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Bi-State Coordination Committee

Meeting Summary
May 1, 2014
1. Welcome and Introductions
The meeting of the Bi-State Coordination Committee was called to order by Chair Tom Hughes at 8:07 a.m. at the Vancouver Community Library, 901 C Street, Vancouver, WA 98660.  Chair Hughes welcomed everyone and said there have been discussions on both sides of the river about the idea of where they go after the CRC study group finished their job.  The Bi-State Coordinating Committee was suspended while the CRC was in operations, so now seems like the time to get back together again to discuss the interests and concerns they have across the river from each other.  Tom Hughes is the President at Metro Council, and asked each member to introduce him/herself and note which jurisdiction or organization they represented.  Those in attendance follow.
Committee Members

Chair Tom Hughes, Metro President
Jack Burkman, City of Vancouver Councilmember
Nancy Baker, Port of Vancouver Commissioner
Philip Johnson, City of Battle Ground Deputy Mayor
Susie Lahsene, Port of Portland Alternate
Alan Lehto, TriMet Alternate
Scott Patterson, C-TRAN Alternate
Don Wagner, WSDOT SW Region Administrator
Rian Windsheimer, ODOT Alternate
Staff and Interested Guests

Ed Barnes, Citizen
Katy Brooks, Port of Vancouver
Andy Cotugno, Metro
Shirley Craddick, Metro Councilor
Bart Gernhart, WSDOT
Bob Hart, Regional Transportation Council
Carolyn Long, Washington State University Vancouver
Sheila Martin, Portland State University 
Matt Ransom, Regional Transportation Council
Karen Schilling, Multnomah County
Walter Valenta, Citizen
Shann Weishaar, Regional Transportation Council
Diane Workman, Regional Transportation Council
2. Review of Minutes for October 17, 2013 Meeting
Alan Lehto moved for approval of the October 17, 2013 meeting minutes.  The motion was seconded by Susie Lahsene and unanimously approved.  
3. Election of Co-Chair from Washington
Chair Hughes said they would elect a co-chair from the Washington side, and Matt Ransom would go over the Bylaws and explain how that is done.  
Mr. Ransom said at the October 17 meeting, Commissioner Steve Stuart was acting as Vice Chair of the Bi-State Committee.  Since that time, Commissioner Stuart has resigned his position on the Clark County Commission and taken a position at the City of Ridgefield as City Manager.  Currently, this leaves the Vice Chair / Co-Chair position vacant.  The way the Bylaws are set up is that there are elected Chair and Vice Chair positions.  It is a co-chair relationship, because they specifically ask that the two positions be one from each state.  Tom Hughes represents Oregon.  With Steve Stuart gone, the nomination and election of an officer will be for Washington representation.  
Chair Hughes said the nominations are open for the Washington co-chair position.

Don Wagner nominated Jack Burkman.  He moved to close nominations for a vote, and Jack Burkman seconded the motion.  The motion was unanimously approved.  

4. Recommendation to JPACT on the Disposition of the Columbia River Crossing (CRC) Project in the Update to the Metro Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)
Chair Hughes introduced Andy Cotugno to present this agenda item.  Mr. Cotugno said the Bylaws for the Bi-State Coordination Committee state that neither RTC nor JPACT will consider a matter of bi-state significance unless there is a review of the matter by the Committee.  The CRC is an issue of bi-state significance.  
Mr. Cotugno said they are in the process of finishing the update to their Regional Transportation Plan with a preliminary recommendation on the project list scheduled for JPACT on May 8.  That would allow for the air quality modeling to be done so that final adoption of the RTP could be scheduled for consideration in July.  The question on the CRC project was triggered by the lack of action by either the Washington or Oregon Legislatures in the last six to nine months.  This raises the question of how it should be reflected in the RTP.  Currently, it is reflected as a proposed project; all of the elements of the preferred alternative are reflected as a proposed project, the bridge, interchanges, light rail, tolls, demand management, bike facilities, etc. is reflected in the full federally fiscally constrained RTP.  

Mr. Cotugno said with inaction by the two Legislatures, Metro Councilor Stacey came forward and proposed an amendment to the RTP.  This proposal recognized that part of the project was financially constrained, but the rest of the project never had any sort of financial commitment made to it.  With those assumptions, that proposal shifted portions of the project to the longer term RTP, the non-fiscally constrained RTP.  Councilor Stacey’s major interest was given the lack of funding for the project, he wanted to introduce language to the RTP calling for potential phasing of elements of the project so that it is not just the whole project that needs to be built, perhaps pieces to be built along the way or pursue an evaluation of substitute projects or project to accomplish the various purposes the CRC was intended to solve.  He brought an amendment to the Metro Council for consideration.  
The Metro Council wasn’t prepared to consider anything that involves looking at other alternatives.  They also were not in a position of starting a process to look at the other alternatives.  Metro Council felt that it was really not appropriate to introduce language.  They took Councilor Stacey’s amendment and took out the language that referred to looking at phasing or looking at alternatives.  What was left is what was distributed to Bi-State committee members.  The description reflects itemizing the various elements of the CRC project, the individual interchanges, various local streets, terminus for light rail, all of the various pieces as well as the potentially fundable portion of the project versus the part that never had a funding commitment made to it.  The Council didn’t endorse the amendment.  They said if something should be considered, this is what they think should be considered, not the extra language about pursuing other alternatives.  In order to get some consideration of that, they brought this to the April JPACT meeting.  JPACT also acknowledged that the Bi-State Coordination Committee should be the first place that it is considered.  
Mr. Cotugno said the ODOT Director Matt Garrett has also provided a letter that essentially says don’t do anything.  Don’t do the amendment that either itemizes the details or recognizes a fundable versus a longer term phase of the project simply because it is too new.  None of us have gone through any sort of process to identify some substitute project.  There is nothing that anyone has done to sort through looking at any different configuration than what is already adopted in the RTP.  ODOT’s recommendation is to simply leave the language that is in the RTP that has a very brief description of the elements of the full CRC project as a full project that is in the federally fiscally constrained RTP.  What is there, leave there and don’t amendment it.  
JPACT Chair Dirksen intends to raise the question at the next JPACT meeting.  This has never been submitted into the RTP public comment process.  It is really not a comment that anyone has offered up that needs to be responded to.  Councilor Dirksen intends to ask if anyone at the JPACT table wants to consider this amendment, it needs a motion from the floor to consider it.  Lacking the motion, it is never introduced and no action taken.  
Mr. Cotugno asked the Committee members if they want anything like this to go forward at JPACT.  In the longer term, not for immediate action in the RTP, where should we be going on the CRC?  Is the Bi-State Coordination Committee the right forum for consideration of any bi-state like bridges, and how should we structure some sort of consideration into the future?  

Chair Hughes said they are asking for a recommendation from the Bi-State Coordination Committee to JPACT regarding the proposal as presented.  The proposal is not from Metro Council.  Chair Hughes said most of the Metro Council is okay with not making a change.  
Susie Lahsene said they feel that this is not the time to make a change to the language in the RTP.  The reasons include the following:  this is a minor update, and the action that they would be making would be major.  This particular project has been almost 20 years in the making.  Taking six months or one month and making a change doesn’t seem to give it the right weight.  The other issue they have is that there are a number of other projects in the RTP that really don’t have defined funding.  Using that rationale for the CRC at this point in time also doesn’t seem to make sense.  She said they would like to see the CRC retained as is currently described in the current RTP to go forward until we have time to sort through this.  
Jack Burkman said he concurred both from the City of Vancouver perspective and also as RTC Chair.  RTC is in the process of an update on their RTP.  That process will go through the end of this year.  He said they are not in a position to say they would incorporate that change, so from a Bi-State philosophy, if JPACT was to recommend this, it would disassociate our two RTPs.  The goal is to start associating them more closely together.  As Ms. Lahsene said, there has not been public process and many questions, and Mr. Burkman felt it was not the time to do this.  The Committee was in agreement.
Susie Lahsene moved to communicate to JPACT that the Bi-State Coordination Committee as a group are not in favor of changing the description of the CRC project in the RTP, and vote to retain the language reflected in the proposed public review draft.  Don Wagner seconded the motion.  The motion was unanimously approved.
Chair Hughes asked the Committee how the group should react to the whole question of the CRC going forward.  
Don Wagner said the CRC is one of the more difficult projects they have taken on.  It is something that fundamentally has to be discussed at a table like this.  It is bi-state.  He said he has personally worked on it for 17 years.  The problems have not gone away.  Whether it is the existing alignment or some different alignment, it is still going to be a bi-state issue.  He said there are folks out there and legislators from the Washington side that have some ideas on how we might want to move forward.  Mr. Wagner said he thought that this project is going to stay before them in the near term as well as the long term.  He said it does serve us well to have a forum like this where they can talk about some of the new ideas that may come forward and put in some sort of help to the RTC and JPACT on how the Bi-State Group feels any new proposal would fit into our systems.  
Jack Burkman said he sees this as a standing agenda item, because we don’t know where it will evolve to.  There is no better forum than this group.  JPACT relies on this group to gauge on those bi-state communications.  He said it is not documented quite the same at RTC, but the intent is clearly there.  Mr. Burkman said he didn’t know of any other place to have conversation from appropriate representatives from organizations on both sides of the river.  As Don Wagner said, we have a Senator and a Representative that are doing a process, but it was not clear what that is.  Mr. Burkman said he would hope that at some point they would bring that to this group not only to discuss, but use this as the point to raise visibility.  Commissioner Madore has some ideas as well.  Mr. Burkman said without knowing any of the details, we are going to continue to have this conversation, and recommended rather than have a fixed agenda be more flexible for the I-5 corridor.  
Chair Hughes said he agreed that this is the appropriate group.  He said he would like to see a more robust participation in this group.  We need to get more representation from the established members and from the Washington side to get a Clark County representative at the table.  Chair Hughes said there are still some very important bi-state issues that we need to address, and this is a good forum to do that.  He said he agreed that the I-5 corridor would be a standing agenda item to keep updated.  
5. Regional Connections – Sheila Martin, PSU Institute for Metropolitan Studies
Chair Hughes introduced Sheila Martin, a Professor and Director at the Institute of Portland Metropolitan Studies at Portland State University.  He said the Institute of Portland Metropolitan Studies has also begun to talk about an alternative or a version of bi-state communications.  
Ms. Martin said Chair Hughes is a member of the IMS Board as is Jack Burkman.  She said she appreciated their participation in the work that they do.  Ms. Martin said she wanted to just remind the group of why groups and institutions like this are important, and talk through the reasons, the touch points that we have between our two states and among our different jurisdictions.  Ms. Martin provided copies of her PowerPoint presentation entitled Touch Points: An Atlas of Regional Connection. 
Ms. Martin said there are not that many places where we have conversations between the two states.  There aren’t that many places where we have to work through the differences between the land use systems, the transportation funding systems, and all those things that make these relationships difficult.  
Ms. Martin recognized her colleague Carolyn Long from WSU Vancouver who has worked with her over the years over some of this work.  
Ms. Martin said people travel throughout a metropolitan region to live and work.  The impacts of policy and funding decisions spill over among communities.  Our states are large and varied, and it is difficult at the state level to introduce policies that fit all across the state.  In our region, because it is bi-state that means that if we have policies that are different between the two states that cause some special issues for us.  
Ms. Martin highlighted local commuting patterns for Clark, Clackamas, Washington, and Multnomah counties linking where people live to where they work.  This information was also included in the Winter 2014 publication of Metroscape which were made available.  Ms. Martin noted that if you would like to receive the publication to contact her.  
The commuting patterns show that the degree of which people commute out of their county for jobs differs across the region.  Also, we’re joined at the hip economically in that the business cycle affects us all.  While there are differences in the degree to which different communities are affected by recessions, we all feel the impact of these up and down times.  Information also shows that thousands of people each year move from their place of residence to other locations around the metro region.  As migration is happening, we are all experiencing increasing diversity in our region.  
Ms. Martin highlighted the benefits of collaboration.  She said there are a lot of reasons that working across boundaries can be beneficial.  It saves money; accounts for external costs and benefits; provides consistency for businesses and people that work across the region; make sure that systems, like roads, for example, work together; and maximize the use of shared assets, like schools.  The costs of collaboration were also discussed.  If you’re one big government, you can’t customize to your constituents.  Trying to decide on a single policy that will work for everyone is difficult.  Having a state border in the mix can make things even worse by having to deal with different state policies, procedures, and Legislative processes to consider.  
Local governments need to decide whether the benefits of collaboration are worth working hard to overcome the barriers.  Ms. Martin and Ms. Long have been out talking to people in an effort to update their 2007 study.  They think things have changed a bit.  In 2007, they thought the important things were public safety, where there is a lot of benefits to cooperation, and transportation where we seemed to be doing quite well.  Our collaboration on economic and workforce development wasn’t so good.  Today, they have seen a lot of changes in the way workforce development and economic development are done with more potential for collaboration and more emphasis on working together to serve a regional labor and business market.  But with transportation, the CRC went from agreement to disagreement.  Ms. Martin asked for feedback from members.  
Chair Hughes said he wasn’t so sure he was ready to drop transportation out of the collaborative area yet.  He said the CRC has been a stumbling block, but there are a whole lot of other areas, such as between the ports, that they have worked very well across the river.  He said particularly around transportation there has been much bigger tendency on the Oregon side to consult with the Washington State delegation in Washington DC, because they have clout where we don’t have clout in some cases.  Chair Hughes said he is not ready to give up on that yet.  He said economic development has been a real plus and Greater Portland, Inc. has been a contributor to that.  The ability to work together on Greater Portland, Inc. has been an opportunity that has begun to pay off.  Mr. Hughes said there have been occasions where GPI have stepped in to help keep participants working regionally with better cooperation.  
Susie Lahsene said she agreed on the transportation piece.  She said the channel deepening was a bi-state project of major significance, and that particular relationship continues.  Ms. Lahsene said a subset of that might be the international trade, the export work and that opportunity.  She said to a large extent they continue to talk regionally about that because it knows no borders.  

Chair Hughes said Vancouver and Camas’ ability to recruit direct for an investment is dependent upon the ease and access into the Portland Airport.  Ms. Lahsene said the airport alone is bi-state in nature.  
Don Wagner said he too does not think transportation has moved way down the scale.  He said it has shifted a bit, but that is by one project.  All the other things that are happening between the two states, whether it is around transit and cooperation, or intelligent transportation which ODOT and WSDOT are working on together, but also our local partners are working on that same intelligent transportation program.  The collaboration is there; he said he thinks it is still positive, although they have taken a hit.  

Rian Windsheimer said he agreed with Don Wagner.  He said they are about to launch bi-state travel times online, and added that people not only accept it, but expect it because of the relationships.  
Jack Burkman said he agreed with Susie Lahsene about the economic development.  The transportation is more complex.  The idea that different governments provide different things for people and that is what is flavoring the transportation.  If you talk about Vancouver and the metropolitan area, it would not have changed much from 2007.  If you talk about north Clark County and Clackamas County, there are probably some different definitions.  There is a difference as our area grows with that which is urbanized and that which is suburban or rural.  Within this metro region that is bi-state, we need to accommodate and acknowledge that there is not one answer for everyone.  
Chair Hughes said a couple ways in which the state boundary has become a little blurred in terms of how we develop as a region is that there is a lot of similarity between what they hear from Clackamas County and from Clark County.  It does not have to do with the state the people live in but has to do with how they have developed the lifestyle they have chosen.  The reality is what Clackamas County started referring to as “Portland creep” is beginning to get some traction in Portland neighborhoods also.  There is a similarity between suburban neighborhoods regardless of where they are, the rural areas, the fear that they are going to be swallowed up by the urbanization is common throughout.  Mr. Hughes said that where they have progressed even on the issue of the CRC is that there is no one any longer saying we don’t need to replace to bridges or we don’t need some solution to this problem.  We’ve all come to the conclusion that there is a problem that needs to be fixed.  
Alan Lehto said he agreed with others as to where transportation issues are on the scale.  Mr. Lehto said they are looking at an electronic fare conversion for transit.  They are working with C-TRAN to make sure that that electronic fare system can be seamless across their systems and across to street cars and Wilsonville’s transit to try and make sure that they are meeting the region together with the new technology.  
Don Wagner said that rail had not been mentioned between the two states along with passenger rail in which they have a good working relationship.  He said Oregon just purchased another Talgo train to put on the Amtrak system.  He said there is more discussion and cooperation going on with the freight rail system as well.  Nancy Baker said she concurred with that.  The Port has spent a lot of money on improvements to the rail system to help serve the region.  
Sheila Martin said that as Chair Hughes stated, a shared recognition of the problem is a starting place.  If everyone understands that there is a problem that needs to be solved, this is a starting point.  This includes those that are potentially affected by the solution.  Getting everyone on the same page as to the benefits and what will be solved for all of us.  Ms. Martin also noted that getting things in writing can give people the comfort that they need in order to move forward with the collaborative arrangement.  The political leadership is important, and because political leadership changes all of the time that emphasized the point of institutional relationships and places like this committee where we need to continue to have committed leadership around the table.  
Ms. Martin asked how they get to collaboration that works.  She said in some cases people don’t always have a good grasp of what their citizens want, and we need to make sure that the understanding is clear.  Start with things that are small that we know we can have shared success on.  Get things in writing, have patience, and learn from your mistakes.  

Jack Burkman said another key is sharing knowledge, it’s educating.  He said the information that Ms. Martin shared, he would be taking back to his council.  He said possibly this group could disseminate some of that information and it might build up some trust that we are acknowledging the differences and similarities.  He said he agreed with starting small for small successes and part of that may be education and sharing.  Ms. Martin said it is also trying to understanding the situation that other people live in.  We are a broad and diverse region.  She said it is hard for someone who lives in a dense neighborhood that is well-served by transit to understand why that is not necessarily the reality on the ground in other parts of our region.  
Philip Johnson, Deputy Mayor of Battle Ground, said he was grateful to hear that.  He said he referred to himself and those in Battle Ground as “the yahoos that live up north.”  He said they have a lot in common with the yahoos who live across the river in St. Helens and Clackamas County, and they don’t in their eyes with Vancouver or Portland.  He said they are a suburban community that travels to Vancouver, Portland, and other places to work each morning.  He said they are trying to cling to a rural lifestyle.  It is becoming very difficult.  The urbanization is “marching” in on them, and as they try to hold on to that, it is becoming more and more difficult.  He said they are losing that battle.  
Alan Lehto said in looking at the economic trends, development of housing is twice what it was a year or two ago.  That “march” is coming even faster.  That emphasizes whatever the feelings are, such as a concern about growth and growth that one can’t control.  It’s a hard place to be in.  Ms. Martin added that the change that the people witness as that growth happens threatens the things that they moved there for in the first place.  
Chair Hughes said that at the last IMS Board meeting they discussed the idea of having another bi-state summit at some point and asked Ms. Martin if planning for that was in the process.  Ms. Martin said yes, that they need to develop some issues and get the community ready to discuss those issues first and have some new material to take to the table for the bi-state summit.  Part of the plan is that as they work on the issues that the Board has chosen for this year, which include transportation governance and economic development then they will bring that new information to a bi-state summit.  She said ideally, that would happen in January, but she was not sure they would be ready with all the information that they would need.  
Chair Hughes said this body would be willing to help in terms of providing issues or people to talk about issues, whatever is needed to help facilitate that.  He said the more bi-state dialogue that we have and the more that dialogue takes place in an environment in which people could actually see us having the dialogue and therefore recognize that the leaders are beginning to talk about the area more as a bi-state area rather than individual clusters.  Chair Hughes said part of this is public perception, and felt that would be very helpful.  
Chair Hughes referred to the list of future agenda topics listed on the agenda.  He asked if members thought any of the listed items should be on the next meeting agenda or if there were other topics that should be added to the list.  
Rian Windsheimer said in regard to the topic of “evaluation of regional transportation governance models across the US” that they have done quite a bit of work on that already.  He said there are at least three that the two states have done that he is aware of:  ODOT did a study around bi-state cooperation; the CRC did a study on that, and a third study was done as well.  Mr. Windsheimer said if we are going to talk about that, we should make sure that we bring back the information that has already been done rather than start over.  
Chair Hughes said it might be good to do that just in terms of having three models that have already been developed to talk about and where those are and where we are, and the progress of the fourth model.  

Jack Burkman recommended giving it to Ms. Martin to talk about it a bit.  He said it may be a little early to be bringing it before this group given what IMS is looking at in terms of research.  Ms. Martin said they are hoping to do a thorough examination of all the bi-state regions in the United States and what their models are: if they are one MPO or two, what their policy committees and advisory committees look like, how alike or different the two states are, transportation funding methods, and land use.  She said the questions to answer are what are those things that influence governance of transportation in that bi-state region? and is there a way to tie those governance approaches to transportation outcomes?  Ms. Martin said she would appreciate having Mr. Windsheimer forward the three studies that he mentioned.  
Jack Burkman said that could set a foundation.  He said maybe this is not the place to bring that back to at this time.  It may be better for this group to start by looking at economic clusters in the region, and gain some knowledge.  Also, Mr. Burkman said he has some visibility to the Values and Beliefs Survey.  He said a version of that is going to be fielded on the Washington side of the river in the next few weeks.  There will be more information coming out.  That might be for the meeting after the next.  Gain some knowledge at the next meeting, and then at the following meeting look at what we do with that information.  
Chair Hughes agreed that it may be best to hold off the governance discussion until the IMS research has been done.  He said the analysis of significant economic clusters throughout the region would be good for the next meeting along with the Oregon/Washington Values and Beliefs Survey results.  

Susie Lahsene said the economic clusters are a subset of the economics, the economy.  It would be helpful to look at the economy between both states and then maybe focus on the clusters.  She said the clusters are the strategy, and it would be nice to see what the economy looked like overall as a foundation piece.  

Chair Hughes said they may be able to get someone to give them an overview and maybe with a discussion of how the clusters fit into that and where the links are.  

Don Wagner said before this committee was put on hold, there was quite a discussion about available land use, with growth by the type of land use, industrial, light industrial.  He said he would like an update of that.  Things have changed since 2007 or 2008, and it would be helpful to know where those shovel-ready available lands are and what it is shovel-ready for.  

Chair Hughes said on the Oregon side, Metro has completed an industrial lands survey, an inventory of available lands including the ones that are constrained and what the constraints are.  He said they are into phase 2 to talk about how those constraints could be eliminated.  If there was something on the Washington side, they could connect the two.  
Don Wagner said that would be good.  He said to Philip Johnson that with Battle Ground’s growth and struggle, WSDOT is about to begin a new roadway on SR 502, but that is the last planned.  
Jack Burkman said perhaps we could add to this.  If any jurisdiction has some forward looking plan, for example, Clark County has made some recent declarations as part of their Growth Management update about where they were going to go with their jobs/housing.  Note any changes; more than just what is on the ground.  

Sheila Martin said Greater Portland, Inc. is getting ready to launch an economic development plan, a new economic development strategy for the region.  

Discussions lead to a bi-monthly meeting schedule alternating from Washington in the morning to Oregon in the afternoon.  The next meeting would be July 9 in the afternoon (TBD) at Metro.  The agenda would include the economic life of the region, economic clusters, and industrial lands.  
Alan Lehto noted that in the President’s budget for FY 2014, there had been $65 million allocated or assigned to the CRC project.  FTA, given the pressure from other projects around the country, forced them to write them a letter that said we don’t really see a way for us to take advantage of that funding, so we don’t expect to be able to use it.  FTA is looking at other places that it will be spent rather than in this region.  
Don Wagner asked how that affects the total FTA conversation.  Mr. Lehto said the total FTA conversation has not yet restarted.  It needs to be refreshed, and we begin from zero.  Don Wagner said he heard that we were sort of okay in the 15 but after that we start over again.  Mr. Lehto said it is a little fuzzy, but at some point in the future, it is a restart.  Month by month, it gets harder.
6. Adjourn

The meeting was adjourned at 9:20 a.m.

