FINANCIAL PLAN

INTRODUCTION

The State Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) requireseach Transportation System Plan
(TSP) toincludea financing program. This financial plan is designed tomeet the State
requirements for a financing program, as well asto establish a financial framework for
making inv estm ent choices in the City ’stransportation sy stem over the next 20years.

The financial plan estim ates the fiscal requirementsto support theland usesin Portland’s
Comprehensive Plan, and allowsjurisdictions to assess theadequacy of existing and possible
alternative funding mechanismsto build the transportation sy stem. As required by the TPR,
the financial plan is linked with the TSP’s transportation sy stem im provem ents (identified in
Chapter 3),which include planned transportation projects along with the general timing,
rough cost estimate, and service provider for each project. According to the TPR, however,
anticipated project timing and financing provisions, however, arenot considered land use
decisions.

In addition tothe Staterequirements, the TSP financial plan is based on other elective
principles. For exam ple, it recognizes that agency partnerships are often required to fund
transportation im provements. Coordination among the Portland Office of Transportation
(PDOT), Metro, the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT), Tri-Met, the Port of
Portland, and the Portland Developm ent Commission (PDC) is essential to successfully
implement the TSP.

The TSP financial plan also presentsvarious financial scenarios that respond to a reasonable
range of existing and potential new revenue sourcesand funding capacities. These scenarios
provide a context for choicesamong the ty pes and number of transportation im provements
thatmay be im plemented over the 20y ear timeframe of the TSP.

Another principle guiding the financial plan is the im portance of maintenance and sy stem
operationsneedsaswell as capital im provement planning. Stewardship is one of the TSP’s
themes. Stewardship means proactive management of Portland’s transportation sy stem
through theefficient use ofresources, n on-capital solutionsto transportation needs, and
innovative approaches toin frastructurem anagem ent.

The City’s current transportation investment is approximately $5.5 billion of assets (based
on replacement costs), including streets, sidewalks, bridges, traffic signals, and streetlights.
Most ofthe State TSPrequirements focus on issues of urban growth and sy stem expansion.
It isalsoimportant, however, torecognize that expanding the transportation sy stem
presents long-term fiduciary responsibilities for local governm ents.

THE ROLE OF THE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY

To set the context for the TSP financial plan, it is useful to review therole of theregional
planning agency in distributing federal and State transportation funds. As a condition for
receiving federal capital and operating assistance, the Federal Highway Adm inistration
(FHA) and Federal Transit Administration (FTA) jointly require each urbanized area to have
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a transportation planning process that results in a regional transportation plan con sistent
with thearea’splanned development. Metro isdesignated by the Governor as the
metropolitan planning organization (MPO) tocarry out the federal transportation and
related air quality planning requirements, in cooperation with ODOT and Tri-Met.

Metro Authority for Transportation Planning

Metrohas legislative authority for urban transportation planning from three prim ary
sources:

e Title 23 (Highways) and Title 49 (Transportation) Code of Federal Regulations
e Oregon Revised Statutes —Chapter 268
e MetroCharter

In accordance with theserequirements, Metromust hasadopted a long-term Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP). The RTP guides and coordinatesthe combined efforts of
jurisdictionsand agenciesresponsible for theregion’s roadway and transit facilities.
Financing for transportation facilities and services iscom plex, cam prising a number of
single-purpose sources of local funds, dedicated State andlocal roadway and transit taxes,
and a num ber of federal roadway and transit funding programs.

(Chapter7: Background, contains additional inform ation about Metro’s role in the
development and review ofthe City’s TSP.)

The Regional Transportation Plan as a Basis for Financial Planning

Pursuant to federal planning regulations, metropolitan long-range plans such as Metro’s
RTP must include a financial plan that dem on strates the consistency of proposed
transportation investmentswith available and pr ojected sources of revenue. The financial
plan com pares the estimated revenue fran existing and proposed funding sources that can
reasonably be expected to be available for transportation uses, and the estimated costs of
constructing, maintaining, and operating the total transportation system (existing plus
planned) over the 20-year period ofthe plan.

The RTP ensuresgeographic consistency within the regional transportation sy stem;

multim odal coordination in efficient and cost-effective com binations of transportation
investments; land use interrelationships among cities and countieswithin the transportation
sy stem ; and cost-effective financing toaddress the growing travel demandin theregion. The
RTP establishes a unified policy direction for the federally funded transportation sy stem and
recanmends a balanced program of highway , transit, and dem and m anagement programsto
im plem ent that policy direction.

Financially Constrained System

The financially constrained sy stem is the RTP’s federally recognized sy stem of planned
transportation im provementsand financial plan assum ptions. This sy stem is limitedto
projectsand programsthat can be funded by current sources ofrevenue and new sources of
revenuethat can bereasonably expectedto be available during the 20y ear period. The
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revenue sourcesmay include assum ptions about current and future federal and State funds,
aswell aslocally generated revenuesthat support projects identified in the regional sy stem.

The financially constrained sy stem is the basis for various federal requirementsand
regulations. It isused to evaluate com pliance with air quality standards established by the
Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990. Metropolitan areasthat don ot meet air quality
standardsmay face sanctions, including potential loss of federal highway funds and limits on
industrial expansion. The Metro RT Phas been demonstrated toconform with the Clean Air
Act.

Projects must beidentified in the RTP’s financially constrained sy stem to be eligible for
federal funding through the Metr opolitan Transportation Im provement Program (MTIP,
discussed below under Federal Funding sources).

The RTP has found that therevenue am ounts assumed for the financially con strained

sy stem aren ot adequatetomeet the region’s 20y ear transportation needs. Analysis ofthat
sy stem shows that unacceptable levels of congestion will occur over timeand that it will n ot
be possibleto provide or maintain the accessrequirements of industrial areas and

accomm odate the growth expected in centers. For thisreason, the RTP priority system was
created.

The priority system includesmore projects than the financially constrained sy stem, with
increased revenuerequirements to support the additional projects. The RTP does not
consider the priority system to be the full set ofthe region’s transportation needs. Given
revenue limitations, however, the priority system addresses the highest-priority needs with a
potentially attainable increase in revenues(compared to the preferred sy stem, discussed
below). Funding the priority system will still require a substantial increase in revenues

com pared to existing resources.

Thepriority system serves an important role as part of the RTP that dem on strates

com pliance with TPRrequirements for a regional TSP. Metroand the State have determined
that the priority system fulfills the T PR requirement to identify an adequate sy stem of
transportation im provem entsthatmeet adopted perform ance measures. The priority system
must alsobe incorporated into local transportation sy stem plans to dem onstrate their
consistency with theregional plan.

Projects listed in the priority system cannot be funded through the MTIP unlessthey arealso
listed on the financially constrained sy stem. The priority system list serves as a source of
futureprojects tobeadded tothe financially constrained sy stem as part of future RT P
updates.

Preferred System

The RTP defines the preferred sy stem as the can plete set of im provements needed to fully
im plement the 2040 Growth Concept during the 20 y ear planning period and accanm odate
the forecasted regional growth. In som e cases, this sy stem inclides placeholder projects,
wherea transportation need hasbeen identified, butmore analysisis needed to determine
specific projectsto meet that need.
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The cost of building the preferred sy stem greatly exceeds existing and reasonable
expectations of revenue capacities. As with the priority system, preferred sy stem projects
cannot be funded through the MTIPunless they arealsolisted on the financially constrained
Sy stem.

TRANSPORTATION FUNDING PROGRAMS

Federal Funding Sources

In accordance with the Interm odal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA) of1991,
the Transportation Equity Act for the 215tCentury (T EA-21) of 1998, and other federal
legislation, Metr o distributes most federal funds. As the federally designated MPO for the
Portland urban region, Metro is required to establish both an RTPand a Metropolitan
Transportation Im provement Program (MTIP). The RTP provides the policy basis for

sy stem planning and prioritization of transportation projects in theregion. The MTIP
directs allocation of federal funds over foury ear time periods, with updates every twoy ears.
The MTIP must contain projects that are consistent with the RTP.

The RTP must identify a list of projects considered to be candidates for funding under a
financially con strained a ssum ption of revenues. This list is limited to projects and programs
that can be funded by current funding sources and new sources of revenue that can
reasonably be expected to be available during the 20y ear plan period. Revenue assum ptions
for local transportation sy stem plansmay include scenarios of additional new sources

bey ond those contained within the RTP’s financially constrained sy stem.

Highway Trust Fund

Congress provides Highway Trust Fund revenues for r oad-related projects through the
Federal Highway Adm nistration (FHWA),toODOT and then to Metro. Congress provides
Highway Trust Fund revenues for transit related projectsthrough the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA), to Tri-Met and to Metro. Federal gastax andvarious truck taxes are
the primary sources of these funds. The Highway Trust Fundisthe primary source of
federal transportation revenues tolocal jurisdictions, as distributed through the MTIP.

Some of theserevenuesarelimited to a particular purpose, such as bridge replacement.
Most ofthe funds, however are flexible and can be spent on roads, bikeway s, sidewalks,
transit capital, transportation sy stem management or transportation dem and m anagement
and air quality programs.

The RTP estimates that appr oximately $874 million of Highway Trust Fund money will be
allocated to the Metroregion during the next 20years.

Federal Categorical Funds

The Federal Trust Fund canprisesvarious programsfor specific purposes. Surface
Transportation Program (STP) funds arevery flexible andmay be applied toward nearly any
transportation project or program. Congestion Managem ent/Air Quality (CMAQ) funds
support alternativemode projects and dem and management programs.
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Enhancement Funds arelimited tovarious activities that reducereliance on the single
occupantv ehicle (SOV), right-of-way preservation, historic preservation, and environmental
mitigation for transportation projects. Demonstration Funds are for specific projects
designated directly by Congress. Funds are alsoavailable for bridge and safety projects.
Bordersand Corridors, a new federal category, funds large-scale projectsvital to econ anic
trade.

The FTA provides Transit Formula Funds for transit capital purchases such as buses and
maintenance facilities. Transit Discretionary Fundsare for major new transit capital
projects. In the Portland region, Transit Discretionary Funds have been used primarily to
provide thefederal portion of capital cost con struction of the regional light rail sy stem.

State Funding Sources

In accordance with State statutes, the Oregon Transportation Commission (OTC) distributes
Staterevenues for transportation projects from the State Highway Trust Fund. The fund
derives its revenues from thestatewide gas tax,vehicle registration fees, and thetruck
weight /mile tax. Use of trust fund monies is limited to road and bridge con struction and
maintenance, and preservation of the existing transportation sy stem.

Statewide Transportation Improvement Program

The Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) is a four-y ear construction
program that fulfills federal TEA-21 requirements. It can prises projectsthat use various
federal and State funding programs, and includes projects on the State, City, and county
transportation systems, aswell as projects in the national parks, national forests, and Indian
reservationsin the State. ODOT must includethe MTIP in its STIP without change. The
Governor is designated toresolve any disagreem ents between Metro's MTIP and ODOT’s
STIP.

The STIP isa project scheduling and funding docum ent, rather than a planning docum ent.
Projects areidentified through various planning processes. The Oregon Transportation Plan
(OTP) isthe Statetransportation policy plan that addresses all modes oftransportation. It
provides overall direction for the allocation of resources; coordination of the differentmodes
of transportation; therelation ship oftransportation to land use, livability , econ omic
opportunity, the environment, and energy usage; public involvem ent in transportation
planning; coordination with local governmentsand other agencies; and transportation
financing. TSPs do the same on thelocal level.

Traditional Levels of State Funding

Oregon hasthelowest combined motor vehicle tax structurein the western United States.
Only 8 percent of State Highway Trust Fund revenuesare dedicated to projects that
modernize highway s. To stabilize the declining conditions of pavement and bridges
statewide, the State’s funding priorities are for operationsand maintenance. This focus on
preserving existing infrastructure hasreduced funding for modernization projects tothe
minimum allowed by law. Thisamountsto about $51 million statewide in 2001. In the
Portland metropolitan region, ODOT will spend only $12.7 million for modernization
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projects. (These figures describe conditions before the Oregon Transportation Investment
Actwas enacted, as described below.)

Oregon Transportation Investment Act

The Oregon Transportation Investment Act (OTIA) of 2001 providesadditional revenue for
modernization and preserv ation projects statewide. The OTIA increases fees on vehicle title
transfers and is expected toraiseabout $71.2 million each biennium. It authorizes ODOT to
sell $400 million in bondsbacked by these new revenues. The OTC allocates funding to
specific projects, based on screening criteria and prioritization factors. The OTC requests
input fran Metro’'s Joint Policy Advisory committee on Transportation (JPACT) regarding
regional priorities.

Approximately half ofthe program, or $200million, is provided statewide for pavement
preserv ation projectsand bridge replacem ent /rehabilitation projects. Local bridges in
Portland may qualify for funding through OTIA, butmust cam pete with State bridges and
other local bridges based on a technical ranking sy stem. Preservation projectsarelimited
primarily to ODOT district highways. In Portland, these would include Sandy Boulevard,
821d Avenue, Powell Boulevard, Macadam Avenue, Lanbard Street, and Martin Luther King,
Jr. Boulevard. Priority isassignedto projects that facilitate jurisdictional transfer to local
government. It is expected that OTIA preservation fundswill provide the primary funding
for a segment of Sandy Boulevardin the Hollywood area and two or three bridges.

Another $200million is allocated tom odernization projects statewide. ODOT Region 1
(which includes the Portland metropolitan area) is expected to receive about $70 million.
The criteria for these projects em phasize capacity im provem entsthat demon strate
“readiness’--i.e., project designsand environmental processes are camplete or not expected
tocause delays. It is expected that OTIA modernization fundswill partly fund the East End
Colum bia/Lambard Connector project.

Current Local Funding Sources

Existing local funding sources for developing the TSP financial plan include general
transportation revenues, urban renewal funds, sy stem development charges, Port of
Portland funds, local im provem ent districts (LIDs) and permit fees. Potential new or
additional revenuesmay include a street u ser fee or transportation utility fee, a new regional
revenue source, or increases in gastax revenues or other existing revenue sources.

Revenueassum ptions in the TSPmust be broadly consistent with those in the RTP,
particularly concerning transportation revenues distributed through Metro. The TSP m ay
also include revenue assum ptions for local transportation funding m echanisms.

General Transportation Revenues

General transportation revenues (GTR) cane primarily fran State gastax and vehicle
registration distributions and local parking fee revenues. GTR is a flexible funding source
thatmay be applied to a wide range of capital im provem ent projects, maintenance activities,
and operating expenses. Nearly all other local funding sources have some sort of dedicated
restrictions for their expenditures, and are ty pically limited by project purpose, scale, timing,
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or location. Its flexibility m akes GT Rthe most useful funding source for im plem enting TSP
policy goals. GTR funding allowsprojectsto be selected to meet a specific unmet need or a
broad range of benchmarks. GTR also allows for flexibility in m atching federal or State
funds or leveraging prgjects of opportunity .

Many forumsand sources have docum ented the problem swith relying on GTR for capital or
maintenance needs. The basic problem isthat the gastax hasnot increased since 1993, while
vehicle -milestraveled in the metropolitan area haveincreased by 40 percent since 1980.
Partly because of im proved vehicle fuel efficiency, motorists now pay about half asmuch gas
tax per mileasthey did in1972. Without periodic gas tax rateincreases, real tax revenues
havealso been reduced by inflation over time. Over thepast fiveyears, gas tax revenue has
dropped 7 percent com pared to the consum er price index.

The TSP financial scenarios (discussed later in thischapter) assumethree alternativelevels
of GT Rrevenue capacities.

Urban Renewal Funds

Portland voters created PDC as an urban renewal agency in1958. PDC’s purpose is to deliver
projectsand programsin selected areas ofthe City to achieve housing, economic
development, and redevelopment goals. Each designated urban renewal district hasa plan
that defines projects or programsneeded to help the district achieveitslong-term land use
goals. Many urban renewal districtsare located within key 2040 Growth Concept areas,
such as the Central City, regional centers, town centers, main streetsand industrial areas.

A tax increment financing m echanism is used to create urban renewal funds. Basically, the
growth in property tax revenues generated within an urban renewal district is used to secure
bondsto finance projectsand programswithin that district. Each urban renewal plan area
includesmany transportation projects and programs, which havebeen incorporatedinto the
TSPslist oftransportation sy stem im provements. Fundsgenerated within each district must
be spent within that district and are not availableto finance TSP projects outside the district.
Potential urban renewal funds available for TSPtransportation im provements can be
estimated from PDC’s Five-Year Business Plan and projected trends.

Sys tem Development Charges

The City adopted a sy stem development charge (SDC)in 1997 as a financing mechanism to
help canpensate for the traffic im pactscreated by urban growth. The SDC is applied to
capital im provement projects that increase transportation sy stem capacity asnecessary to
servenew development. The SDC cannot be used to address existing sy stem deficiencies or
operating and maintenance activities.

Funds are generated through a one-time fee assessed on new development. The ratethatis
charged is indexed on the number of vehicle tripsthe new development creates, based on
nationally com piled statistics on traffic generation. SDC ratesmay be reduced for transit-
oriented developments, certain minimum housing densities, development along transit
lines, and low-incaneh ousing. Credits may be applied toward elective or required
construction of arterial im provementsgreater than the share of the new development’s
impact.
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In accordance with Statelaw, SDC funds may be applied only to an established list of capital
im provement projects, which in Portlandis 36 projects citywide. These projectsare
incorporated into the TSP’s list of transportation sy stem im provements. The SDC alone is
not expected to fully fund construction of any of the qualifying projects; additionalm atching
funds will be required. The current estimated cost ofthe listed SDC projectsis
approximately $95.9 million, with SDC fundscontributing an estim ated $64.2 million.

The projects eligible for SDC funding are considered a high priority because of the funding
comm itmentsmade by ordinance. SDC funds arerestricted to the established SDC projects
list and are not available for other TSP projects. The SDC ordinance and program expires in
10 years(2007) unless City Council reissues it. The projected revenueidentified in the SDC
ordinance, asadjusted by actual receipts and trends, may be used to estimate potential SDC
funds available for TSP transportation im provem ents.

Port of Portland Funds

The Port of Portlandis a transportation agency within the City of Portland thatis
responsible for providing cost-com petitive freight and passenger access to regional, national,
andinternational markets. The Port also owns several thousand acres of industrial and
comm ercial property, operates several marine and aviation terminals, and coordinates its
planning activities with truck and rail service providers. These Port facilitiesand businesses
located on Port properties substantially contributeto Portland’s em ployment base and the
region’s econamny. Planning for good multim odal access tothese terminals and properties is
an im portant objective of Portland’sTSP.

The Port produces a Port Transportation Im provement Program (PTIP) that identifies a list
of 5-,10-, and 20y ear transportation sy stem investm ents that provide access to existing and
expanding Port facilities and property developments. Projectsandinformation containedin
the PTIP is coordinated with Metro’s MTIP, and relev ant projects areincorporated into the
TSP’slist oftransportation sy stem im provements.

The Port generates its funds through passenger facility charges, parking revenues, andlease
revenues. Port fundsmay be spent only for projects and services on or serving Port property
and aretherefore n ot available for other TSP projects citywide. Port funds leverage private
investm ents in transportation im provem ents and are com bined with City, State, and federal
funds to support projects identified in the PTIP. The projected revenue sources identified in
the PTIP, and the RTP financially constrained revenue assum ptions, can be used to estimate
potential Port funds available for TSP transportation im provements.

Local Improvement Districts

Property owners can use local im provem ent districts (LIDs) to initiate construction of street
improvements. LID participants are eligible to finance the com pleted im provem ents for
periods of upto 20years. Interest rates the City offers through tax-exem pt bondsare

ty pically lower than conventional alternatives. Assessmentsare secured by property liens. A
variety of assessment formulasareused. The assessed properties must receive benefit fran
theimprovement, and theassessment formula must be equitable.

Statelaw and City code govern the formation of LIDs, the assessmentmethodology, and
other factors. LIDs areusually funded by the participants, butmay also be com bined with
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other project funding sourcesto leverage available resources. Exam ples of LID projects
includethe Central City streetcar and the Lower Albina overcrossing. LIDs can be formed
only for capital im provements, not for maintenance. The City accepts maintenance
responsibility for streetsafter they are improvedtocurrent City standards.

Because projectsvary widely in term s of com plexity, cost, and property owners'willingness
to pay, historical trends provide only a rough estim ate of potential LID funds available for
TSPtransportation improvements. If potential LID project subsidies becam e available
through a new local revenue sourceto defray costs, it would be reasonabletoassume greater
initiation of LIDs citywide. Two of the TSP financial scenariosinclude an assum ption of LID
project subsidies, as discussed later in this chapter.

Permits

Private partiesbuild part of Portland’stransportation sy stem through theissuance of various
street im provement permits. Permits support certain capital programs. The Minor Street
Permit Program includesall non -residential pr ojects with construction values lessthan
$25,000, normally including sidewalksand frontage im provements. The Subdivision Street
Program includesthe construction of local streets in residential subdivisions. The

Comm ercial/Industrial Program includes thelocal streets serving commercial and industrial
land uses. The Substandard Street Program is for con struction of streetsthat incorporate
minimum safety features, drainage features, and utilities, and addresses imm ediate needs
rather than long-term street im provement standards.

Permit revenues from each project are applied directly back to that project and arenot a
funding source for any other capital im provem ent needs identified in the TSP.

General Fund

Although the City’sgeneral fund com prises discretionary revenues, itsapplication toward
transportation capital im provements hashistorically been limited. A substantial majority of
general fund revenues is applied toward operating expenses, particularly for public sa fety
purposes (e.g., police and fire protection services). The general fund contributed $5 4
million toward capital projects in fiscal year (FY) 2001-02, with $1.3 million of that am ount
allocated to transportation capital projects. Over the past severalyears, the general fund has
contributed $500,000 annually toward street lighting capital projects. It isreasonable to
assumethat general fund support will continue to be available for street lighting projects,
but not for other capital im provement needs identified in the TSP.

Potential New Local Funding Sources

The TRP allowsand suggests that jurisdictions assess the adequacy of existing revenuesto
build the transportation system, but also investigate alternative funding m echanisn s that
may be promising and applicable. In developing the TSP financial plan, potential new local
funding sources that were assessed include general obligation bonds, increases in the county
gas tax, a City gastax, a county vehicle registration fee, a City parking tax, and a street utility
fee. A special excisetax, an auto sales tax, and a real estate transfer tax were also
considered, but rejected as im practical. The financial analysis of the RT Pdiscu sses other
potential funding mechanisms, but they are intended for regional purposes only.
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Each potential new local funding sourceis described below in terms of itslegal fram ework,
revenue useand administration, and estim ated revenue potential.

General Obligation Bonds

Legal Framework

General obligation (G. O.) bonds can beused only for capital construction and

im provements. Recent limitations exclude their use for anticipated maintenance repairs and
for suppliesand equipment not intrinsic tothe structure. Issuance of G.O.bonds is subject
tobonded indebtedness limitations. Voters must approve G.O. bonds.

General obligation bonds appr oved since the passage of Measure 50 arerequired to meet the
double majority election test: 50% percent ofthe registered voters must vote, and a m ajority
of those voting must cast a yes ballot. Elections held at a general election, in Novem ber of
even-numbered y ears, do not have tom eet the double majority test. Measureso placed
tighter restriction s on the use of unlimited tax general obligation bond proceeds. Equity
issuesmay beraised based on the relatively weak connection between value of property and
use ofthetransportation sy stem.

Revenue Use and Administration

Over thelast 10years, governments within Mulmom ah County haveused G. O. bonds to
raise significant revenue for public improvements. Excluding sch oolsand serial levies, 11
local government general obligation bonding efforts succeeded in the Portland region.
Unlimited tax general-obligation bonds arerelatively easy toadminister. Revenueis
collected in property tax billings.

Revenue Potential

The Measure 50voting requirem entsand therestriction s on the use of proceeds will most
likely slow futureincreases in G.O. bond debt. From 1990 to1997, 65 percent ofthe bonded
debt measures placed before Multnan ah County voterspassed. The November 1998
election ballot contained twice as many measures as any other election in the1990s. Only
two of the eight proposals (25 percent) passed.

County Gas Tax

Legal Framework

County gastax revenues can be used to fund either operating or capital costs. The Oregon
Constitution restricts their use to roads and bridges, n ot transit. Multnan ah County
currently collects a $.03 per gallon gasolinetax. The Board of County Canm issioners could
increase this tax through passage ofan ordinance, which would be subject tovoter
referendum.

In general, gas taxestend to measure demand for use oftransportation facilities; the equity
of charges is therefore relatively high. However, forecasted increases in fuel efficiency will
decrease equity betweenmiles driven and taxespaid. Thereis also someconcern that
businesses donot pay their fair sharewith a local gastax because they don ot pay
transportation taxes based on trips generated.
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Revenue Use and Administration

The county gastax generated approximately $7.8 million in FY 1999; every one cent per
gallon generates about $2.6 million. Based on the current sharedrevenue agreement,
Portland receives about 80 percent ($6.2 million) and the county receives20 percent ($1.6

million) of this amount. County gastaxes are collected with the State gastax and do not
require additional adm inistrative efforts.

Revenue Potential

Assuming that Multnomah County drivers do not change their purchasing practicesasa
result of a localized tax increase, a five-cent increase in Multnan ah County’s gastax would
generateabout $13 million per year. If thecurrent shared revenue agreement remainedin
effect, Portland would receive $104 million (80 percent) and Multnan ah County would
receive $2.6 million (20 percent). For each one-cent increase, Portland would receive about
$2.1 million and Multnan ah County would receive about $.5 million. Recent increases in
theprice ofgas haveincreased resistancetoraising gas taxes.

City Gas Tax

Legal Framework

City gastax revenuescan beused to fund either operating or capital costs. The Oregon
Constitution restricts their use to roads and bridges. Revenue generated from non -fuel
purchases can beused for non-road and bridge purposes.

State statute givescitiesthe authority to establish a City gastax. Portland’s charter grants
the City specific, not general, taxing authority. Portland’s specific charter authority doesn ot
allow collection ofa gastax without a voter-appr oved change to the City charter. Portland
does havetheauthority tolevy a business license tax on gas stationsand truck stops. The
tax would require similar businessesto be treated equally .

Gas purchase within the City is closely tied to use of the City’sroads and bridges. However,
there may be equity issues between residentswho purchase their gas fram inside versus
outsidethe City, and for Portland gas stations that com pete with other cities. Another
potentialissueis that same businesses may not pay their fair share because theburden is
placed on thosethat buy gasrather than those that generatetraffic. Forecasted increases in
fuel efficiency will also decrease the relation ship between miles driven and taxes paid.

Revenue Use and Administration

Portland businesses currently pay a City of Portland bu siness licen se fee of 2.2 percent of
adjusted net profits, with aminimum fee of $100. Multnanah County’sbusiness license fee
is1.45 percent of adjusted net profits. The City currently collects the business license fee for
Multnomah County within Portland. A City gas tax could be collected aspart of the business
license tax sy stem and would n ot require significant additional administrative efforts.

Revenue Potential

No good forecastscurrently exist for the amount ofrevenuethat a Portland gas tax could
generate. Thetax couldbe based on grossrevenues, including sam e non-fuel revenues.
Recent increases in the price of gashaveincreased resistancetoraising gas taxes.
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County Vehicle Registration Fee

Legal Framework
The county vehicleregistration fee can be used to fund either operating or capital costs. The
State Con stitution restricts its use to roads and bridges.

The 1989 Oregon Legislature granted counties the authority to im pose a county vehicle
registration fee of up to $15 peryear. The Board of County Commissioners can increase this
tax through passage of an ordinance, which must be submitted tothe voters for approval.
ODOT collects revenues from registration fee and paysthem tothe counties that establish
theregistration fees. The county ordinance provides for payment of at least 40 percent of
the money to cities within the county, unless the county and the cities within the county’s
jurisdiction agree to a different distribution.

In general,vehicle registration feesare generally, but not directly, related to actual
transportation system use. For example, an owner oftwo cars pay stwiceas much tax as an
owner of one, regardless of thenumber of miles driven. Fees based on trips generated or
fuel purchase are more accurate indicators oftransportation system use. Another potential
issueisthat sanebusinessesmay not pay their fair share becausethe burden is placed on
those that registervehicles rather than on those that generate traffic.

Revenue Use and Administration

A county vehicleregistration fee could be collected as part ofthe existing collection sy stem
for the State v ehicle registration fee and would n ot require additional administrative efforts.
Although thedistribution ofrevenue could be negotiated by intergovernm ental agreem ent,
Portland would haveto sharerevenues with Multnan ah County and other cities.

Revenue Potential

Multnomah County currently has just over 620,000 registered v ehicles. Each dollar of a
county registration fee would therefore generate about $620,000,minus ODOT’s collection
costs: $5 generatesapproximately $3.1 million; $10 generates approximately $6.2 million,
and $15 (thelimit) generatesabout $9.3 million. Multnamah County voters narrowly
rejecteda Multnamah County registration fee in 1998.

City Parking Tax

Legal Framework

A City parking tax can be used to fund either operating or capital costs. Additionallegal
work would be required to determineif the Oregon Con stitution would restrict the use ofa
City parking tax collected through thebusiness licen se fee to roads and bridges.

Statelaw does not preclude cities from developing a City parking tax. However, Portland’s
charter grantsthe City specific, not general, taxing authority. Portland’s specific charter
authority does allow Portland to collect a parking tax without avoter-approved changetothe
City charter. Portland does havethe authority tolevy a business licen se tax on businesses,
based on available parking. The tax would need to be structured so it treats similar
businesses equally. For exam ple, findingsthat sh ow businesses are dependent on and
benefit fram thetransportation sy stem could support the additional business license tax on
parking.
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In general, parking spacesare a relatively weakmeasure of transportation sy stem use. For
example, a church with a parking lot used once a week would pay asmuch as a businessthat
uses its parking spaces every day. In addition, ifthetaxis applied to non -paid parking, it
would be extremely difficult to identify parking spaces for somebusiness and residential
properties. Restricting the parking tax to paid parking structures (garagesand surfacelots)
would create significant equity issues.

Revenue Use and Administration

Therewould be substantial administrative costsif the new fee were applied bey ond paid
parking. A citywide database of parking for all properties would be needed. Once the
database was developed, the City parking tax could be collected with the bu siness licen se tax
and would n ot require significant additional adm inistrativ e effort. The City currently collects
thebusiness licen se fee for Multnomah County within Portland.

Revenue Potential

PDOT currently hasinsufficient data for a detailed analysis of therevenuethat could be
generated from a citywide parking tax. Therevenue would be significantly reducedifthe fee
were applied only to paid parking garagesand lots.

Street Utility Fee

Legal Framework

Street utility fees charge street user s for maintenance and replacement costs. Similar to
water, sewer, and other utility feescommonly used to pay for public services, street utility
fees allocate costs to the system’s users, based on their use of the system. A common
approach istodevelop a ratestructure based on the correlation between land use and trip
generation.

A few Oregon citiescurrently use street utility fees. Itiscriticalto structurethe street utility
fee soit is defined as a fee, not atax. It isrelatively easy tomeet this standard by basing the
ratemethodology on trip generation rates and by dedicating the resources to specific
transportation services.

Street utility fees can be structured tobe extremely equitable. Street operating,
maintenance, and im provem ent costs emanate from vehicle trips. Extensive data support
using land useasan indicator of trip generation. Basing the fee on the number of trips
generated by land use provides a strong relationship between use ofthe transportation
sy stem and a ssessed fees.

The street utility fee must en sure that the sy stem user, rather than the property owner, is
charged, and that properties that don ot generate trips (such asvacant buildings or

undev eloped properties) are not charged. Another potentialissueis that while national data
sh ow ty pical average trip numbers forvariousland uses, greatvariation may exist at the
individual local level.

Revenue Use and Administration

Most citiescollect street utility fees on existing City utility bills, which can substantially
reduce collection costs. Multnamah County collectsproperty inform ation, including land
use and total square feet of im provements, that could be usedto calculaterates. The City
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considered enacting a street utility fee, or street maintenance and im provem ent fee (SMIF),
in fall2001, but the City Council withdrew its enacting ordinance.

Revenue Potential

A street utility fee iscapable of generating revenuelevels tocover existing sh ortfalls. Rate
methodologies and fees structurescurrently used by Oregon cities would generate $8 to 16
million dollars of gross revenues annually ifapplied to Portland. Portland residentshave
traditionally supported user fees as a way to finance public services. Public acceptanceis
high if thereis public consensus that the service being offered is needed.

Other Potential New Local Revenues

Other new revenue sources havebeen investigated toa certain degree and are potentially
available for use. However,most havea low level of public acceptance or would require
difficult or costly initiation processes or administration.

Special Excise Tax

Excise taxesarelevied on specific ty pes of comm odities. Comm odities that arerelatively
price insensitive (e.g., cigarettes and alcoh ol) are often u sed for thisty pe of tax. Because of
therelationship with road usage, excise taxes on autom otive partswould seem tobethe
most logical for funding transportation services. The public would likely view thistax as a
salestax and giveit limited support. Thetax would increase costs for specific Portland
businesses.

Auto Sales Tax

An auto sales tax would levy a tax on all new cars sold in the City of Portland. The City does
not havetheauthority tolevy a sales tax, sovoters would havetoapprove a change in the
City charter. A sales tax would act as an access charge to thetransportation sy stem.
However, a tax on theretail selling price of autos does not parallel the use oftransportation
facilities. The public would likely have a negativeview ofa sales tax on autos, similar to its
view of a general sales tax.

Real Estate Transfer Tax

A real estatetransfer tax is based on theselling price ofreal estate when property is sold.
Relativeto other revenuesources, thereisa very weak connection between the purchase of
real estateand the cost of providing transportation services to a specific user.

TSP FINANCIAL PLAN FRAMEWORK

The TSP financial plan fram ework provides the working assum ptions for the various revenue
sources, and presents and evaluates the alternative TSP financial scenarios.

TSP Revenue Assumptions

The TSP financial plan isbased upon revenue capacity assum ptions for both local and
regional/State sources. For the most part,local revenue sources areassumedtobea
constant 20-y ear multiplication of adjusted current revenues; in two scenarios, sane
potential new revenues arealso provided. Regional /State sourcesare projection s of
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revenuesto support Portland projects that will be funded through the MTIP and OTIA.
Metr o distributes MTIP funds, and the OTC distributes OTIA funds.

Existing local revenue sources include general transportation revenues (gas tax and parking
revenues), urban renewal funds, sy stem development charges, Port of Portland funds, LIDs,
permit funds, the general fund, and other miscellaneous funds and interagency transfers.
Potential additional revenues used for the development of the TSP financial scenarios
include a new local revenue source, a new regional revenue source, and an increase in gas tax
revenues or other existing revenue sources. All revenuesand project costs fran the TSP’s
major im provements list arebased on currenty ear dollarvalues and not adjusted for
inflation.

In developing the financial assum ptions for the TSP, the baseyear funding am ounts are
usually adjusted by the spending average ofthe past threeto fiveyears for each revenue
source. This allows for adjustm ents to annual variation s so trendsaren ot projected fran
potentially aty pical annual figures. The methodologiesused for the TSP financial plan are
very generalized, which is appr opriate for long-term and policy level planning. Actual
implem entation and funding of TSP pr ojectswill occur through the City’s Capital

Im provements Program,which ismore specific in terms of revenue availability and
allocation s.

The financial assum ption s for each revenue source are described below.
MTIP Funds

Therevenueestimates for MTIP funds are based on RT P assum ptions regarding federal and
Staterevenuesthat could be available for RTP projects in Portland. It isassumed that MTIP
funds will cover theregional contribution of projects listed on the RT P’s financially
constrained sy stem for which Portlandis the sponsoring jurisdiction. These MTIP funds
include current authorizations for Portland (and Port of Portland) projects, plus future
revenuesestimates based on assum ed distribution formulas developed as part the RTP. The
RTP (Chapter 4: Financial Analysis, and supporting docum ents) provides additional

inform ation regarding MT IP funding capacity assum ptions.

Over a 20-year period, MTIP funds are assumed to provide $270.4 million toward projects
in the Portland TSP that are also on the RT P’s financially constrained sy stem. The MT IP
funds areassumed to be available only for projects on theregional system.

OTIA Funds

Estimated revenues from the 2001 OTIA are derived from the obligated distributions. The
OTIA provides funding for m odernization (capacity -adding) projects, projects on State
interchanges and multilane highway s, pav em ent preservation projects on State district
highway s, and bridge preservation projects on both the State and local systems. The OTIA
funds available for m odernization projects would ty pically not apply toward reducing
Portland’s financial responsibilities for these facilities. The OTIA funds available for
pavement and bridge preservation may, however, fund projects that would otherwise require
substantial local funding participation.
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Current OTIA distributions will provide $5.2 million for bridges and $7.9 million for
pavement preservation, a total of $13.1 million for projects that could otherwise require
somelevel of funding from Portland. For atleast one of the TSP financial scenarios, itis
reasonableto assumethe State will extend the OTIA; replenishing it every other biennium at
the sameratewould provide $65.5 million over the 20+ ear planning period. These new
funds would have the same project qualifying limitations as the original OTIA. The assumed
OTIArevenuesare contained within the MTIP totals for the TSP financial scenarios.

Urban Renewal Funds

Urban renewal funds are programm ed through PDC’s Five-Year Business Plan, which
includesa category of projects classified astransportation improvements. The current Five-
Year Business Plan programsan average of approximately $13.5 million per year for
transportation projects. Typically theannual adopted budgets for transportation projects
and actual expenditures areless than thisamount. It is somewhat difficult to develop
revenue projections for urban renewal funds due to the Oregon Supremecourt decision in
Shilovs. Multnomah County, et al.

However, based on a ten year average of annual expenditures, a relatively conservative
estimate of $6 million per y ear of urban renewal funds isassumed to be available for TSP
transportation im provements, or $120million over the 20y ear planning period. Of this
total, $52.6 million isassumedtobe applied toward prgjects in the RTP financially
constrained sy stem. Theremaining $67.4 million may be applied to other transportation
projects, but the projects must be in designated urban renewal districts.

For one ofthe financial scenariosan increase of 25% of urban renewal funds (i.e. an
additional $30million)is assumedto be availableto support TSP projects in urban renewal
districts in addition tothose identified on the financially constrained system. This scenario
produces $150million over 20-yearsassuming an average annual rate of $7.5 million.

System Development Charges

As defined in the SDC enacting ordinance in1997, SDC fundsapply toward funding a
specific list of projects. Therevenuetobe generated by SDC collections wasestimated at
approximately $64 million over the 10y ear life ofthe ordinance. Theactual amount
collected depends upon growth rates, building activity, and the extent of creditsallowed
towardrates on a case-by-case basis. Actual SDC revenue collections havebeen less than the
estimated am ount.

The SDCrevenuesavailable for TSPtransportation im provements areassumedto be $3
million per year, or $60 million over the 20y ear planning period. This isapproxim ately half
of the annual am ount the ordinance originally estimated; h owever, the total also assumed
the ordinancewould beissued for an additional 1 0 ear period. Ofthe $60 million total,
half($30million)is assumedto apply toward projects on the RT P’s financially constrained
system. Theremaining $30 million may be applied to other transportation projects that are
on either the current SDC project list or on a future expansion of thelist.

For one ofthe financial scenariosan increase of 25% of SDC funds(i.e. an additional $15
million) isassumed to be available to support TSP projects in addition to those identified on
the financially constrained sy stem, producing $75 million over 20years.
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Port of Portland Funds

The Port of Portland Transportation Improvement Plan (PTIP) forecasts general revenue
from various sources toaddress transportation needs and finance capital im provements.
The 2001 PTIP estimatesapproximately $6 0million in Port revenues over a 20-year period,
leveraging another $193.3 million in private and other funds. Additional funds are
anticipated from federal, State, and other sources tocom plete PTIP projects. Some PTIP
projectsare listed as an unfunded need.

The RTP assumes approximately $179.8 million will be available fran Port funds to finance
projectsin the financially constrained system. The TSP financial plan assumes this same
amount of revenue, allto be applied only to projectsin the PTIP and the RTP financially
constrained system. For one ofthe financial scenarios amodest increase of appr oxim ately
10% of Port funds is assumed to be availableto support Port projectsin addition toth ose
identified on thefinancially constrained sy stem.

Local Improvement Districts

Although annualvariations occur, LID funding for TSP purposes can be estim ated fr om
recent historical data over the past severalyearsand from Capital Im provem ent Program
(CIP) projections. This produces an estim ated ba se a ssum ption of appr oxim ately $2 million
peryear,or $40million over the 20-year planning period. LID funding is primarily used for
local residential street im provements, butis not limited to these projects. Itis assumedthat
approximately 10 percent of the LID funds are available for major TSP transportation

im provements.

The amount of LID funds assumed to be available for TSP projectsvariesby the TSP
financial scenarios, as discussed later in this chapter. Based on theresearch andrevenue
estimates dev eloped for the proposed SMIF in 2001, a LID subsidy of $2 million per y ear
would leverage an equal or greater am ount of additional contributions fram private sources.
Accordingly, two ofthe financial scenarios assume an increase of LID revenues from $40
million to $8omillion over the 20-year TSP planning period, plusan additional $15 million
in one of these scenariosto account for new private im plem entation pr ojects.

Permit Funds

Funding capacities derived from street im provem ent permitscan be estimated from activity
data over the past severalyears and from CIP projections. This produces an estim ate of
approximately $1.15 million peryear, or $23 million over the 20-y ear planning period.
Private expenditures for street im provem entsthrough the permit processmay be applied
toward a wide range of capital pr gjects.

General Fund

Over the past several budget y ears, the general fund has supported street lighting capital
improvementsat a rate ofapproximately $500,000 peryear. Over a 20-y ear period, this
would amount to $10 million, which is the estim ate used in the TSP financial plan
assumptions. The TSP further assumesthat this entire am ount will be used for street
lighting capital im provements only.
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General Transportation Revenues

GTR has been very unstablein recentyears as a funding source for capital im provements.
Both the GTR’s funding capacities and its availability for capital projectshave declined
because the priority isto provide a reasonable servicelevel for system maintenance needs.
GTRisthemost flexible of the revenuesavailable for TSP projects andmay be applied
toward any targeted need or policy objective.

The GTRrevenue assum ptions for the TSP financial scenariosvary as follows:

As abaseassumption, the current distributions and near-term forecasts are extended over
the 20-year planning period. This produces a total of $25 million, based on a GTR average of
$2 million peryear for the first fiveyears of the planning period, declining to $1 million per
year for theremaining 15 years.

Based on therevenue estim ates developed for the proposed SMIF, the declining GTR
balanceisreplenished and stabilized at $2 million peryear for the entire 20+ ear planning
period, or $40million total. This provides a reasonable a ssum ption for at least one ofthe
financial scenarios.

Another estimatemay be based on longer-term historic trends, where gastax rateswere
regularly increased to provide stable funding for capital im provements, aswell as to keep
pace with inflation. For the fiveyearsbefore 1998, GTR revenues available for capital
improvement projects averaged approximately $9million peryear inyear 2001 dollars. It is
thereforereasonable that at least one of the financial scenarios assum e that these historic
rates of GTR support for capitalim provementsarereturned. Because of assum ptions
regarding other new local revenues (as discussed below), am ore conservative assum ption of
$5.0 million per year isused in one of the financial scenarios. This produces $100 million of
GTRrevenues over the 20-year planning period.

Other Local Revenue

Other funding isprimarily derived fram sources such asmiscellaneousgrants and
interagency funding from other bureaus, the county, and other cities. Based on a current
annual amount of $1.43 million, this produces $28.6 million over the 20-year planning
period.

Based on revenue estim ates developed for the proposed SMIF, a City subsidy of $1 million
peryearwould be developed tocontribute toward storm drainage costs associated with new
street construction. With thisadditional $1 million peryear, plusthe existing am ount fram
other local sources, these funds would produce $48.6 million over the 20-year period of the
TSP. It isreasonable to assumethat thisincrease in revenue, or an amount of upto10%
over current levels, would be available for TSP projects under at least one ofthe financial
scenarios.

New Local Revenue

It isreasonable for at least one ofthe TSP financial scenarios to assum e im plem entation of a
new local revenue source. Thisnew source would either be derived from the potential new
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local funding sources described previously in this chapter, some combination ofthese
potential new sources, or an increase in one or more of the existing revenue sources.

Although City Council did n ot enact the 2001 SMIF proposal, the SMIF providesa
reasonable model for both the funding capacity of a new street user fee and therelative
distribution of funds for maintenance, local street im provement subsidies, and capital
im provements.

This street utility was estimated togenerate $59.7 million over fiveyears, with about half
($30million) available for TSP projects. If extended over the 20-year planning period, this
would produce $120million.

New Regional Revenue

Chapter 4: Financial Analysis, of the RTP discussesexisting revenues and their funding
capacities. Section 5.4 ofthe RTPanaly zes priority system financing. Thesetwo sections of
the RTP discuss potential new revenue sourcesand funding concepts, and provide a basis for
assum ptionsabout a new regional revenue source for use in the TSP financial plan.

New sources that could apply to TSP projects include an increased State gas tax, an

increased Statevehicleregistration fee, a regional gastax, a regionalvehicleregistration fee,
peak-period pricing, avehiclemiles-traveled fee, and an off-street parking fee. The RTPalso
discusses new local revenues that could be applied to regional facilities, m ost of which are
described in this chapter.

It isreasonable for at least one ofthe TSP financial scenarios to assumethat a new regional
revenue sourceis developed and applied toward financing Portland projects that arealso in
the RTP priority system. It isalsoassumed that thisnew regional revenue does not
duplicate any new local revenue source. The amount of new regional revenue distributed to
Portland TSP projects may be based on the distribution formulas used for the MTIP revenue
assumptions. The TSPassum ption isthat $77.3 million of new regional revenues will be
available for financing TSP projects that are also in the RT P priority system.

TSP Financial Scenarios

The following three financial scenarios havebeen developed for the TSP financial plan:
e Scenario A: “No New Revenue”

e Scenario B: “New Local Revenue”

e Scenario C: “Plan Level Funding”

The scenarios provide a range of choices for investment in the City 'stransportation sy stem,
both in terms of the scale of funding assumed to be available from thevariousrevenue
sourcesand the em phasis applied tothe different project or activity categories. (The funding
capacities of current and potential new revenue sources were discussed previously in this
chapter.)
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Financial Scenario Terminology

The financially constrained system is the RTP’s federally recognized sy stem of planned
transportation im provementsand financial plan assum ptions. It is the system used to
determineregulatory com pliance with various federal requirem ents, such as air quality.
Only those revenues that are “reasonably expected” to be available may be assumed in the
financially constrained sy stem. Because this RT P sy stem provides a baseline for federal
regulations, it is im portant to ensure that all financial scenarios accomm odate these
projects.

The priority system providesa larger set of projects than the financially constrained sy stem
and more fully addresses the highest-priority regional needswith a potentially attainable
increase in revenues. Because this system is the basis for determining local TSP com pliance
with the RTPand serves as thebase case for analy ses ofland use proposalsand actions, it is
important to ensure that at least one of the financial scenarios accomm odates the projects
identified in the priority sy stem.

The major transportation inprovements list (also called major projects in this chapter) and
the reference listarethe twobasic ty pes of projects in the TSP. Major projectsarethe more
traditional capital im provem ent projectsthat provide sane level of m odernization or
functional upgrading. All TSP projectsthat arealsoin the RTP are major projects. In the
financial plan, the referencelist is basically a funding placeholder for various project
categories that donot qualify asm ajor projects. Exam ples include traffic calming projects,
spot safety im provem ents, local street construction, or preservation projectsneeded to
rehabilitate a facility rather than substantially upgrade or change its function. (Chapter 3:
Transportation Sy stem Improvements, ofthe TSP more fully describesthese project
divisions.)

Discretionary revenues and dedicated revenues are the two basic ty pes of revenue source
divisions in the TSP. Discretionary revenuesty pically may be expended on any ty pe of
project or transportation service. Dedicated revenues arelimited to a specific project
purpose, category, location, or established set of projects. For exam ple, general fund
revenuesused in the financial scenarios are assumed to finance only street lighting pr ojects,
and Port funds areused only for projects on or accessing Port properties and facilities. (The
previous discussion of revenue sources addressed these limitationsmore fully.) Some
exception sthat apply are discussed under the specific assum ptions for each financial
scenario.
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Scenario A: No New Revenue

Funding Assumptions

This scenariouses the funding levels assum ed for the RTP’s financially constrained sy stem,
plusexisting levels of funding for existing State and local sources. Table 14.1 showsthe
specific assum ed funding am ounts from each revenue source.

It is im portant to note that Scenario A: No New Revenuediffers from an existing resources
scenario. ScenarioA projects existing base revenue assum ptions over20years. Revenues
keep pace with inflation (and project costsareheld constant), and sources that have
termination dates (such asOTIA and SDC) areassumed to be reissued to extend over thelife
of the20-year plan.

Scenario A produces approximately $756.8million over 20years. After assigning revenues
tothe RTP financially constrained sy stem projects ($543 4 million) and accounting for local
match requirements for MT IP funds ($8.9 million), approxim ately $204.5 million is
available for other TSP projects. Of this $204.5 million subtotal am ount, $118.5 million (58
percent) is applied towardm ajor projects and $86 million (42 percent) toward reference list
projects. Also, of the $204.5 million subtotal, $188.4 million are dedicated funds and only
about $16.1 million are discretionary funds.

Scenario Emphasis

Scenario A allows for funding the highest-priority projects on the regional sy stem in
Portland and sane capital im provem ent projects on thelocal street system. Many projects
requested by the canmunity aren ot funded, however, because a growing percentage of
locally controlled discretionary revenues must be used to maintain aging infrastructure.
Thereis a strong em phasis on major projectsbecause a large amount of projected fundsare
dedicated to specific purposes and are not available for reference list needs.

Analysis Summary

This scenario doesn ot meet policy objectives in several areas. It doesn ot addressthe issue
of declining revenues for maintenance and operationsneeds. Local community priorities
reflected in thereference list categories (such as traffic calming, spot safety im provem ents,
andlocal street paving and upgrades) basically rem ain at current servicelevels and arenot
adequately addressed. The scenario does not fund all projects in the regional priority sy stem,
which may result in potential issues concerning TSP com pliance with the RTP.
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Table14.1
Scenario A: No New Revenue ($ millions)
20-Year Local
Funding Sources 20-Year RTP Expenditures Distributions?
Revenues
Constrained Local Dedicated Discretionary
RTP Match?®

MTIP Funds* $270.4 $270.4 $0 $0 $0

Urban Renewal 2 $120.0 $52.6 $0 $67 .4 $0

Sy stem Develop ment $60.0 $30.0 $0 $30.0 $0
Charges3

Port Funds4 $179.8 $179.8 $0 $o0 $0

Local Impr ovement $40.0 $3.1 $0 $36.9 $0
Districts®

Permit $23.0 $0 $0 $23.0 $0

Fees
General $10.0 $0 $0 $10.0 $0
Fund
General Trans. $25.0 $0 $8.9 $0 $16.1

Revenue®

Other Funds? $28.6 $7.5 $0 $21.1 $0

New Local $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Revenue

New Regional $0 $0 $0 $o $0
Revenue

To tal $756.8 $543.4 $8.9 $188.4 $16.1

Notes: (Refer to text for further explanation of these notes.)

!The MTIP amount is derived from RTP financial data and assumed combined distribution formulas to Portland and the
Port of Portland. OTIA revenues are contained within the MTIP total.

2Urban Renewal amount is derived from an adjusted ten-year average of annual expenditures for transportation projects.

3System Development Charges are based on the ten-year SDC ordinance extended over the 20-year plan period.

4Port funds amount is derived from RTP financial data.

5Local Improvement Districts (LID), Permit Fees and general Fund amounts are derived from five-year average annual
expenditures and CIP projections.

%General Transportation Revenue (GTR) is based on current year distributions and near-term forecasts extended over

the 20-year plan period.

7Other Funds include miscellaneous grants and interagency funds based on CIP data.

8The local match for MTIP and New Regional Revenue is assumed to be 10%. General Transportation Revenue is assumed to
contribute 33% of the match. The remaining67% is derived from Urban Renewal, SDC, Port and LID funds.

9Local Distributions are derived from the revenues remaining after funds are distributed to cover RTP project cost obligations.
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Scenario B: New Local Revenue

Funding Assumptions

This scenariouses all of the funding levelsand sources fran Scenario A, plus a new locally
controlledrevenue sourceand a LID subsidy to provide additional funding for local streets.
It assumes thesamelevel of revenue support, including local match, for regional projectsin
the financially constrained sy stem as Scenario A. Table 14.2 showsthe specific assumed
funding am ounts from each revenuesource.

This scenario producesapproximately $951.8 million over20years. In addition to funding
projects in the financially con strained sy stem, it provides approximately $399.5 million for
other TSP projects. Ofthis $399.5 million subtotal amount, $118.5 million (30 percent)is
applied towardm ajor projects and $281 million (70 percent) toward referencelist projects.
Also, of the $399.5 million subtotal, $248.4 million are dedicated fundsand $151.1 million
arediscretionary funds. Thisincrease in discretionary funds over Scenario A is dueto the
new localrevenue source and an increase in GTR revenue.

Scenario Emphasis

Scenario B provides new funding for additional local livability im provements. These new
projectsare intended to address school access and safety, traffic safety hazards, minor
intersection and signal projects, traffic calming, andvarious pedestrian and bicy cle
improvements. Substantial new funding isavailable for local street im provementsand
paving unim proved streets. Scenario B also funds the samelevel of major capital projectsas
Scenario A.

This scenarioalso providesmore funding for maintenance needs and stabilizes GTR
revenuesat $2 million peryear. It still funds only the highest-priority projects in the
regional sy stem, however, and doesn ot provide additional funding over Scenario A for
major capital projects on the local system.

Analysis Summary

This scenarioim proves upon Scenario A andmeetsadditional needs. It returnsadequate
servicelevels toaddress community transportation prioritiesthat have been reduced in scale
or eliminated by current budget shortfalls. It makes substantial gains toward addressing
currently unmet needsto improvelocal streets to City standardscitywide. The new local
revenue source and GTR stabilization provide more funding flexibility to respond toneeded
programmatic adjustments over time.

This scenario still does not fund all projects in theregional priority sy stem, however, which
may result in potential issues concerning TSP com pliance with the RTP. It also does not
fund m any major local project needs.
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Table14.2
Scenario B: New Local Revenue ($ millions)
20-Year Local
Funding Sources 20-Year RTP Expenditures Distributions!®
Revenues
Constrained Local Dedicated Discretionary
RTP Match?
MTIP Funds* $270.4 $270.4 $0 $0 $0
Urban Renewal 2 $120.0 $52.6 $0 $67 .4 $0
Sy stem Develop ment $60.0 $30.0 $0 $30.0 $0
Charges3
Port Funds4 $179.8 $179.8 $0 $o0 $0
Local Impr ovement $80.0 $3.1 $0 $76.9 $0
Districts®
Permit $23.0 $0 $0 $23.0 $0
Fees
General $10.0 $0 $0 $10.0 $0
Fund
General Trans. $40.0 $0 $8.9 $0 $31.1
Revenue®
Other Funds? $48.6 $7.5 $0 $41.1 $0
New Local $120.0 $0 $0 $0 $120.0
Revenued
New Regional $0 $0 $0 $o $0
Revenue
To tal $951.8 $543.4 $8.9 $248.4 $151.1

Notes: (Refer to text for further explanation of these notes.)

!The MTIP amount is derived from RTP financial data and assumed combined distribution formulas to Portland and the
Port of Portland. OTIA revenues are contained within the MTIP total.

2Urban Renewal amount is derived from an adjusted ten-year average of annual expenditures for transportation projects.

3System Development Charges are based on the ten-year SDC ordinance extended over the 20-year plan period.

4Port funds amount is derived from RTP financial data.

5Local Improvement Districts (LID), Permit Fees and general Fund amounts are derived from five-year average annual
expenditures and CIP projections, plus an increase of $40.0 million over Scenario A based on data derived from the Street
Maintenance and Improvement Fee (SMIF) assumptions.

%General Transportation Revenue (GTR) is based on current year distributions and near-term forecasts extended over
the 20-year plan period, plus an increase of $15.0 million over Scenario A based on data derived from SMIF

assumptions.

7Other Funds include miscellaneous grants and interagency funds based on CIP data, plus an increase of $20.0 million
over Scenario A based on data derived from SMIF assumptions.

8New Local Revenue amount, not provided in Scenario A, is based on data derived from SMIF assumptions.

9The local match for MTIP is assumed to be 10%. General Transportation Revenue is assumed to contribute 33% of the match.
The remaining 67% is derived from Urban Renewal, SDC, Port and LID funds.

10Tocal Distributions are derived from the revenues remaining after funds are distributed to cover RTP project cost obligationse

Page 14-24

Portland Transportation System Plan



Financial Plan Chapter 14

Scenario C: Plan Level Funding

Funding Assumptions

This scenarioincludesall the funding levels and sources from Scenario B, plus a new
regional revenue source for transportation. It increasescertain local revenues by 10% and
increases GTR funding. Theassumed GTR increase along with a portion ofthe new local
revenue source reflects ty pical levels available for capital projects before 1998. Scenario C
assumes the samelevel of revenue support, including local match, for regional projects in
the financially constrained sy stem as Scenario A and Scenario B. In addition, it provides
revenue support for TSP projects on the RTP priority system in Portland. Table14.3 shows
the specific assumed funding am ounts from each revenue source.

This scenario producesapproximately $1.17 billion over 20years. It funds TSP projectsthat
are on both the RTP’s financially constrained sy stem and in the RTP priority sy stem in
Portland. In addition, it provides approximately $537.2 million for TSP projects on thelocal
system. Ofthis $537.2 million subtotal amount, $256.1 million (48 percent)is applied
toward major projects and $281 million (52 percent) toward referencelist projects. Also, of
the $537.2 million subtotal, $328.7 million are dedicated funds and $208.5 million are
discretionary funds.

Scenario Emphasis

Scenario C funds all the capital im provem ent projects identified under Scenario B, plus
additional major projects on both theregional andlocal systems serving Portland. It also
providesadditional funding for maintenance needsand for local liv ability im provem ents.
This scenario provides substantial increases in discretionary funds, primarily through the
im plementation of a new local revenue source and by replenishing GTR fundsto $4.5
million per year. It also more closely matches regional revenue with regional projects and
local revenue with local projects.

Analysis Summary

This scenarioim proves upon Scenario Band meets TSP policy objectives in a satisfactory or
better manner. It makes sizeable gains toward addressing current unm et needs for
preservation and rehabilitation projects. It returnscommunity transportation priorities to
adequate servicelevels and allows for potential enhancements in sy stem management
activities. It alsomakes substantial gains toward addressing currently unmet needsto
improvelocal streetsto City standards citywide.

Thenew revenue sourcesand GT R replenishm ent provide local funding flexibility ,makes
available a pool of discretionary funds tomeetvarious policy objectives and per formance
measures, and can respond toneeded programmatic adjustments over time. Scenario C
funds all regional priority system projects, alleviating potential issuesconcerning TSP
com pliance with the RTP.
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Table14.3
Scenario C: Plan Level Funding ($ millions)
20-Year Local
Funding Sources 20-Year RTP Expenditures Distributions!!
Revenues
Constrained & Local Dedicated | Discretionary
Priority RTP Match!°
MTIP Funds* $270.4 $270.4 $0 $0 $0
Urban Renewal 2 $150.0 $52.6 $0 $97 .4 $0
Sy stem Develop ment $75.0 $30.0 $0 $45.0 $0
Charges3
Port Funds# $198.0 $179.8 $0 $18.2 $0
Local Impr ovement $95.0 $3.1 $0 $91.9 $0
Districts®
Permit $23.0 $0 $0 $23.0 $0
Fees
General Fund $10.0 $0 $0 $10.0 $0
General Trans. $100.0 $0 $11.5 $0 $88.5
Revenue®
Other Funds” $507 $75 $0 $43.2 $0
New Local $120.0 $0 $0 $0 $120.0
Revenued
New Regional $77.3 $77.3 $0 $0 $0
Revenue?®
To tal $1,169.4 $620.7 $11.5 $328.7 $208.5

Notes: (Refer to text for further explanation of these notes.)

!The MTIP amount is derived from RTP financial data and assumed combined distribution formulas to Portland and the
Port of Portland. OTIA revenues are contained within the MTIP total.

2Urban Renewal amount is derived from an adjusted ten-year average of annual expenditures for transportation projects, plus
an increase of 25% assumed for local revenues in this scenario.

3System Development Charges are based on the ten-year SDC ordinance extended over the 20-year plan period, plus an
increase of 25% assumed for local revenues in this scenario.

4Port funds amount is derived from RTP financial data, plus an increase of 10% assumed for local revenues in this scenario.

5Local Improvement Districts (LID), Permit Fees and general Fund amounts are derived from five-year average annual
expenditures and CIP projections, plus an increase of $40.0 million over Scenario A based on data derived from the Street
Maintenance and Improvement Fee (SMIF) assumptions, plus an additional $15 million in this scenario.

%General Transportation Revenue (GTR) is based on current year distributions and near-term forecasts extended over
the 20-year plan period, plus an increase of $75.0 million over Scenario A based on historic CIP funding level support.

7Other Funds include miscellaneous grants and interagency funds based on CIP data,plus an increase of $20.0 million over
Scenario A based on data derived from SMIF assumptions, plus an increase of $2.1 million assumed for this scenario.

8New Local Revenue amount, not provided in Scenario A, is based on data derived from SMIF assumptions.
9New Regional Revenue, not provided in Scenario A or B, is the amount required to support Priority RTP projects.

19The local match for MTIP and New Regional Revenue is assumed to be 10%. General Transportation Revenue is assumed to
contribute 33% of the match. The remaining67% is derived from Urban Renewal, SDC, Port and LID funds.

Local Distributions are derived from the revenues remaining after funds are distributed to cover RTP project cost obligation s.
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Chapter 14

Funding Summary of Financial Scenarios

Table 14 .4 summarizes and cam paresthe funding assum ptions for Scenarios A, B, and C.

Table14.4
Funding Summary of Financial Scenarios
Scenario A Scenario B Scenario C
No New Revenue New Local Revenue | Plan LevelFunding
$756,800,000 $951,800,000 $1,169,400,000

Total 20-Year Revenue —
All Sources

$543,400,000

20-Year Expenditures —

$543,400,000

$543,400,000

RTP Constrained
20-Year Expenditures — $0 $0 $77,300,000
RTP Priority
Local Match $8,000,000 $8,000,000 $11,500,000
$204,500,000 $399,500,000 $537,200,000

Local Revenues -

After RTP Expenditures
Local Projects — $118,500,000 $118,500,000 $256,100,000
Major Improvements
Local Projects — $86,000,000 $281,000,000 $281,000,000
Reference Iist

Portland Transportation System Plan
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