Agenda Item D, Draft Letter Comment on OTP 



Discussion Draft 
Oregon Department of Transportation

Planning Section

555 13th Street

Salem. Oregon 97301-4174
Subject:
PTAC Comments on Oregon Transportation Plan


(Public Review Draft Nov 17, 2005)

Dear         :

The Public Transportation Advisory Committee (PTAC) wishes to thank you for presenting information and for providing members a chance to comment on the Public Review Draft of the Oregon Transportation Plan.

PTAC compliments the plan for the thoughtful work researching Challenges, Opportunities and Vision for the Transportation System.  PTAC members concur that it will be important for the future to emphasize the “Key Initiatives” of the plan, and we support the list of potential investments to strategically invest in new capacity.  

Members appreciate the balanced and positive tone regarding the importance of public transportation to the statewide transportation system and the strong support for a transportation system that provides mobility alternatives for seniors and people with disabilities.  Members feel this plan starts from a good foundation and the work will provide helpful guidance as communities plan for public transportation needs.  

There were several areas in the plan where members had suggestions.  PTAC members wish to comment on the following areas of the plan:

1. PTAC members are concerned about the Investment Strategy Framework.  They particularly suggest reconsideration of the first table that describes the Investment Strategy Levels.  Members suggest correcting the illustration for Investment Strategy Level 1 on page lV-13.  This table says that ODOT will increase $8.1 million in STP transfer funds for the State Highways system by removing it from Public Transit “modernization” use.  The rationale is that the funds that are used in transit modernization (a lower priority) could default to be used for highway preservation (a higher priority).  
There seems to be two issues with this illustration.  
· The funds referred to are not currently used for transit “modernization”, they are used for replacement of old, high mileage transit vehicles used primarily for special transportation, and therefore the reduction would be additionally damaging to transit preservation.  
· Even if the funds were available from transit “modernization”, in a time of “flat” funding, wouldn’t the subsequent deficit in transit preservation be possibly as urgent a requirement for use of these funds as would highway preservation needs?   
The illustration appears to be based on erroneous information about the use of these funds in the Public Transit System.  It also doesn’t explain the logic steps to reduce support for preservation of the transit program in a flat funding scenario to maintain the highway program.  The illustration appears to overlook the critical preservation needs that the transit program would also experience.   
Members suggest that if these tables are to be used as illustration the tables should be further researched to make sure that they reflect a thorough understanding of investment impacts on the systems.
2. Members suggest that “silo’d” modal plans may no longer be an appropriate way to recognize and plan for the interrelation of the transportation infrastructure.

3. Members were somewhat concerned that the plan shifts emphasis to freight movement and economic development, and members caution that these not imply a policy of increased build-out to add capacity for highways, but that it be clear that capacity improvement be achieved through best management practices for the entire system.

4. We also suggest that is may be helpful to provide more detailed information on implementing the plan.  Plan initiatives suggest new processes may be needed to achieve the goals.  Additional material on the implementation process may be needed to help the transportation planning community to make progress on the strategies that require changes in institutional relationships, partnerships and interdependencies. 
5. 
6. On page IV-2, Under Implementation Framework, Role of coordinated state agencies,   “Department of Human Services” should be added to the list of state agencies. 

7. On page IV-6, 7, Under Integrated Transportation Planning, requirements for state approved local public transit/human service coordination plans need to be included.  These are now required by Federal Transit Administration before approval of funds for transportation programs serving elderly, people with disabilities and low income clients.
Again, Public Transit Advisory Committee members thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important work.

Sincerely,
Bob Lowry, Chair
Oregon Public Transportation Advisory Committee
Cc:
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