems in place to
keep up with demands. The result is that PBOT continues to fall short on ability
to keep up with maintenance and capital investments
ADA tradeoffs: does this pull focus and work from R/R/R projects, and/or how is it
enhancing these projects? Jeramy, Emily
 Yes, but it does have a long-term return
How much is the bureau contracting out to ensure timely project delivery?
Where possible, the bureau looks to contract out. However, there are other
factors such as scope changes and public involvement that could affect timely
project delivery. The bureau is looking at the whole project delivery process to
ensure timely project delivery.
Or is the level at which the bureau contracts out not linked to project delivery
expectations? Truc.
There are several factors to timely project delivery
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BUDGET WORK SESSION Q&A
1. Given the critical nature of funding the improvements to the high crash corridors, why are these
not funded within PBOT’s base budget in contrast to new General Fund resources? What would
be the tradeoffs if PBOT funded these projects within its base budget? (Commissioner Fritz)
a. PBOT has budgeted more than $170,000 for lighting infill as part of the base budget
for the Active Transportation & Safety Division. This will pay for PBOT and PGE staff
work to complete the engineering and placement of the new lighting. The additional
$500,000 General Fund/Marijuana Tax request would cover the purchase of hardware

and light fixtures. While lighting is important, reducing fatalities on High Crash
Corridors requires a multi-disciplinary approach. PBOT’s Vision Zero activities are a
strategically-developed set of complementary actions to improve safety outcomes on
many of Portland’s most dangerous streets.
If asked to absorb these costs in our base budget, PBOT would first look to other
expenses in the Vision Zero program. Covering the requested $500,000 for lighting
would mean fewer on-the-ground safety improvements, and a lower level of
community engagement around those improvements. Specific examples of what
existing funds are used for include:
• Targeted safety “spot improvements” ($3.3 million bureau base budget and $1.3
million Marijuana Tax). See attached Excel sheet for program/project details,
funding amount, and sources.
• Continuation and expansion of Fixed Speed Camera Program ($207,000 Marijuana
Tax). This program uses automated “speed camera” enforcement to lower speeds
on particularly deadly High Crash Corridor sections. A recently-completed report
shows that the cameras work, lowering speeds and reducing dangerous behavior.
Overall, the existing cameras have helped to support a combined 59% reduction in
speeding. PBOT will bring a more comprehensive report on speed cameras to
Council in April as part of the Vision Zero Two Year Report.
• Community-based and culturally-specific education and outreach ($144,000
Marijuana Tax). Vision Zero safety training and outreach includes Street Teams in
East Portland, materials for safety trainings conducted in partnership with
community-based organizations, pedestrian safety training, community walks,
direct collaboration and funds to partner organizations for safety outreach, and
citywide media outreach. Non-profit partners on many of these initiatives include
APANO, IRCO, Rosewood Initiative, AARP, and the Division Midway Alliance).
Total cost of this program is $394,000. PBOT has requested the difference of
$250,000 from the General Fund to support this program.
In addition to these specific programs, existing Vision Zero funding covers a certain
amount of staff time used to move policy initiatives forward, such as speed reduction
on local streets and in high crash locations, and collaborating with community
partners on safety priorities. Ultimately, a significant reduction in any of these
activities would undermine the effectiveness of Portland’s Vision Zero initiative.

Safety Spot
Improvements.xlsx

2. Are we creating inequitable communities by allowing for LIDs? Has there been any analysis on
who is harmed by allowing for LIDs? (Commissioner Hardesty)
a. ORS 223.387 through ORS 223.399 governs assessments for local improvement
districts and the City Council must make findings of special benefit with each and
every LID it forms.

It should be noted that “special benefit” has meaning under Oregon law. As such, an
LID assessment by definition represents a finding that special benefit has been
conferred on a property assessed, as opposed to “harm.” When Council imposes the
final assessment ordinance, the finding of special benefit will take into account
various factors including, but not limited to:
1) The physical improvements adjacent to the property, which would appeal to a
large pool of buyers who would not be interested in acquiring a property with
deficient infrastructure; e.g., an unpaved street; and
2) The elimination of a more costly requirement to build the street “piecemeal”
under a permit job without the benefit of neighbors pooling their funds for
economies of scale.
Beyond these legal requirements of state law, there is a policy question of when and
where to form LIDs. We almost always form LIDs when asked by neighborhoods to do
so, and we typically see strong levels of petition support with LIDs. There are certainly
scenarios where a particular LID in a particular area would not be supported by the
community. The LID program has been designed (and City Code written) to provide
mechanisms for ascertaining whether a particular LID should move forward. In short,
with few exceptions, LIDs which would not enjoy the support of the community rarely
move forward to Council for consideration, and even if they did, state law prescribes
that the Council is charged with making a decision to form (or not form) an LID.
Council recognized on a global level the value that LIDs create for neighborhoods
when it approved the Value Capture Resolution in 2016:
https://efiles.portlandoregon.gov/Record?q=recAnyWord%3A37205&sortBy=recCreate
dOn&pagesize=100
LIDs build much-needed infrastructure around the City. By reducing the backlog of
deficient infrastructure, we improve neighborhood livability where LIDs are formed,
and we also reduce the competition for scarce infrastructure resources. We have
formed approximately five dozen LIDs formed over the past 20 years for street,
sidewalk, stormwater, sanitary sewer, water main, traffic signal, aerial tram and
streetcar improvements.
3. Please provide an update on the status of Central City in Motion advisory group. (Mayor
Wheeler).
a. Applications for the Central City in Motion advisory group are currently being
accepted via the new Office of Community & Civic Life process with a deadline set for
March 21st. We expect to finalize the committee membership in April and plan to have
our first committee meeting in May.
4. Please provide the details related to the annexation of East County [East Portland], and the
discussed infrastructure improvements agreed upon as part of that process. (Commissioner
Eudaly/Hardesty)
a. We are still researching this question.

5. When is 136th Ave project going to be finished? (Frieda)
a. Construction on this project will start in Spring of 2020 and continue until Spring of
2021.
6. What is the process for ensuring that the City’s equity goals are met if PBOT support works in
partner organizations? For example, how do we ensure that TriMet equitably invests in bus
stops, particularly if we are providing resources that support portions of this project.
a. See attached word document.
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INTRODUCTION
The Portland Bureau of Transportation’s (PBOT) FY 2019-20 requested budget totals $614.7
million. The bureau received seven Directions to Develop seeking additional resources from the
General Fund totaling $3.1 million in one-time and $2.2 million in ongoing, and requests 7.0 FTE.
PBOT has also submitted a request for Capital Set-Aside consideration for 13 projects totaling
$42.6 million. Despite the rising costs for internal services and personnel, the bureau’s five-year
financial forecast is balanced, and does not require any reductions.
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BASE BUDGET KEY ISSUES
Bureau Overview: Recent Growth and Future Planning
Revenue Growth
PBOT’s total revenue has grown an average of 12% the past five years, with the most significant
growth occurring in FY 2016-17 when revenues grew by 24%. This growth is due to new revenue
sources – House Bill (HB) 2017 and Fixing Our Street (FoS) monies, in addition to existing sources,
which include system
development charges (SDCs),
license and permits, and
General Transportation
Revenue (GTR). GTR
represents the bureau’s
discretionary resources,
consisting of gas taxes and
parking revenues, among
others, and now includes HB
2017 funds. Over the past five
years GTR has grown by an
average of 7% per year, with
growth totaling $32.2 million
1
since FY 2014-15 through the current year. As highlighted in CBO’s analysis for PBOT’s FY 201819 Requested Budget 2, GTR revenues have grown faster than expenses primarily due to the
delays in project planning, design, and construction, and a need to staff up to assist with project
delivery.
Staffing Growth
During this same five-year
look back, the bureau has
increased the number of staff
in order to provide increased
services and deliver on a
greater number of capital
projects. The most significant
growth occurred in the
current fiscal year (2018-19),
as the bureau added 95.3 FTE.
A majority of FTE were added
to the bureau’s Engineering
and Maintenance groups to address capital project and maintenance workload backlogs.
1
2

FY 2018-19 figures are estimated actuals at this time.
City Budget Office website. https://www.portlandoregon.gov/cbo/article/675832.
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Five-Year Forecast
Despite regular increases in
revenues, there is uncertainty
in the five-year forecast. The
concerns are related to
continued changes to
revenues and unforeseen
impacts due to rising
personnel costs as a result of
revised Pay Equity laws from
the State of Oregon, in
addition to inflation and
increasing PERS costs.
PBOT’s forecast is based upon conservative revenue assumptions. 3 Looking forward, PBOT
projects GTR to continue to grow, but at a slower pace – an average of 2%, or $9.8 million over
the five-year forecast (see chart above). Fixing Our Street revenues are included in the forecast,
reflecting the current funding end date of December 2020. Fixing Our Street revenues add an
estimated $84.9 million over the four-year life of the tax, which without renewal would leave an
average loss to PBOT of $17.0 million annually. Lastly, the bureau anticipates a continuation of
early economic slowing reflected through declining SDC revenues within the forecast.
The bureau recently updated the personnel cost assumptions in its forecast due to the pay equity
impacts across City of Portland employees. Following the implementation of the Pay Equity law
passed by the State, the salaries of 78 non-represented employees and the wages of Portland
City Laborers (PCL) employees were adjusted. This resulted in increased costs of $910,000. In
addition, 95.3 FTE were added in FY 2018-19, resulting in a net increase of $59.0 million for
personnel expenses across the five-year forecast. PBOT notes that 20%, or $12.0 million of these
costs, will be paid for by GTR, while the remainder will be paid for by incremental revenues, cost
recovery or billings to capital improvement
projects. Lastly, as a result of declining SDC
revenue projections, PBOT plans to retain
current vacancies within its Building Plan &
Development program.
Accounting for these factors, the bureau’s
discretionary GTR ending balance remains an
estimated $24.6 million in FY 2023-24 (see
chart left). The bureau intends to retain this
balance to help smooth a projected deficit
over the ten-year forecast caused by
PBOT includes significant details resulting in its conservative forecast in its five-year financial forecast included in the FY
2019-20 Requested Budget. For full details behind these assumptions, please see the Requested Budget.
https://www.portlandoregon.gov/cbo/article/711656.

3
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expenditures increasing faster than revenues. This assumes that PBOT will maintain current peak
staffing levels. CBO recommends that the bureau consider these long-term tradeoffs alongside
current revenue needs discussed below, seeking the most effective use of these funds that have
the most beneficial long-term impact on the transportation system.

PROGRAM OFFER REVIEW
Program Overview
Following the City’s implementation of program offer budgeting, PBOT made changes to its
budget program structure in order to better present its programs based off actual services
provided to the Portland community. This resulted in technical changes being made to combine
some programs, reducing the total number of programs from 35 to 23.
The bureau’s capital improvement plan (CIP) budget is split into three program areas. Safety &
Vision Zero consists of 75% of the total CIP allocation for FY 2019-20 (see pie chart below). This
program has 71 projects planned for the coming fiscal year that focus on reducing transportation
fatalities and serious injuries. Asset Management focuses on allocating resources for the
preservation, operation, maintenance, and management of transportation infrastructure, and
has 36 planned projects. Managing for Growth seeks efficient and inclusive use of limited space
in the City to meet the expected growth and demands on the transportation system in Portland.
Many capital projects are “triple-wins” and address needs in each of these three areas, but need
to be allocated to only one budgetary program.
In addition to the three CIP programs, there are 18 other PBOT programs that provide day-to-day
operations, maintenance, and support services for the City’s transportation system and the
public. These are core bureau initiatives such as: Support Services, Streets & Signs, Right of Way
Use, and Engineering. Programs range from $300,000 to $36.7 million of allocated bureau
expenses for FY 2019-20. Of these Streets & Signs, On-Street Parking, and Streetlights & Signals
are the largest programs.
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Other programs not included in
the info graphic (see left)
include: The Environmental
Systems program, $30.7 million,
which is funded in part with an
interagency agreement with the
Bureau of Environmental
Services (BES). This program
supports BES owned
infrastructure through
preventative maintenance and
replacement work by PBOT for
the City’s sewer and stormwater
collection system. Smaller
programs include Tram Operations, Project Management, and Planning. In total, Safety & Vision
Zero (19%) has the largest program budget allocation across all 23 programs. 4
Streetlights & Signals
This $23.9 million program is responsible for the planning, design, operations, and maintenance
of traffic control signals and lighting infrastructure for the City. The bureau notes that this
program has a maintenance backlog compounded by declining discretionary GTR allocated to the
program alongside rising costs caused by new programming, in particular Vision Zero and Smart
Cities.
The bureau notes that declining discretionary GTR for the program has resulted in fewer than
two traffic signals being rebuilt or reconstructed each year. However, the program has received
$14.9 million in Capital Set-Aside funding since FY 2014-15, allocated across 32 projects where
work is either planned or has been completed with these resources. Furthermore, this program
received $3.5 million from Build Portland for maintenance needs. Despite this, the major
maintenance backlog for this program is $371.0 million for traffic signals and $1.3 million for
street lights.
Second, the bureau notes that the program has been impacted by the “significant additional
infrastructure” implemented by Vision Zero efforts. The program has added approximately 80
Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacons (RRFBs), increasing the program’s installations by 8%, and
requiring additional maintenance work and costs (although not specified by bureau after inquiry).
The increase in traffic signal and lighting has increased by 200% in the past three years. While
adding this infrastructure addresses key City goals, it also requires a corresponding increase in
ongoing maintenance funding.

The Fund Management program is technically the largest bureau program; however, it manages the bureaus debt and is not
reflective of services program outwards to the community. The program accounts for $113.1 million or 23% of the total
budget. Safety and Vision Zero is the second largest when including Fund Management, but is the largest outward facing
service provided by the bureau.
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Lastly, this program had an increase for service as the result of the Smart City sensors
installations. The bureau was directed to install 200 new facilities along SE Division, SE
Hawthorne, and SE 122nd Avenue corridors. This added new equipment and required the
replacement of certain poles in order to be able to withstand the weight of the sensors, the costs
of which are unknown, but impacted the bureau’s ability to do other work.
Inadequate signals and street lights disproportionately impact Portland’s vulnerable populations
that require additional assistance when utilizing intersections and sidewalks. To help navigate the
balance of repairing existing infrastructure, which is often in well-served areas, versus adding
infrastructure to underserved areas, PBOT recently assessed how the bureau should prioritize
projects based on various policies. This critical balance of whether to invest in new infrastructure
or repair old infrastructure highlights a central challenge in advancing the City’s equity goals.
This program reflects an ongoing concern highlighted by CBO in prior analyses 5. The bureau is
experiencing significant growth in resources and increased project completion expectations. This
has required the bureau to add FTE to complete project throughput, which has resulted in higher
utilization of available discretionary GTR. Yet, the bureau has not identified an ongoing asset
maintenance plan for these new assets, further increasing its major maintenance backlog. As
these new assets reach the end of their useful life, and as existing assets are not sufficiently
maintained, this will result in increased risks of traffic related injuries and death due to signal and
lighting outages. This is a challenge across the bureau, not just specifically for Streetlights &
Signals.
CBO recommends that the bureau provide a maintenance plan and funding source for all new
projects added in the FY 2019-20 budget.
City Financial Policy 2.03 discusses in detail the requirements of identifying future maintenance
and operating costs of new capital improvements, and notes that maintenance and operations of
major capital assets should be given priority over acquisition of new assets. 6,7 CBO is not
recommending the bureau cease all projects where the bureau is adding new assets; rather, in
alignment with City Financial Policy, CBO is encourages the bureau to a) identify a funding plan
for the maintenance of new assets, and b) evaluate the allocation of available discretionary
resources for maintenance across the bureau’s portfolio of projects, considering
intergenerational equity impacts of adding new assets versus maintaining existing infrastructure.

City Budget Office website. https://www.portlandoregon.gov/cbo/article/675832.
Financial Policy 2.03 – Financial Planning. “The City shall identify full costs of future maintenance needs and operating costs
of new capital improvements and equipment prior to funding as part of the Capital Budget. An approved funding plan for the
operations and maintenance costs shall be included as part of the Adopted Budget.” “Maintenance and operations of major
capital assets should be given priority over acquisition of new assets, unless an analysis indicates a net benefit or the funding
source to acquire or develop a new asset cannot be used for operations and maintenance.”
https://www.portlandoregon.gov/citycode/article/200789.
7
Financial Policy 2.03.02 – Operations and Maintenance Costs. “Bureaus shall submit an estimated operations and
maintenance (O&M) costs schedule at the time a capital project or asset is planned or requested. See FIN 2.03.02 Operations
and Maintenance Costs.” https://www.portlandoregon.gov/brfs/article/531021.
5
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NOTABLE CHANGES
As discussed above, PBOTs’ notable changes for FY 2019-20 are the transition to program offers,
the restructuring of programs, the addition of 81 new performance measures, and the discussed
risks to its five-year forecast due to rising costs. The bureau will also be releasing its latest
strategic plan.

DIRECTIONS TO DEVELOP
PBOT Capital Set Aside Request
$42,600,000, 0.00 FTE

CBO Analysis
PBOT has submitted 13 projects, totaling $42.6 million, for one-time General Fund Capital SetAside funding consideration. Each of these projects have previously been requested, and scored
by the Capital Set-Aside ranking committee. The top scoring requested projects include:
ADA accessible sidewalks - $1.5 million. This funding request supports PBOT’s recent settlement
with the Civil Rights Education and Enforcement Center (CREEC), to improve citywide corners to
meet current American’s with Disabilities Act (ADA) standards. This settlement requires PBOT to
complete 1,500 corners annually, and the bureau can ‘bank’ completed corners above this annual
target for use in future years where perhaps the completion rate is lower.
In prior CBO analysis discussing the CREEC settlement, CBO recommended PBOT include ADA
accessible sidewalks for Capital Set-Aside funding each year for $1.5 million through FY 2030-31.
This allows this project to be scored against other urgent Citywide capital asset needs. CBO’s
recommendation did not guarantee Capital Set-Aside funding. PBOT received a CAL adjustment
of $1.0 million in General Fund ongoing resources to support this work and $10.5 million of Build
Portland General Fund resources have been allocated to this work as well.
Should this project not be funded through Capital Set-Aside, PBOT would need to identify an
alternative funding source for FY 2019-20, or reallocate other bureau resources to meet the
settlement’s obligations, but this would have possible service level impacts. For FY 2019-20 this
projected ranked first and CBO recommends funding.
Citywide Lamp Replacement Program - $500,000. Ranking 2nd, the bureau requests funds to
replace 1,000 traffic signal lamps and pedestrian lamps. Traffic signals support the safe and
efficient navigation of traffic through the transportation system across Portland. Many bulbs that
light traffic signals and warning beacons have lived past their useful lives, resulting in dimming
and outages, creating a significant maintenance backlog and safety risk for the City. Due to these
risk factors, and high project ranking, CBO recommends this request.
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Traffic Signal Reconstruction Program - $2.0 million. This program funds the needed repair and
replacement of traffic signals with electrical code failures, that present a life safety issue to crews
working on these signals, making this request different from that of the Citywide Lamp
Replacement Program. All modes of transit rely on functioning traffic signals for safe crossing at
intersections. PBOT identifies that approximately 38% of the traffic signal system is in poor to
very poor condition. This project ranks 3rd, due to the significant life safety concerns, and CBO
recommends this request.
Cornell Tunnel Lining Replacement – $2.3 million. Ranking 4th, funds would be used to replace
the tunnel lining in the western Cornell Tunnel (BR #127) where a crack in the crown has been
identified by inspectors. The tunnel has outlived its 50-year lifespan and does not meet current
performance standards. Once rehabilitating the tunnel through a lining replacement, the lifespan
would be extended and ensure the reliability of the tunnel for another 25 years. Due to the high
project ranking, CBO recommends this request.
CBO Recommendation: $6,300,000 one-time

Vision Zero Enhancements
$750,000, 0.00 FTE

Direction Language
PBOT received a direction to develop a proposal that enhances existing efforts to meet the
bureau’s Vision Zero goals, specifically focusing on two areas of concern: addressing low light
conditions on the High Crash Network, and continuing the safety education and awareness
campaign. The bureau was directed to request either new General Fund resources and/or
Recreational Cannabis Tax resources to meet this need.
CBO Analysis
PBOT has been implementing various Vision Zero projects across Portland since City Council
adopted the Vision Zero Resolution 37130 in June 2015. 8
Strategic Lighting Infill. In FY 2018-19 the bureau conducted an analysis and inventory of the
City’s lighting deficiencies. PBOT can now identify where there is an overlap of crash history and
high crash corridor lighting deficiencies. Additionally, it was determined that the specific issues
and needs for each location along the high crash corridor requires a more detailed site-specific
review. This is due to overhead obstructions and the size of poles and potential locations of new
poles; all must be assessed at the site level to understand the number of fixtures required to
meet new lighting guidelines.
The report identified 25 miles of corridors in East Portland that are lighting deficient. Unlike other
parts of the city, many large East Portland arterials have lighting on only one side of the street.
Within this range there are over 20 high crash intersections, most of which have at least a portion
of lighting deficiencies.
City Auditor’s Office. Resolution 37130.
http://efiles.portlandoregon.gov/Record?q=recAnyWord%3A37130&pagesize=100&sortBy=recCreatedOn
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The estimated total need is $12.0 million for East Portland, and an additional $8.0 million for the
remaining high crash corridor. This funding request will focus on outer SE Stark Street in response
to community input and completed data analysis. Outer Stark is one of Portland’s highest
pedestrian crash corridors, including the #1 and #7 highest crash intersections. Through intercept
surveys conducted by PBOT staff, lack of lighting was cited as the number one concern leading to
people feeling unsafe as they move about on Stark Street from 148th to 162nd.
The request for $500,000 of one-time General Fund resources would make it possible to improve
lighting along this 0.7-mile segment of outer SE Stark Street, with 0.3 miles of additional
pedestrian crossing lighting. Specifically, this request would add new lighting and poles on the
north side of Stark (148th to 162nd), infill on the south side, and add pedestrian scale lighting at
marked pedestrian crossings at 151st and 160th.
PBOT has not identified the estimated ongoing maintenance needs or resource as a result of this
investment, which does not follow City Financial Policy. The bureau indicates that the new
fixtures will increase maintenance efforts due to new poles, in addition to the costs for the light
arms and additional LED bulbs and the cost for ongoing power.
Low-income communities and communities of color have identified a lack of lighting as a
significant safety risk in their neighborhoods. Nationwide data show that lighting at intersections
reduces auto crashes by 12% and reduces crash fatalities by 77%. 9 Improving the uniformity of
lighting (lighting infill) reduces the incidence of daytime and nighttime crashes by 2.3%.
CBO recommends that this package be given additional consideration by Council but notes that
given that Vision Zero efforts locally are new, and prior year investments take time to
demonstrate the effectiveness. While there is data nationally to support these investments, it
remains that the City currently lacks local data on the effectiveness of these types of
interventions. CBO also notes that a separate package is being considered for funding in the
Bureau of Planning and Sustainability to reduce light pollution, and recommends that any lighting
infill projects coordinate with simultaneous efforts to reduce light pollution. Given the major
maintenance backlog which exists in this program and across the bureau, if funding is approved
by Council, CBO recommends that the bureau develop and include the requisite ongoing
maintenance funding for these new assets to ensure the intergenerational equity of this
investment.
Citywide Multi-Bureau Awareness Campaign. PBOT also requests $250,000 in General Fund
ongoing resources for a safety education campaign focused on the dangerous behaviors of
drivers in Portland. This project partners with the Portland Police Bureau and the Portland Fire
Bureau to address impaired and distracted driving. For FY 2019-20’s campaign, PBOT is proposing
to work closely with public health and community groups. These partners will be contributing inkind services for this campaign, distributing materials through their networks. This will be the
second ad campaign.

Vision Zero Year Three report. February 2017. Retrieved online by PBOT from:
https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/visionzero/downloads/pdf/vision-zero-year-3-report.pdf

9

9 of 18

The first “Struck” campaign resulted in approximately half of Portland residents being aware of
the campaign, and according to PBOT a majority of the 250 respondents indicated it changed
their driving behavior.
CBO recommends that this package be given additional consideration by Council but notes that
given that Vision Zero efforts locally are new, and prior year investments take time to
demonstrate the effectiveness. While there is data nationally to support these investments, it
remains that the City currently lacks local data on the effectiveness of these types of
interventions. CBO recognizes that Council has identified Vision Zero as a City goal. As a relatively
new program, if funding is approved by Council, CBO would recommend the bureau evaluate the
effectiveness of the proposal within three years of appropriation to see if initially intended
results have transpired.
CBO Recommendation: $0 one-time | $0 ongoing

Alternative Modes of Transportation
$1,360,000, 0.00 FTE

Direction Language
The bureau received a Direction to Develop that increases the utilization of alternative modes of
transportation, with the focus on: creating opportunities for people with special mobility needs,
safe bicycle and pedestrian travel routes along Naito Parkway, and developing an implementation
strategy to transform bus transit in Portland. The bureau has submitted a decision package to
address these areas of priority for the bureau and its Commissioner in Charge.
 Adaptive BIKETOWN – the bureau was directed to request one-time, General Fund
resources to create a permanent program and integrate it within the Bike Share Program.
$50,000
 Better Naito 2.0 – PBOT was directed to request one-time, General Fund resources to
create a permanent, year-round, two-way cycletrack and sidewalk improvements along
Naito Parkway from SW Salmon to NW Couch streets. $1,000,000
 Enhanced Transit Priority Network Implementation Pilot – PBOT was directed to request
one-time, General Fund resources to develop an implementation strategy for bus transit in
Portland, by making it faster, more reliable, and competitive as a mode share option.
$310,000
CBO Analysis
Adaptive BIKETOWN. The bureau requests $50,000 of one-time General Fund resources for the
upcoming 2019 riding season. Created as a pilot program in 2017, Adaptive BIKETOWN is
designed specifically for individuals with mobility needs. The program partners with Nike and Kerr
Bikes to provide accessible bikes, mobility device storage, and assistance to riders with mobility
needs. Nike serves as a program sponsor and provides $10,000 in annual funding.
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In 2018, rentals increased by 220% in the second year of the pilot from the first. 87% of users
were people with disabilities, seniors or those receiving public assistance. The $50,000 request
would fund a one-year contract with Kerr Bikes for operations and maintenance ($30,000), as
well as $7,000 for the bureau’s external materials and services and for PBOT staff ($13,000).
Adaptive BIKETOWN was launched in response to requests from the public for this equitable
service. The bureau has made strides in addressing historical inequities by addressing racial
equity considerations for projects, programs, and operations, yet there is limited discussion of
equitable services for individuals with disabilities, including mobility.
Given this, CBO recommends the bureau consider prioritizing Adaptive BIKETOWN for people
with mobility needs in relation to other new activities funded with GTR resources, which as noted
in the Base Budget Key Issues section of this analysis is an estimated $59.4 million for FY 2018-19.
Better Naito 2.0. The Better Naito project would construct a permanent, two-way cycle track
along the east side of SW Naito Parkway, between the roadway and Waterfront Park and infill
sections of new sidewalk. PBOT has piloted this concept in the summer months for four seasons
and it is part of PBOT’s Central City in Motion plan, adopted by Council in November 2018.
PBOT highlights that riders are 3.4 times more likely to ride on Naito with the summer season
protected bikeways present, however CBO is unable to verify this information as statistically
valid, and there has been no assessment of ridership for year-round use.
The project is $4.0 million overall. The bureau would fund $3.0 million with a combination of
Transportation System Development Charges (TSDCs) and GTR. The bureau is requesting $1.0
million in one-time General Fund resources for the rest. Given the limited available resources and
significant requests from City bureaus for General Fund resources, CBO does not recommend
General Fund resources for this project.
Enhanced Transit Priority Network Implementation Pilot. The goals of an ETPN Implementation
Pilot would assess ways in which to make public transit faster and more reliable through smart
traffic signals, the placement of bus stops, the use of lanes and road striping, for transit queue
jumps and transit lanes, and more. This pilot project implementation plan requests $310,000 in
one-time General Fund resources. This would fund: recommendations for the pilot project and
budget proposal; identification of a subset of improvements that could be implemented as a
‘quick build pilot’ in 2021; an estimate for the cost of a one-year, temporary deployment and
removal; development of a recommended delivery mechanism, timeline and funding plan;
establishment of an evaluation process before, during and after the pilot; and an assessment if
any changes are needed to PBOT’s application to request Federal Highway Administration funds
to experiment with red transit lane markings.
PBOT does not control transit, however as the owner of the roadways, and designers and
engineers of city streets, PBOT would be the lead on this pilot working in partnership with TriMet
for shared outcomes. PBOT would be the owner and responsible party for future investments and
ongoing maintenance costs for any projects related to the ETPN Implementation Pilot and results,
although these costs are not estimated at this time and should be better identified after the pilot.
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PBOT identifies this project as an additional tool to assist the City with anticipated population
growth. To meet the shared goal of 25% transit mode share by 2035, more Portlanders need to
be able to have access to public transit that is convenient, timely, and does not add to additional
congestion. This pilot proposes to partner with TriMet and Metro to complement their Regional
Enhanced Transit Concept Pilot Program. ETPN and Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) are used increasingly
across the globe to prioritize public transit over automobiles, and are well known best practices
for improving public transit outcomes and easing congestion.
CBO does not recommend funding for the ETPN pilot. CBO recognizes that this project would
begin to address traffic congestion, providing a benefit to commuters into and from downtown,
but several questions remain unanswered. PBOT could build upon the existing pilot Metro and
TriMet are already conducting, and this proposal includes insufficient data for outcomes, and
potentially requires a long-term financial commitment that is undefined.
CBO Recommendation: $0 one-time

Pay Equity Study Impacts
$910,607, 0.00 FTE

Direction Language
The City of Portland’s Bureau of Human Resources (BHR) recently conducted a pay equity study in
order to be compliant with revisions to Oregon’s pay equity law under House Bill 2005, which
went into effect January 1, 2019. This study led to pay increases across Portland’s City bureaus,
including PBOT. As a non-General Fund bureau, PBOT was directed to request additional ongoing
General Fund resources to offset the increases in personnel costs as the result of the Pay Equity
Study.
CBO Analysis
PBOT requests $910,607 in General Fund ongoing resources to offset the personnel costs related
to the pay equity study impacts for both non-represented employees and the Portland City
Laborers (PCL) union employees. The bureau had 78 employees impacted by the pay equity
study, staff experienced increases ranging from $0.01 to $9.78 per hour. The result leads to an
ongoing cost increase for the bureau of $587,403 for non-represented employees, and $323,000
for PCL employees.
The bureau indicates that should the General Fund be unable to offset these ongoing increases,
PBOT would need to make future reductions to its services to maintain a balanced forecast in out
years should no new revenues come to fruition. Reductions are not identified by the bureau in
the current five-year forecast, as these costs are included, and it is balanced. The requested
budget for PBOT currently includes the pay equity expenses, and notes that should it receive
General Fund resources, those dollars would be used to balance out years in its ten-year financial
forecast – mitigating future year deficits (please see additional analysis discussed in the Base
Budget Key Issues section). For the current year (FY 2018-19), the bureau plans to monitor its
personnel projections for spending and, if necessary, would request to use its contingency in the
Spring Supplemental Budget.
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Additionally, PBOT had 73 employees that were at top of range, given the changes to Class
Compensation and the widening of salary ranges, the bureau would also experience an additional
$318,942 cost if each of these employees received a full 4.1% merit increase. PBOT, like many
bureaus, directed managers to absorb merit increases within their target allocations, which may
result in reductions to materials and services, or will be offset through vacancy savings. Funding
for the increased compensation ranges is not included in this package.
CBO does not recommend this request. CBO recognizes that pay equity impacts are forcing the
bureau to expend more resources on personnel. However, the tradeoffs for funding these cost
increases remain unclear.
CBO Recommendation: $0 ongoing

Transportation Resiliency Plan
$600,000, 0.00 FTE

Direction Language
PBOT received a Direction to Develop to create a transportation resiliency plan through a request
for additional General Fund, one-time resources. The direction discusses Ordinance 189007, a
request from the Mayor for all Commissioners to collaborate with him on creating a plan in every
bureau that supports resiliency and recovery beyond simply continuity of operations plans.
CBO Analysis
PBOT is requesting $600,000 of one-time General Fund resources to create a Transportation
Resiliency Plan to increase the City’s response recovery and resiliency after a disaster. The bureau
previously submitted a $500,000 General Fund request as part of its FY 2018-19 requested
budget and a $600,000 request in the FY 2018-19 Fall Budget Monitoring Process (BMP), however
City Council chose not to fund these requests.
The project remains the same as previously requested; create a plan and build off the 2016
Mitigation Action Plan and the Comprehensive Plan 2035, update the City’s emergency
transportation routes (ETRs) to current policies and plans and establish a process for ETRs to be
regularly updated, and conduct a seismic study of PBOT owned bridges.
As discussed in CBO’s prior analyses, CBO agrees that incorporating resiliency planning into
PBOT’s project decision-making and prioritization is critical. 10 Given the importance of this work,
CBO recommends the bureau consider prioritizing this project in relation to other new projects,
or utilizing some of the $59.4 million of available GTR resources for this work, and does not
recommend General Fund resources for this project.
CBO Recommendation: $0 one-time

See prior CBO analyses: PBOT’s FY 2018-19 Requested Budget; https://www.portlandoregon.gov/cbo/article/675832, and
PBOT’s FY 2018-19 Fall BMP; https://www.portlandoregon.gov/cbo/article/701056, pdf page 88.
10
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South Portland Addressing
$305,000, 0.00 FTE

Direction Language
PBOT received a Direction to Develop to submit a decision package for the South Portland
Addressing leading zero project. The decision package requests new General Fund, one-time
resources for the cost of street sign replacement for affected areas and community outreach
informing residents of the change.
CBO Analysis
The bureau is requesting $305,000 in one-time General Fund resources to fund the South
Portland address project to rename several Portland city blocks located between SW Naito
Parkway and the Willamette River. Currently, the area has numerical addresses that begin with
zero. This creates confusion for address databases, wayfinding, and first responders.
This project directly benefits visitors and residents of the area, and benefits bureaus with address
databases that currently require work-arounds or special training for dealing with these unusual
addresses.
In June 2018, PBOT proposed an Ordinance to rename this area “South” and remove the leading
zero from the address. City Council passed Ordinance 188995 approving the bureau’s proposal,
with a target completion date of May 1, 2020. The bureau came back to Council in September
2018 with another Ordinance (189151) related to South Portland street sign fabrication and
indicated there was no financial impact to the project.
In prior CBO analysis, CBO recommended PBOT meet with other benefiting bureaus and together
jointly fund these efforts internally. PBOT notes that multiple City bureaus benefit from this
project, therefore “it would not have been appropriate to ask any single City bureau to absorb
the cost of this initiative to the exclusion of other benefiting bureaus.” CBO maintains its prior
recommendation that PBOT, the Bureau of Emergency Communications, Portland Fire Bureau,
and Portland Police Bureau jointly fund this project. Furthermore, while this project incurs
benefits citywide, the replacement of street signs falls within the responsibility of the bureau and
should be prioritized with the bureau’s $500,000 annual budget for street sign replacement. This
project would use 61% of this annual budget, but would be an appropriate use. CBO does not
recommend funding this request with General Fund resources.
CBO Recommendation: $0 one-time

Derelict RV Enforcement
$1,528,000, 7.00 FTE

Direction Language
The bureau received a Direction to Develop to fund its Derelict RV enforcement program with
General Fund, ongoing resources. The decision package should include total staff time, and
demolition costs in order to maintain current service levels.
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CBO Analysis
The Derelict RV Program identifies, removes, and dismantles broken down recreational vehicles
on City streets to maintain the public right-of-way, supporting public safety and neighborhood
livability. 11 As part of the FY 2018-19 Adopted Budget, City Council directed PBOT to continue the
program using existing bureau resources and to return to Council with a report on program
challenges and successes prior to FY 2019-20 budget development. In the FY 2018-19 Fall BMP,
PBOT made these technical adjustments, fulfilling the initial requirement of the budget note. This
adjustment allocated $1.5 million of General Transportation Revenue (GTR), and $189,000 in tow
fee revenue to support operations on a one-time basis.
The current request for funding, seeks $1,339,000 in General Fund ongoing resources, and
allocates $189,000 in tow fee revenue, to permanently fund this program ($1,528,000). Different
from the original request in the FY 2018-19 Requested Budget, the bureau seeks additional
funding for a seventh FTE, a Coordinator I-NE that supports parking operations duties, in addition
to the original six Parking Enforcement Officers. Additionally, this request includes funding for
three vehicles and the expected maintenance costs. The bureau notes that previously, this
program had utilized existing parking enforcement vehicles, but these are needed for ‘regular
duties’ within parking enforcement. PBOT has begun leasing vehicles, but CityFleet discourages
long-term leases. With these changes, the net result makes this request for General Fund
resources lower than the prior request, as the bureau has identified ways to process vehicles at
lower costs, among other savings.
PBOT notes that currently, with six officers reassigned from parking enforcement duties to the
Derelict RV program, the bureau is experiencing reduced levels of enforcement, and reduced
ability to respond to requests for services, in addition to foregone parking citation revenues that
would have been collected, estimated at $900,000. Should Council not approve this current
request, the bureau indicates it will have to make an offsetting reduction to parking enforcement
and on-street parking services. The bureau has set aside funding for the materials and services
costs within contingency for FY 2019-20 to backfill the program if General Fund is not allocated.
Personnel would continue to be borrowed from Parking Enforcement and On-Street Parking,
potentially leading to less parking citation revenue, which would reduce GTR support for other
transportation services, but specific projects/tradeoffs were not identified by PBOT.
Given the limited General Fund ongoing resources available, and the total Citywide requests for
General Fund resources, CBO does not recommend this decision package for funding. CBO
recommends PBOT continue to determine the right level of service for this program with input
from Council, and identify appropriate tradeoffs of funding this program with GTR.
CBO Recommendation: $0 ongoing | 0.00 FTE

For additional information, please refer to PBOT’s FY 2018-19 Requested Budget and CBO’s prior analysis of that request, as
well as PBOT’s FY 2018-19 Fall BMP technical adjustment request and CBO’s analysis.
11
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Coordinated Community Development
$125,000, 0.00 FTE

Direction Language
Collectively, Prosper Portland, Portland Bureau of Transportation, Portland Housing Bureau, and
the Bureau of Planning and Sustainability were directed to develop a decision package to
coordinate community planning and development initiatives in three geographical areas of
Portland: East Portland, the Southwest Corridor, and North/Northeast Portland. The direction
also requires these bureaus to work with the Bureau of Revenue and Financial Services to identify
a long-term funding strategy for these areas.
CBO Analysis
The three project areas are comprised of independent initiatives tied together with common
goals. Currently, partner bureaus are conducting projects in various stages in these communities;
however, efforts are not always coordinated regarding communications, community outreach,
implementation, or outcomes. The partner bureaus state the goal of this multi-bureau package is
to “coordinate communication, improve bureaus’ collective community development practices,
clarify roles, and make the impact of our shared equity goals more real.” This request highlights a
significant effort to coordinate community development workplans among bureaus to maximize
effectiveness and deliver on project goals, especially as related to equitable development
outcomes and community benefits. Projects would be coordinated by a team of bureau senior
managers who would report to the Planning and Development Directors on project progress.
Many of the projects align with Council project and policy priorities, including ongoing work on
the 2009 East Portland Action Plan, implementation of the Southwest Corridor Equitable Housing
Strategy and coordination on the I-5 Rose Quarter Improvement Project to ensure its alignment
with the City’s N/NE Quadrant Plan and the Albina Vision (a community-based plan for the Rose
Quarter), among other initiatives. Bureaus were directed to work with the Bureau of Revenue
and Financial Services to identify a City funding strategy for continuation and stabilization of
these efforts, including property and asset management. Across all bureaus, the requested
amount of General Fund one-time resources is $2.4 million
PBOT – requests $125,000 of General Fund one-time resources to support 1.0 FTE for the
development of equity impact methodology and analysis for these projects listed below. PBOT
and BPS are discussing sharing this position through an Interagency Agreement (IA).
 East Portland: fund an equity analysis for various projects such as Division Bus-RapidTransit, North-South access improvements, and updating the arterial street system.
Additionally, the focus would be on the next generation of the 2009 East Portland Action
Plan, supporting the Neighborhood Prosperity Network program partners, and working
with Rosewood on equitable development issues.
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 SW Corridor: begin to implement the SW Corridor Equitable Housing Strategy, working
with businesses along the proposed light rail alignment, a predevelopment analysis for
affordable housing and commercial development investments, and developing a funding
strategy for City investment along the corridor, including the City’s proposed match for the
light rail project.
 Northeast Portland: fund community development planning and urban design analysis of
the I-5 Rose Quarter Improvement Project to ensure its alignment with the N/NE Quadrant
plan and communities’ vision.
The bureau highlights that currently work in these areas is “not optimally coordinated with
regards to planning, communications, community outreach, implementation, or outcomes”
which has led to “inefficient investments and outcomes.” Specifically, the bureau states that this
work will help ensure there is adequate consideration and planning around potential impacts on
historically disadvantaged communities, threats to displacement, and other unintended
consequences.
PBOT notes that success for this investment of $125,000 would be the ability for this initiative to
integrate transportation outcomes with equitable community development outcomes through
the actions and accomplishments of partner bureaus. The bureau indicates that should this
request for one-time General Fund resources not be approved, the following impacts would
occur:
 East Portland: lack of funding would require PBOT and partner bureaus to greatly reduce
or eliminate the scope for transportation project equity methodology development,
analysis of current projects, and response formulation for Division BRT and other
numerous upcoming projects the bureau is planning for this area.
 SW Corridor: according to the bureau, existing funding is supporting the consultant project
design and related outreach work.
 NE Portland: failure to fund this aspect of the work would limit the ability to create the
strategy, track progress, connect with community and there would be associated negative
community perception. Additionally, there would be risk of losing City Council support for
project implementation on the I-5 Rose Quarter project.
In general, CBO recommends that formalized, multi-bureau coordination continue irrespective of
whether new resources are allocated in FY 2019-20, given the interconnectedness of partner
bureau’s efforts and workplans. This is in line with previous CBO recommendations to preserve
funding for a Program Coordinator within BPS that would be allocated to this specific role,
ensuring that the City’s long‐term development objectives are reflected in plans, projects, and
investments. Prioritization of bureau coordination on planning and development projects within
partner bureaus’ base budgets will ensure this effort is ongoing. Currently, there is insufficient
designated outcomes and details regarding the intersection of these separate bureau initiatives
for CBO to recommend allocation of limited available discretionary resources towards this effort.
CBO Recommendation: $0 one-time
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SUMMARY OF REQUESTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Below is a summary of the Portland Bureau of Transportation’s total budget.
Adopted
FY 2018-19
Resources
Budgeted Beginning Fund Balance
Taxes
Licenses & Permits
Charges for Services
Intergovernmental Revenues
Interagency Revenue
Fund Transfers - Revenue
Bond and Note
Miscellaneous
Miscellaneous Fund Allocation
Total Resources

Request
Base
(A)

$ 200,080,154
18,500,000
11,280,000
95,697,702
133,754,385
32,302,620
33,301,885
22,000,000
2,158,430
1,770,626
$550,845,802

$ 223,208,994
21,400,000
15,483,000
91,335,115
138,800,277
34,309,339
24,105,316
10,502,526
4,286,430
1,652,613
$565,083,610

$

189,000
47,989,607
$48,178,607

$

Requirements
Personnel Services
External Materials and Services
Internal Materials and Services
Capital Outlay
Debt Service
Debt Service Reserves
Fund Transfers - Expense
Contingency
Total Requirements

$ 120,957,979
79,180,858
36,757,902
125,212,106
19,573,771
1,673,047
10,917,025
156,573,114
$550,845,802

$ 125,612,083
76,345,653
40,307,862
152,532,693
20,777,233
1,673,047
13,559,801
134,275,238
$565,083,610

$

1,845,007
13,867,600
141,000
32,325,000
$48,178,607

$ (1,845,007) $ 125,612,083
(12,667,600)
77,545,653
(141,000)
40,307,862
(27,225,000) 157,632,693
20,777,233
1,673,047
13,559,801
134,275,238
($41,878,607) $571,383,610
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Bureau
CBO
Total
Decision
Recommended Recommended
Packages (B) Adjustments (C) Revised (A+B+C)
(189,000)
(41,686,607)
($41,875,607)

$ 223,208,994
$ 21,400,000
$ 15,483,000
$ 91,335,115
$ 138,800,277
$ 34,309,339
$ 30,405,316
$ 10,502,526
$ 4,286,430
$ 1,652,613
$571,383,610

City Council Question:
What is the process for ensuring that the City’s equity goals are met if PBOT support works in partner
organizations? For example, how do we ensure that TriMet equitably invests in bus stops, particularly if
we are providing resources that support portions of this project.
PBOT Response to CBO:
PBOT has the opportunity through a few channels to help meet the City’s equity goals when we support
work in partners organizations. One example is where we represent the City on regional Advisory
Committees. We convey City priorities and advocate for them through these committees, many of which
are set using an Equity Lens. We recommend that that our regional partners use an equity lens when
they are setting priorities. We have more leverage to do so when we are partner on a project and
contributing funds. We are then in a stronger position to make requests.
Where TriMet is initiating and investing in bus stops on their own we are typically in more of a
facilitation and permitting role, particularly for bus stop shelters. Where we are also contributing
funding or partnering on capital projects, then PBOT has more opportunity to leverage and influence
where bus stops are improved. We apply an equity lens in how we prioritize investments. PBOT
currently has modest programmatic funding to partner with TriMet on funding and improving bus stops.
We could use this to further influence where bus stops are improved using an Equity lens.
TriMet considers transit equity and environmental justice when making decisions about the placement
of bus stops, shelters and other investments.
Part of TriMet’s compliance with FTA Circular 4702.1B Title VI Requirements and Guidelines for Federal
Transit Administration Recipients is ongoing performance monitoring across all modes of service (bus,
MAX, and WES). Aligned with TriMet’s Business Plan, staff will conduct an annual review of resource and
service distribution. The objective is to ensure there is an equitable distribution of services and
resources across TriMet’s system. The forthcoming analysis in this report compared minority and/or
low-income access to that of non-minority and/or higher income access across six service and
performance metrics:
1. Service frequency and span (revenue hours): TriMet evaluates the amount of revenue hours of
service provided. The hours while in revenue service include layover/recovery time, and passenger
loading time.
2. On-time performance: TriMet defines “on-time” as no more than five minutes late or one minute
early.
3. Vehicle loads: TriMet evaluates whether fixed-route buses or light rail vehicles are overcrowded by
comparing the load/seat ratio to the maximum load factor for each vehicle type: bus (1.3), MAX (2.1),
and WES (1.0).
4. Service availability: TriMet considers persons residing within one-half mile of bus stops and/or rail
stations as having service available. Service availability is expressed as number and percentage of
District-wide population and is determined by vehicle mode.

5. Stop amenities: TriMet analyzes the distribution of stop amenities in the TriMet system (shelters,
seating, waste receptacles, etc.) in order to identify any potential disparities.
6. Vehicle assignment: TriMet assesses the vehicle assignment practices for fixed-route buses and light
rail vehicles. The expectation is that the average age of vehicles on minority and/or low-income lines
should be no more than the average age of vehicles on non-minority and/or higher income lines.
You can read more at:
https://trimet.org/about/transitequity.htm
TriMet uses ridership figures as the primary criterion for determining shelter placement warrants. Yet
several additional criteria are also considered when ridership figures do not support shelter placement.
• Preferred for stops with 50 or more boardings per weekday
• Infrequent service – minimum of 35 daily boardings on routes where peak headways are greater
than seventeen minutes
• Lift usage – minimum of 15 weekday boardings and 4% lift usage
• Proximity to senior housing and a minimum of 20 daily boardings
• Shelters funded and maintained by others
• Development of large new activity centers adjacent to transit where ridership is projected to
meet criteria
• Consolidated bus stops – combined ridership totals increase likelihood of shelter placement
If a bus stop meets TriMet’s shelter criteria it may be considered for bus shelter placement. Meeting
these criteria does not guarantee shelter installation. Existing site conditions and pedestrian
infrastructure, public right-of-way availability, accessibility and safety issues, and other concerns must
be reviewed and addressed before future bus shelter placements are confirmed.
Bus shelter placement and orientation should include the following:
• Five feet of pedestrian clearance, including clearance between poles, hydrants and other
obstacles.
• An ADA landing pad adjacent to sign and outside of shelter.
• A clear pathway from the ADA waiting area inside the shelter to the ADA landing pad.
• A clear pathway from the rear door landing area to the pedestrian path.
A variety of bus shelter shapes and sizes are available to address site restrictions and opportunities, and
ridership needs.
PBOT has been permitting bus shelters for decades through a mix of processes such as, by PBOT
Community Use Permitting (Portland in the Streets) and part of public works and capital projects. We
don’t have clean data to report on existing shelter locations given they have been permitted or
authorized through many paths. We do not have bus shelter location data in our GIS mapping
system. This data would need to be obtained from TriMet.
We may have more opportunities ahead to influence where bus stop investments happen now that
TriMet will have increased funding for bus stop improvements through the Statewide Transportation
Improvement Fund, or STIF, created under House Bill 2017 (HB 2017), the Keep Oregon Moving act.

TriMet recently completed the Tri-County Public Transportation Improvement Plan (PTIP) in October
2018 for approval by the Oregon Transportation Commission. The TriMet PTIP provides a 5-year
roadmap for the roll-out of possible future services and programs to improve service in low-income
communities. It also provides for planned revenue and service improvements and programs within the
next 2 ½-years. This document serves as the region’s PTIP, and is the culmination of extensive efforts put
forth by the HB 2017 Transit Advisory Committee (Committee). The Committee was formed specifically
to advise and assist in the plan’s development. PBOT is a member of this Committee, along with various
community and agency representatives from across the region.
The TriMet PTIP includes the following regarding bus stop shelters and other bus stop amenities (Page
42):
“About $10 million in one-time STIF funds will be dedicated to purchase and install new shelters,
digital displays and making bus stops fully accessible.
Improved bus stop amenities like shelters, benches, and lighting make riding transit more comfortable
and encourage continued ridership among customers. The committee proposes funding an expansion of
transit amenities, especially in areas with high equity needs. In addition, the committee proposes to
install new digital arrival displays in transit centers and MAX stations. Finally, the committee
recommends using funding to make some bus stops ADA compliant where possible. These could include
concrete bus stop landing pads and sidewalk ramps. TriMet staff would partner with local jurisdictions
to advance improvements and leverage existing funding. These investments would be distributed
throughout the TriMet district and targeted toward areas with notable equity needs.”

Background about the Tri-County Public Transportation Improvement Plan (PTIP)
The Oregon Legislature enacted House Bill 2017 (HB 2017), the Keep Oregon Moving act, in mid-2017.
Keep Oregon Moving includes a new employee payroll tax that equates to less than $1 per week for the
average Oregon worker, and is dedicated to funding the expansion of public transportation services. The
payroll tax became effective on July 1, 2018 and is administered through the Statewide Transportation
Improvement Fund, or STIF. Ninety percent (90%) of the STIF funds will be disbursed by formula to
Qualified Entities (QE) based on the amount of payroll tax generated in their area.
The Oregon Legislature designated TriMet as the Qualified Entity (QE) for the tri-county region for the
purpose of administering the STIF planning process, and receiving and distributing STIF funds for
Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington counties. As the QE, TriMet is responsible for submitting the
Tri-County Public Transportation Improvement Plan (PTIP) for approval by the Oregon Transportation
Commission.

