
April 29, 2016

Memo to Southwest Corridor Steering Committee on public input received April 2016

In March 2016 the Southwest Corridor Steering Committee received a compilation of all public comment received 
on the May 9th steering committee decisions to select a preferred mode for the corridor and whether to continue 
studying the PCC Sylvania light rail tunnel. This memo supplements that information with additional feedback 
received since then, including feedback on the staff recommendation via an April online survey, public testimony from 
April 6 steering committee meeting, comment cards and results of interactive “dot voting” at April 6th community 
forum, discussions with regional committees and all public letters and emails received since the March 2016 public 
engagement summary and public comment was published. It also includes the previously published March 2016 
public engagement summary for your reference.

At the April 6th public forum, staff presented its recommendations and engaged with dozens of attendees. Feedback 
from participants was strongly in support of the recommendation to select light rail. Many participants expressed  
support for the recommendation to remove the light rail tunnel to PCC Sylvania, while some participants continued to 
feel that an underground tunnel is the best way to serve this important regional destination. 

In a non-scientific online survey conducted after the staff recommendations were released that generated 57 
comments, a strong majority supported light rail as the preferred mode, citing reasons such as higher ridership 
capacity in the future, integration with the existing system and light rail’s dedicated right-of-way. Two-thirds of 
respondents supported the recommendation to remove the PCC Sylvania tunnel, citing the high cost of tunnel, need 
to extend light rail to Bridgeport Village and preference for bus shuttles to serve the campus. Those that did not 
support removing the tunnel expressed the need to directly serve major regional destinations and that the long term 
benefit outweighs the additional cost. 

In addition to the public forum and online survey, staff continued to discuss the recommendations with local groups 
and regional transportation committees. During a March meeting of ID Southwest, a committee of community and 
business leaders throughout the corridor, members expressed very strong support for light rail as the preferred mode. 
Many supported removing the PCC Sylvania tunnel from further consideration, although one member maintained a 
preference for continued study of the tunnel, explaining that conveniently serving PCC without a transfer is critical. 

Please don’t hesitate to contact staff with any additional questions about public input received.

       ##



Public Input: Light rail or bus rapid transit
Throughout the last year there were several 
opportunities to connect with stakeholders 
to understand their questions, concerns and 
preferences regarding whether bus rapid 
transit (BRT) or light rail is the best choice 
to serve residents in the Southwest Corridor 
and surrounding communities. To date, 
project partners have collected public input 
on a preferred mode through open-ended 
questionnaires, online surveys and in-person 
dialogues. 

During all types of public outreach, four themes 
consistently rise to the top when the public is 
asked what benefits they want a Southwest 
Corridor project to deliver:

•	 shorter travel time,

•	 higher ridership,

•	 greater reliability,

•	 increased access to employment and 
education centers.

When asked specifically about the choice between 
light rail and bus rapid transit respondents echoed 
the above themes and added additional factors 
that people feel are important when making the 
mode decision:

•	 capacity to serve future rush hour demand,

•	 capacity to extend line in the future,

•	 lower ongoing cost to operate per rider,

•	 flexibility under road blockages and extreme 
weather.

Open-ended survey questions and in-person 
discussions provided a sense of how the public 
views the trade-offs between the mode options 
and their perspectives in selecting their preferred 
mode.The largest number of open-ended 
comments were in support of light rail, citing 
the need to think long-term,  higher ridership 
capacity, automatic exclusive right of way and 
more positive public perceptions of light rail as 
comfortable and modern. Comments in support 
of BRT cite the perception that BRT is more 
flexible, it doesn’t require fixed infrastructure, that 
the fleet is easier to upgrade than MAX, lower 
construction costs and public perception that 
MAX is unreliable. 

“Not completing the [MAX] system would 
be unfair to the thousands of daily SW 
commuters who have so far supported 

MAX to every other part of the metro area.”

“Simply adding more buses is not going 
to provide any relief to the growing 

congestion in that coridor.”

“This is about improving transportation 
and supporting neighborhood 

development for the next 50 years.  
It makes sense to go big.”

What is your opinion about whether bus rapid transit or light rail is better for the Southwest Corridor?

“High speed bus service can  
change with the times.”

“Expanding the light rail system is 
prohibitively expensive to build and 
operate, and inflexible for changing 

transportation needs.”



•	 25-38% of respondents selected bored light 
rail tunnel (38%), light rail on Barbur Blvd. with 
local bus hubs (38%), improved walk/bike 
facilities on SW 53rd Ave. (32%), cut-and-cover 
tunnel (30%), use of shared transit way and 
“branded” buses (26%) as promising options.

•	 11-23% of respondents selected aerial tram 
plus walk/bike improvements along SW 53rd 
Ave. (22%) and bus rapid transit options on 
Capitol Hwy. (23%) and Barbur Blvd. (19%) as 
promising options.

Public input: Access to PCC Sylvania campus
The public has a diverse set of opinions about the need to improve transit 
access to PCC Sylvania and what direct and indirect options are most 
preferred. Staff generated input through open-ended questionnaires,  
online surveys and in-person discussions from winter 2015-winter 2016.

Key overall themes

•	 A majority of people who responded online and in person felt that 
directly serving the campus with high capacity transit or increased  
bus service was important. 

•	 Many people online and in person felt that the high cost of tunnels exceeded their benefits. Others felt the cost 
was worth it to create opportunity and deliver the most benefit to the region over the long term.

•	 People who participated in-person at meetings felt more strongly than online respondents that construction 
impacts to communities should be a major factor for decision makers to consider. 

•	 Many respondents felt that improved local buses or campus shuttles were the best way to connect to campus. 

•	 Many respondents wanted the project to improve campus connections from communities in Washington County.

The input highlighted in this report occured throughout many 
months during which new  options for serving the campus were 
added or refined. Not all surveys asked about the same set of 
connection options. 

Spring 2015: cut-and-cover tunnel to campus, light rail on Barbur 
Blvd with SW 53rd Ave. walk/bike improvements and bus rapid 
transit on Capitol Hwy. or Barbur Blvd.

Fall 2015: light rail bored tunnel option and mechanized 
connections from Barbur Blvd. to campus added

Winter 2015: aerial tram, local bus improvements using shared 
transitway, bus hub and branded lines added

Spring 2016: additional evaluation of all options being considered

January-February 2016 online survey  
(2,424 respondents)

We presented high-level details and links to 
additional technical information on each of the 
eight options to directly or indirectly serve the 
PCC Sylvania campus with high capacity transit or 
improved local bus service. We asked repondents 
to select any and all options that they felt were 
promising.



You can read the previously published full summaries of these online surveys and public discussions, and 
appendices of all survey data at the project library, www.swcorridorplan.org.

West Portland Park Neighborhood Association

Neighborhood leaders developed their own online survey in 
September 2015 that generated 69 responses.

•	 Survey results indicated overall support for the Southwest 
Corridor project (83%), and support in general for a high 
capacity transit connection to PCC Sylvania and the West 
Portland Park area (74% support). 

•	 Support was split somewhat evenly between a light rail tunnel 
(42%) and bus rapid transit  (52%) as the preferred high capacity 
transit option for the area. 

Far Southwest Neighborhood Association

Neighborhood leaders developed their own online survey in 
September 2015 that generated 58 responses. 

•	 Results show a majority opposition to both a bored tunnel (67% 
oppose) and a cut-and-cover tunnel (79%  oppose) to directly 
serve the Sylvania campus. 

•	 A majority of respondents (65%) and many open-ended 
comments favored increasing the frequency of current bus 
lines or creating new express bus lines to PCC Sylvania from 
downtown Portland.  

•	 Respondents were divided in their support (56%) or opposition 
(40%) for Metro continuing plans for any high capacity transit. 

PCC student and staff survey
Project staff engaged in person and developed an 
online survey for PCC students, faculty and staff in 
September-October 2015. The survey generated 676 
responses.  
 
Key findings:

•	 Most respondents (78%) would use transit more if 
there was improved transit service to PCC Sylvania.

•	 A majority of respondents (61%) think a light rail 
tunnel is the most viable way to serve campus.

“I understand the need 
to improve access to PCC. 

However, I urge the committee 
to focus its efforts on the other 

options [than the tunnel].”

“Please keep in mind 
that Sylvania is in session 
something like 180 days a 

year. It’s not a business where 
employees go  

on a daily basis.”

“Tunnels always greatly exceed 
budget predictions.”

“PCC or bust. Not serving a 
major regional destination with 

a major regional transit line 
would be a huge mistake.”

•	 A majority of respondents (60%) said they  
were somewhat likely or very likely to use  
improved bike and pedestrian access along  
SW 53rd Ave. to campus. 

•	 Open-ended comments addressed a variety of 
issues including a need to improve frequency 
and reliability of existing TriMet routes and 
campus shuttles, and concerns regarding cost 
and neighborhood distruption with tunnel 
construction. 

“A light rail line [to campus] 
would greatly assist students  

and decrease excessive  
on-campus parking.”



 

Comments from event comment cards and interactive posters, April 6, 2016 Southwest Corridor 
Steering Committee meeting and community forum 

Comment cards 

• Metro is expecting an additional one million people moving to the area by 2020 if an article in the 
Oregonian was correct. This drives a need for more transportation to get to the new industries and 
communities being built and services needed from PDX to Tualatin. The need to plan for this and 
education will be needed so build it now while it is affordable. 

• 21% is not much increase at today’s loan costs to build for future size of PCC campus. The expected 
growth with new classes could also drive new industries near the campus, so I would agree to 21% 
increase. Plan for future! 

• Please don’t exclude the Crossroads from the further study area. This intersection is already so 
complicated that adding light rail will make it impossible to navigate. It is supposed to be a town center, 
an asset not an additional impediment.  

• I appreciate the shuttle connection to PCC as the most viable option to provide connection to Barbur 
Transit and to take vehicles off Capitol Hwy. But the service should also serve the neighbors and Capitol 
Hwy needs to be improved/adjusted to carry that additional bus service. 

• There are two major destinations on this Corridor, OHSU and PCC. And Metro proposes to miss both of 
them. Big mistake. This LRT line is “forever” and short term finances are being used to justify bad design. 
Corridor should first plan the best LRT and then negotiate how much can be afforded in the first phase. 
The MOS future LRT projects will mostly be extensions.  

• Include the Marquam Bridge (a pedestrian bridge in the Taylor’s Ferry Rd Master Plan that crosses I-5 
at SW 48th and Alfred) in the pedestrian improvement to support light rail. The only way to get form the 
Crestwood NA to Barbur by foot is through the “gulch” near 43rd and TFR. For many people that is not a 
viable option. 

• Great job. Lots of hard work and great information. I would still like to see a tunnel or at least 
something technical directly to the PCC campus that does not use the existing roads.  

 

 



Results from “dot voting” on interactive posters 

Feedback on staff recommendations 
Staff recommendation: Remove the light rail 
tunnel to PCC Sylvania from further consideration 
 
I support this recommendation (2 dots) 
Comments: tunnel is not cost effective. Big impact 
on neighborhood. 
 
I’m not sure/Mixed opinion  (no dots) 
 
I do not support this recommendation (no dots) 
 

Staff recommendation: Select light rail as the 
preferred high capacity transit mode 
 
I support this recommendation (4 dots) 
 
I’m not sure/Mixed opinion  (no dots) 
 
I do not support this recommendation (no dots) 
 

Improving transit options to PCC Sylvania 
 
Option #1: Barbur Blvd. light rail + SW 53rd 
walk/bike connection to campus 
 
Yes, I think this is a viable option (9 dots) 
Comments: still prefer tunnel, prefer tunnel, 
covered walkway?; appreciate improved ped/bike 
routes with this approach; yes; use best practices 
with separated bike and ped facilities on 53rd, not a 
multi-use path due to the grade 
 
I’m not sure/Mixed opinion (3 dots) 
Comments: consider how disabled student can 
access 
 
I don’t think this is a viable option (2 dots) 
Comments: Disservice to PCC, LRT should go to 
campus; Long bore tunnel to exit campus to keep 
LRT off surface streets and above yards; this 
solution should be included with the other 
solutions (ie: do it regardless) 
 

Option #2: Barbur Blvd. light rail + a campus bus 
hub 
 
Yes, I think this is a viable option (6 dots) 
Comments: yes, a transit/busway on Capitol Hwy is 
needed from PCC to Barbur, include road diet; yes, 
but minimize property acquisition in the segment 
west of PCC to Tigard; Good option if the route 
between Tigard to PCC uses shared overpass with 
LRT; And the corridor as a whole 
 
I’m not sure/Mixed opinion (1 dot) 
 
I don’t think this is a viable option (3 dots) 
Comments: too expensive to provide the level of 
service needed by PCC; more traffic; more traffic 
and increased buses is outdated transportation 
 

Option #3: Barbur Blvd. + SW 53rd mechanized 
connections 
 
Yes, I think this is a viable option (2 dots) 
Comments: consider disabled students; better than 
more buses/traffic on roads 
 
I’m not sure/Mixed opinion (3 dots) 
Comments: Cost seems to outweigh benefit/usage; 
may need traffic calming on 53rd between SW 

Option #4: Barbur Blvd. light rail + TriMet shuttle 
to campus 
 
Yes, I think this is a viable option (12 dots) 
Comments: Shuttle should be free and open to 
neighbors from West Portland Park and Far SW as 
well; yes, but it should include capacity to 
transport bikes on the shuttle; route to Tigard 
Triangle should go via new overpass and shared 
with LRT; with traffic improvements because 



Capitol and Barbur to prevent increased car traffic 
 
I don’t think this is a viable option (10 dots) 
Comments: too expensive for too few users; 
something on the steep part of 53rd (1 ½ blocks 
south from Barbur) would make sense, not the 
whole way; too much construction not enough 
available service to community; doesn’t fit with 
neighborhood, tram is ridiculous not enough 
elevation. Too much elevation for motorized 
walkway 
 

Barbur/Capitol/Huber/I-5 is a nightmare 
 
I’m not sure/Mixed opinion (no dots) 
 
I don’t think this is a viable option (2 dots) 
Comments: puts more buses/traffic on the road; 
need direct access to PCC 
 

 

 



82.46% 47

7.02% 4

10.53% 6

Q1 Q1. Staff recommendation: Select light
rail as the preferred high capacity transit

mode. Rationale:• Light rail has greater long
term carrying capacity and can

accommodate ridership growth past 2035•
Light rail has better transit performance

including faster travel times, higher
ridership and lower operating cost per

rider• Light rail can best integrate into the
existing transit system with less impact on
the downtown Portland Transit Mall• Light

rail has a higher level of public supportWhat
do you think of this recommendation?

Answered: 57 Skipped: 0

Total 57

I support this
recommendation

I'm not
sure/Mixed...

I do not
support this...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

I support this recommendation

I'm not sure/Mixed opinion

I do not support this recommendation
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Q2 Q2. If you support the recommendation,
why? If you do not support the
recommendation, what are your
suggestions for improving the

recommendation?
Answered: 42 Skipped: 5

# Responses Date

1 I agree with the rationale. LRT is considered successful by those who know or use it. Several BRT projects in larger
cities are in trouble. Ottawa is scrapping its BRT in favor of LRT - at huge cost. LA wants to convert the Orange BRT
line to LRT. We are falling behind in the race to add transportation capacity to match future demand. Get on with it

4/25/2016 12:50 AM

2 Adequate parking and safety cameras. How long will parts be available to fix the light rail? This has been a problem in
other states. Alternate plans when lines go down so people aren't stranded.

4/23/2016 8:01 PM

3 The construction costs of light rail are outrageously high, and light rail lacks adaptability to serve areas of new growth,
which bus routes can easily do. I fail to understand why more public input is being sought, as it appears the decision
to build light rail has already been made despite major opposition from the citizenry.

4/23/2016 12:14 PM

4 Light rail has dedicated ROW, this is absolutely necessary for a high-functioning HCT system. 4/21/2016 4:10 PM

5 First three points in the "rationale". 4/21/2016 2:27 PM

6 Seems light rail integration in the SW corridor will mesh well with the system wide light rail throughout the Metro area. 4/20/2016 1:25 PM

7 Complete BS. Buses are cheaper, flexible and can haul more people...simple math proves it. And the best part is the
buses can share the existing roads with all the other traffic. We don't need light rail or bus rapid transit. We just need
plain old simple regular and express bus service!

4/20/2016 11:50 AM

8 I believe strongly in rail transit as the best high capacity transit option. Particularly because so much of Portland's high
capacity integration work has already been done around the MAX lines. Light rail is more comfortable and considered
by many to be more up scale which will attract a much wider range of commuters. I have experienced both LRT and
BRT in different cities and I find there to be no comparison in terms of quality of commute.

4/19/2016 11:51 PM

9 Yes, I support Light Rail. It is the last leg in/out of downtown Portland. It's important to complete what we started. 4/19/2016 9:38 PM

10 I support light rail because of the potential for increased mixed use growth along a new light rail corridor. 4/19/2016 7:15 PM

11 I agree that light rail is the most reliable option (fewer delays and hold-ups compared to buses) and also that it will
better support future populations increases

4/19/2016 4:33 PM

12 All that justification is false and lies...buses can use the same roads as cars and you can simply add buses and
frequency and carry more capacity for less and adapt to changes in need. And buses can use the existing roads with
no cost or impact...a toddler could figure this out. But they wouldn't be on the take and want to make money off
pushing a wrong solution to such a simple obvious decision.

4/19/2016 3:11 PM

13 I'm very supportive of light rail, but wanted to see it tunneled. Subway systems work around the world, allow longer
trains/more cars because they don't need to limit length due to surface streets, and accommodate many more people.
I've ridden underground trains in Toronto and Paris. Portland is falling behind because we aren't addressing rail lines
underground now. My generation will not see this built, but we need to focus on the future, not the past.

4/19/2016 2:18 PM

14 How will light rail vs buses hold up after the earthquake tears up Barbur? Buses can be re-routed or drive over dirt or
gravel. Trains can only go on track. Maybe it won't matter due to great destruction?

4/19/2016 11:32 AM

15 Time to integrate our area into the regional light rail system. It will be harder to do this after further built environment
develops in the region. So we should do it now.

4/19/2016 9:43 AM

16 Avoids auto traffic, better for environment, higher capacity for future population growth, cheaper now than it will be
later.

4/19/2016 8:26 AM

17 We have needed a light rail option in SW for decades. With auto traffic at an all time high light rail would help alleviate
some of the SW traffic. It can also bring more viable businesses to SW.

4/19/2016 7:41 AM

18 I agree with the rationale presented above 4/19/2016 12:26 AM
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19 I think that a rapid bus system would be less expensive, buses can be added as need increases, if a route needs to be
adjusted as people's commutes change, it would be easier to change, and the bus system would last longer.

4/18/2016 10:44 PM

20 Faster travel times and higher ridershp 4/18/2016 7:40 PM

21 I support the bus option. 4/18/2016 4:46 PM

22 I want a max line down Barber because it will connect SW Portland to downtown and mean that I don't have to drive
as much.

4/18/2016 4:08 PM

23 Connecting to the existing system, more attractive to riders. 4/18/2016 4:00 PM

24 Easier to load and unload bikes. 4/18/2016 2:41 PM

25 Light rail is by far the most efficient (speed, capacity, passenger comfort) option for mass transit. 4/18/2016 2:33 PM

26 For all the reasons stated above. 4/18/2016 2:15 PM

27 Better capacity potential; faster 4/18/2016 1:36 PM

28 if you manage how many stops you have, this is the fastest way to move people. Fast will actually decrease cars. 4/18/2016 1:30 PM

29 I support this for all the reasons highlighted in the rationale especially future capacity. 4/18/2016 1:28 PM

30 I find it ironic that METRO the agency which is pushing a "Complete Community" Centers and Corridors policy turns
around and recommends a system on grounds that we need to have more commuter capacity from downtown to
Tigard and Tualatin. Aren't downtown Portland, Tigard and Tualatin suppose to become the Complete Communities
that reduces the need for this type of commuting. The BRT would support the all time functioning of string of complete
communities adequately. LRT just supports an "all things to downtown" policy of commuting.

4/18/2016 1:10 PM

31 Reasons are given above. It is more reliable and less expensive to operate. 4/18/2016 12:41 PM

32 I support it if it is completely isolated from vehicle traffic. If is still going to be part of the traffic system (be stopped at
any point due to traffic and or traffic lights) then I do not support it.. We have enough light rail that is inefficient and sits
in traffic in Portland.

4/18/2016 12:27 PM

33 I strongly support on LRT goes with Green Line instead of Yellow. 4/18/2016 12:25 PM

34 Light rail is the only thing that makes sense to take us into the next couple of decades of growth. Better yet would be a
real subway system but given cost constraints we get what we can get.

4/18/2016 12:24 PM

35 I would love to use my car less but the bus options for Hillsdale are not appealing for a number of reasons. I would be
a new user to the light rail system and pretty excited about it.

4/18/2016 12:23 PM

36 I do not wish to have my home taken away from me. 4/18/2016 12:21 PM

37 Light rail moves people more quickly, and will connect SW to Expo Center, Convention center, and perhaps even
Gresham and Airport.

4/18/2016 12:16 PM

38 Light rail provides the greatest capacity and flexibility for our growing region. Bus transport is short-sighted. 4/18/2016 12:15 PM

39 Light rail is a better long-term solution and integrates with the current MAX system 4/18/2016 12:06 PM

40 Dedicated right of way rail service will best serve my commute and recreational travel needs. 4/18/2016 12:02 PM

41 Light rail is reliable and unaffected by traffic. 4/18/2016 12:00 PM

42 This is Allison testing the survey. 4/18/2016 11:11 AM
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71.93% 41

15.79% 9

12.28% 7

Q3 Q3. Staff recommendation: Remove the
light rail tunnel to PCC Sylvania from further

consideration.Rationale:• Ridership gains
do not outweigh the construction cost•

Substantial trade-offs include a shortened
alignment with less ridership, and less

funding for station connectivity and local
bike/pedestrian/road projects• Significant
neighborhood impacts• Unclear Return on

Investment on campus• Viable alternate
improved transit connections to campus are

available
Answered: 57 Skipped: 0

Total 57

I support this
recommendation

I don't
know/Mixed...

I do not
support this...
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Answer Choices Responses

I support this recommendation

I don't know/Mixed opinion

I do not support this recommendation
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Q4 Q4. If you support the recommendation,
why? If you do not support the
recommendation, what are your
suggestions for improving the

recommendation?
Answered: 39 Skipped: 8

# Responses Date

1 LRT is "forever". We are trying to build the system to meet long term needs. This means the LRT ought to go to the
major trip attractors., even if it's costly to achieve. We don't get a second chance. Every time I drive to my doctor at
OHSU I think how short sighted that the OHSU tunnel has been dropped. We will regret this .

4/25/2016 12:50 AM

2 The construction costs of a tunnel are prohibitive, although I don't believe any money saved will be spent on road
projects because the steering committee is opposed to private vehicular travel.

4/23/2016 12:14 PM

3 I favor bike/ped connections 4/21/2016 4:10 PM

4 Rationale points 1,2,3,5. 4/21/2016 2:27 PM

5 Other major light rail projects included the Tillicum Bridge and long bore tunnel under the zoo. We taxpayers funded
these major expenses. Now it's our turn. Our needs in SW should not be dismissed or shelved. PCC needs this
improvement. Some of the Far SW neighbors feared the idea of a tunnel - but not for rational reasons. Although
"expense" is sometimes mentioned as a concern, it' not measurable on an individual level. The long term good of the
tunnel outweighs concerns and expenses. HUGE mistake to ignore PCC as a major destination in this area. Transfers
are not a viable option.

4/20/2016 1:25 PM

6 Let people walk, ride a bike or an existing bus. Really very simple, cheap and easy. 4/20/2016 11:50 AM

7 Tunnels are very expensive and since this is also not the option best supported by the neighborhood, it should be
removed.

4/19/2016 11:51 PM

8 I live very close to light rail, but my work is just North of downtown Portland. The connection to bus increases my
travel time considerably to the point I just drive to work everyday, which is a shame because I would take the train if
my job with within walking distance to a train station. Don't underestimate how inconvenient and how much longer a
trip takes using a transfer. Not having direct access will encourage automobile use to PCC, not matter how good you
try to make that connection.

4/19/2016 9:38 PM

9 I have no interest in transport to PCC. 4/19/2016 7:15 PM

10 I think that access to PCC definitely needs to be improved but may not necessitate a direct light rail to the campus 4/19/2016 4:33 PM

11 People can walk, bike or take an existing bus...very simple and cheap. 4/19/2016 3:11 PM

12 rail, underground, is the future for moving large groups of people. Rail should connect other institutions in the SW city:
PCC, PSU, OHSU, Collaborative Science Center in So Waterfront.

4/19/2016 2:18 PM

13 I favor the tunnel. But if the opportunity costs are not getting Max all the way to Bridgeport then we should remove the
tunnel. Surface improvements from Barbur to PCC (on 53rd) must be state of the art. An elevated station on Barbur
could facilitate a skybridge a block or two south on 53rd, thus skipping the steepest part of 53rd.

4/19/2016 9:43 AM

14 The cost outweighs the advantages. Seems like there could be a less intrusive, more affordable option. 4/19/2016 7:41 AM

15 "Construction cost" is not a valid reason for choosing an option. The thrust of a transit recommendation should be on
what serves transit needs best. Once that is decided,only then should costs be considered. I also see underground
transit as having numerous advantages over surface options. The NIMBY attitude of the neighbors, while important, is
not a basis for choosing a transit improvement.

4/19/2016 12:26 AM

16 Most students drive their cars. Very few take the bus. I know as I drove a bus to PCC and watch how few got on. 4/18/2016 10:44 PM

17 Very expensive and unnecessary 4/18/2016 7:40 PM

18 If Gains do not outweigh the construction costs and there would be significant negative impact on the neighborhoods
nearby, with unclear return on investment... pretty clear decision to take of the docket.

4/18/2016 4:46 PM

19 we don't need the tunnel and I would rather a line between Bridgeport and PSU then a tunnel to PCC 4/18/2016 4:08 PM
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20 Seems like now would be the right time to try and incorporate the campus into the LTR's path. I understand the cost
restraints, but still seems like a missed opportunity if we don't connect to PCC.

4/18/2016 4:00 PM

21 PCC should be served by direct light rail access. It is an equity and a social justice issue. 4/18/2016 2:48 PM

22 Many nearby roads need to be overhauled with stormwater management and bike upgrades. 4/18/2016 2:41 PM

23 A tunnel is super expensive. 4/18/2016 2:33 PM

24 For all the reasons stated 4/18/2016 2:15 PM

25 Shuttles from Barbur Transit Center is a better option. 4/18/2016 1:48 PM

26 Too costly 4/18/2016 1:36 PM

27 Tunnel's are expensive. Not a smart decision for a small community college. 4/18/2016 1:30 PM

28 I support recommendation because ROI for public and private parties is too low. 4/18/2016 1:28 PM

29 I agree that this decision has to be made if it must be LRT has getting to Bridgeport is obviously required. Stepping
away from BRT should not be based solely on the capacity in downtown basis. BRT capacity needs might be changed
by the Powell-Division intertie problem. METRO ought to answer the weather and elevation issue before this mode
decision is made, right now TriMet's chained buses are an important component of getting and KEEPING weather
impacted streets in the upper elevations of SW open, if BRT has a problem in that situation then LRT is probably the
only viable choice. But that won't make the PCC shuttle a viable alternative ever. They shut the school for nasty
weather and shuttle shuts down that means multiple days of closure with no improvement to the streets. A Bus Hub at
PCC is essential. By way the description of all the corridor in Portland except SP-LH-HD-MH as being either PCC or
elsewhere is basically stupid.

4/18/2016 1:10 PM

30 Install a aerial gondola system from the PPC lightrail station up to campus.. Will reduce traffic, green house gases and
be extremely cost effective.

4/18/2016 12:27 PM

31 I need LRT get to Tualatin through PCC Sylvania tunnel. 4/18/2016 12:25 PM

32 See comment earlier, subway would be best but given cost constraints if connecting service to light rail during peak
hours can be created with no longer than 20 minute wait times I think it will be ok.

4/18/2016 12:24 PM

33 This is a financial decision with which I agree. 4/18/2016 12:23 PM

34 N/A 4/18/2016 12:21 PM

35 Too costly. Going to Bridgeport is more important. 53rd station is close to campus; not a bad walk. 4/18/2016 12:16 PM

36 The cost of serving PCC with a tunnel was too high 4/18/2016 12:06 PM

37 I think this is a big mistake. 25 years from now we'll be asking why there isn't a rail line to one of the largest employers
in the region and the largest educational institution in the state. Prioritizing suburban commuters in Washington
County (Bridgeport) over community college students is not the equity I would like our region to display.

4/18/2016 12:02 PM

38 A station near the bottom of the hill near SW 60th and Barbur can easily do the same 4/18/2016 12:00 PM

39 This is Allison testing the survey. 4/18/2016 11:11 AM
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24.56% 14

14.04% 8

33.33% 19

19.30% 11

40.35% 23

35.09% 20

Q5 Q5. Which parts of the corridor do you
primarily live in, work in, or frequently visit?

Select as many as apply.
Answered: 57 Skipped: 0

South Portland

Lair Hill

Hillsdale

Marquam Hill

PCC Sylvania
area

Elsewhere in
Portland area

Tigard

Tualatin

Sherwood

Durham

King City

Elsewhere in
Washington...
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42.11% 24

19.30% 11

10.53% 6

8.77% 5

7.02% 4

21.05% 12

Total Respondents: 57  
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Durham

King City

Elsewhere in Washington County
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From: Peter [mailto:pkoestner@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, April 06, 2016 7:06 AM 
To: Southwest Corridor Plan 
Subject: Bus rapid transit 
 
The option of bis rapid transit should still be considered. It has lower up front costs, more buses 
can be added to expand capacity and busses can be rerouted, light rail cant. 
 
From: Jim Wolfe [mailto:gardenhome@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, April 05, 2016 8:09 PM 
To: Southwest Corridor Plan 
Subject: Option other than tunnel to PCC campus 
 
Just spitballing here but I was wondering if another option would be to have a 
people-mover such as at the airport for moving people from the PCC campus to the 
proposed light rail stop on Barbur and 53rd Ave. 
Thanks for your consideration, 
James Wolfe 
7997 SW Alden St 
Portland, Or.  97223 
 
From: Phil Ford [mailto:phlfrd@msn.com]  
Sent: Monday, April 04, 2016 6:21 PM 
To: Southwest Corridor Plan 
Subject: Soutwest Corridor Plan 
 
The recommendations to use light rail and abandon the tunnel are the best 
long term solutions.  Well Done. 
Phil Ford 
 
From: Adam Herstein [mailto:aherstein@gmail.com]  
Sent: Monday, April 04, 2016 5:19 PM 
To: Southwest Corridor Plan 
Subject: SW Corridor 
 
Thank you for recommending light rail! It's the most robust and forward-looking 
option and the right choice for southwest.  
 
From: David Johnson [mailto:david4466@gmail.com]  
Sent: Monday, April 04, 2016 10:16 PM 
To: Southwest Corridor Plan 
Subject: STOP REMOVING THE LIGHT RAIL TUNNEL TO PCC SYLVANIA: 
 
PLEASE KEEP THE LIGHT RAIL TUNNEL TO PCC SYLVANIA CAMPUS!   
 
SHOULD THE STEERING COMMITTEE CONTINUE MORE DETAILED STUDY OF THE 
LIGHT RAIL TUNNEL OPTIONS?  = YES, MY VOTE IS ANSWERED "YES" OF MY 
RESPONDENT "BORED LIGHT RAIL TUNNEL"  
 
 

mailto:pkoestner@yahoo.com
mailto:gardenhome@gmail.com
mailto:phlfrd@msn.com
mailto:aherstein@gmail.com
mailto:david4466@gmail.com


LET ME KNOW ABOUT FINAL DECISION RELATED OF SOUTHWEST CORRIDOR 
AND INCLUDED PCC SYLVANIA CAMPUS STATUS!   PLEASE POST ME REMINDERS 
ABOUT FINAL VOTES!   
 
PLEASE MAJOR ANNOUCEMENT POSTS ON FACEBOOK, EMAIL ALERT, TV LOCAL 
NEWS, AND ETC.  
 
SINCERELY, MR. DAVID JOHNSON 
--  
Mr. David Johnson   :)    
 
From: Marty Dollowitch [mailto:dollowit@ohsu.edu]  
Sent: Thursday, April 07, 2016 10:47 AM 
To: Southwest Corridor Plan 
Subject: No Light Rail 
 
To the Committee, 
 
We just moved out of NE Portland to get away from the light rail, and 
all the crime that it brought with it. 
Over time it added low income housing and all that goes with it to the area. 
No thank you. 
Please leave SW (especially around Bridgeport) a nice, clean and low crime area for us to shop 
and enjoy. 
 
Marty  
 
From: Robert Bierma [mailto:robertbierma@gmail.com]  
Sent: Sunday, April 17, 2016 2:17 PM 
To: Southwest Corridor Plan 
Subject: Bus Rapid Transit over Light Rail. 
 
Dear, Steering Committee 
 
I feel the choice to support the light rail option over bus rapid transit fails to take into 
consideration of the risk of its long term success from driver less vehicles. I would like to see 
this risk evaluated by the committee as it would seem to be one of the biggest, if not the largest, 
medium term factors in the value of this project. PLEASE consider this factor, and do a risk 
analysis before finalizing you decision on light rail over bus rapid.  
 
Robert Bierma 
 
From: Susan Christenson [mailto:sue2hawaii@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, April 26, 2016 8:33 AM 
To: Southwest Corridor Plan; Markgraf, Tom 
Subject: Re: SW Corridor updates 
 

mailto:dollowit@ohsu.edu
mailto:sue2hawaii@gmail.com


Noelle, I just finished looking at your update and like what I see. If the shorter and new 
proposed alingment meets the criteria of the plan, then go for it. My specific thoughts 
are... 

1. 70th Ave two-way:  I agree 
2. Proposed branch addition to Tigard:  I like this and agree; hits industrial plus 

housing options for those traveling 

One more thing..the TriMet on Tap at the Lucky Lab last week had a great informal 
presentation. I really, really like that change. Your formal presentations are great, but 
there was more info in the informal session... 

1. I learned that there was a new Metro map showing blue areas that they are 
considering opening up for housing and industry 

2. they talked more about how the jobs would be out in those areas and how we 
need to plan for this growth 

3. they talked more about how many new jobs/people were coming, so they pushed 
more of that "plan ahead" thinking so people had to think about the reasons we 
are needing all this new service 

4. maybe this is more of an eye-opener that forces people to see the services in a 
"wow...this isn't just about me...where are these million people going to live and 
work and how will I fit into the picture? Maybe I should be putting this system in 
so I won't be crowded out?!?" 

Anyway, thanks for the chance to give you my opinion. As always...you are doing a great 
job! 
 
I will be out of the country until June 1st. Glad I had time to add my two cents worth. 
s 
 
From: Venture Dynamics [mailto:info@venture-dynamics.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, January 27, 2016 2:33 PM 
To: Chris Ford 
Subject: Southwest Corridor Plan 
 

Hello Chris, 

My wife and I sat in on the SWINI meeting last week held at the Multnomah Arts Center.  While 
I think I got my point across that I thought it was imperative there be a light rail stop at PCC, 
having not been prepared to speak I don't believe I was able to state why.  

It is my understanding that there is approximately 4 million dollars difference in the capitol cost 
between extending light rail to Washington county without stopping at PCC and a stop at PCC.  
If this were the only consideration, it might make sense. However, I think it is most important 
that by not stopping at PCC, a whole new layer of operational costs and expenses are incurred by 
having to establish a shuttle service and/or rerouting bus service or adding autonomous vehicles 

mailto:info@venture-dynamics.com


to transport riders between PCC and the nearest off campus transit site.  The initial savings of 4 
million dollars would rapidly be used up and a whole new layer of expense would be ongoin g 
for the life of the system.  Smart money would never build this light rail without a stop at PCC 

As I also stated in the meeting my preference is for the long bore tunnel option.  It virtually 
eliminates changes to the surface landscape in the neighborhood that is affected by that rail line.  
From an engineering standpoint, it is much easier to maintain constant grade and slope 
throughout the tunnel if you don't have to transition from a tunnel and then proceed over a bridge 
to cross I5. 

I am also in favor or the I5 adjacent option for the light rail line. While I expect that light rail will 
help to minimize the growth of commuter traffic in the SW corridor, I don't believe it will 
succeed in making commuter traffic on Barbur Blvd. less in total numbers of vehicles. Therefore 
you would not want to reduce the number of traffic lanes that are currently in place.  In short, 
BRT is not a viable option. BRT would be a short lived Band-Aid that will end of costing more 
in the long run. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Michael & Shea Conover 
5232 SW Buddington St. 
Portland, OR   97219 
 



Date: April 28, 2016
To: Southwest Corridor Plan Steering Committee
From: Jim Howell, AORTA
Subject: April 21, 2016 Metro response to AORTA's WES proposal

Following are some comments on Metro's response memo.

The memo references a proposal to upgrade WES service that was discarded by
the Steering Committee in 2012. Because of the differences between the
proposals, and the different context of the 2012 decision, the Metro response
does not adequately address the issues raised by the AORTA proposal.

The memo correctly characterizes AORTA's proposal as upgrading WES to all-
day light rail, but omits the point that AORTA's proposal directly serves downtown
Portland as an extension of the existing MAX Red line.

The memo begins with three bullet points drawn from the 2012 decision.

First point (not adequately serving the corridor):

The AORTA proposal does serve demand between CBD and major SW
destinations of Washington Square, Tigard and Tualatin. It does not directly
serve the major intermediate destinations along the Barbur Corridor such as
South Waterfront, OHSU, VA hospital, Hillsdale and PCC Sylvania – but neither
does Metro’s current proposal.

Second point (not serving land use goals):

Regional land use goals can only be met by reducing auto dependency.
Modeling of AORTA’s proposal would show it would reduce traffic demand not
only on Barbur Blvd. but also on I-5, Hwy 217 and TV Highway. Modeling would
also show that it would provide significantly improved transit connectivity
between locations in the corridor and other locations in Washington County.

Third point (high property impact):

This statement is unsupported opinion. Co-mingling of service would minimize
property impacts. With Positive Train Control technogy, safe co-mingling of
freight with light rail is feasible. The FTA and the FRA may be willing to fund a
proposal of this type given its potential for supporting new transit opportunities in
many other cities and it probably would be eligible for CRISI funds (see Appendix
A below).

AORTA’s WES proposal is not intended to replace a future SW Corridor Project,
but rather is intended to provide a viable alternative until a far more effective
solution can be funded. The WES proposal would probably be under $200 million



whereas Metro’s surface light rail alignment, which does not serve Tualatin but
stops short at a shopping center, will still cost in the neighborhood of $2 billion.
The long tunnel option proposed by AORTA would probably cost about $3 billion
but would be far more cost effective over the long run. This would be evident if
Metro would run a forecast model based on long range regional transit
assumptions.

It is true AORTA’s WES project would not directly connect Tualatin and Tigard to
Southwest Portland but it would relieve demand on the existing Barbur Blvd. bus
lines that do serve the corridor as well as relieve some of the commuter auto
traffic. It is incorrect to claim that this project would not connect Tualatin and
Tigard to the central city. Extending the Red Line from Beaverton to Tualatin
would provide high capacity, reliable and fast service to and from the central city.
Based on existing MAX and WES scheduled time, a trip between Pioneer Square
and Tualitin would take 39 minutes, compared with Metro's light rail  proposal
that is projected to take 37 minutes between Pioneer Square and Bridgeport
Village.

The memo continues with reasoning behind the 2012 decision:  "The WES
corridor (Beaverton to Wilsonville) ranks as a Near Term Regional Priority
Corridor in Metro’s High Capacity Transit System Plan. As such, the steering
committee agreed that WES merits further analysis as part of a corridor study
separate from the Southwest Corridor Plan."

Unfortunately, we are faced with a situation that was anticipated back in 2012. As
noted in the October 2012 Steering Committee minutes: "Mr. Rogers reiterated
his concerns regarding proposing a plan for the SW Corridor that cannot be
funded.” In a similar vein, the minutes note: “Mayor Ogden seconded the motion.
However, he continued to express discomfort recommending or eliminating
projects without any level of study. He also requested that an analysis of the
impacts and effects of the WES line be considered in some capacity."

It seems prudent now to analyze the AORTA interim proposal, for cost and
efficiency, prior to committing to a vastly more expensive project that may not
pass muster with the voting public, and may be an ineffective use of transit
dollars.



APPENDIX A (CRISI Program)

CRISI - Consolidated Rail Infrastructure and Safety Improvements

This program is part of the Dec. 2015 federal transportation bill (FAST Act).

Relevant information from the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) web site:

The FAST Act authorizes $2.2 billion over five years for three new competitive rail
development grant programs that build off of the Administration’s previous $10 billion
investment through the High-Speed Intercity Passenger Rail Program:

...Consolidated Rail Infrastructure and Safety Improvements (Sec. 11301):  Purpose is to
improve the safety, efficiency, and reliability of passenger and freight rail systems.
Eligible activities include a wide range of capital, regional and corridor planning,
environmental analyses, research, workforce development, and training projects.

...the FAST Act contains several other provisions intended to enhance the development
and delivery of passenger and freight rail services, including:

...Shared-Use Study:  Requires the Secretary to conduct a comprehensive study to
evaluate the operational, institutional, and legal structures that would best support
passenger and freight rail services operating over shared-use infrastructure.  Reassessing
these parameters – many of which have been in place for decades – is necessary to
ensuring the rail system is well-positioned to meet the passenger and freight mobility
demands of our growing population.

Authorized funding by fiscal year:

FY16 $98 million
FY17 $190 million
FY18 $230 million
FY19 $255 million
FY20 $330 million



 
    
April 15, 2016        
 
 
Mayor Hales and 
Commissioners 
1221 SW 4th Avenue 
Portland, OR 97204 
 
Dear Mayor Hales and Portland Commissioners: 
 
Thank you for your continued support for the Southwest Corridor Plan. This project will provide 
essential connections from Southwest Portland to Tigard and Tualatin via high capacity transit 
(HCT). This project will provide the last large link in the HCT network increasing access to jobs, 
housing, and recreation opportunities to the region. Specifically, the Southwest Corridor 
alignment will provide an efficient connection between Portland State University, Portland 
Community College, the Tigard Triangle, Downtown Tigard and Bridgeport Village.  
 
The project also includes important bike, pedestrian and roadway improvements to provide 
people with commuting choices and congestion relief. Congestion impacts the region by slowing 
freight movement, increasing pollution, reducing quality of life and limiting access to jobs, 
schools and services. As the region continues to grow in population and businesses continue to 
expand and site in the Metro area the pressure on our roadways will continue to be strained.  
 
The project is focused on providing transportation choices and access to key places in the 
project area. I appreciate your partnership and encourage your continued support of this 
regional project which will have a significant impact on our future residents and industries.   
  
 Respectfully, 
 

 
 
 Lou Ogden 
 Mayor 
 City of Tualatin 

            

    
 





Metro 
SW Corridor Technical Evaluation 
Direct and Indirect Connection Options to PCC Sylvania Campus 
5 April 2016 
 
Dear Metro: 
 
Comments on March 11 Draft Regarding Direct and Indirect Connections 
 
I have two levels of comment: one is about the new recommendations, and the second 
is about process. 
 
On the current decisions: I applaud the decision to “bite the capital cost bullet” and 
recommend light rail for the SW corridor. All the technical arguments leaned in favor of 
that option if there is any way to pay for it. In addition, in the longer term future when fast 
rail is extended to connect with WES and into Sherwood, the BRT option would not have 
been a practical alternative. And who knows, maybe someday a ring-link system will 
obviate the need for a westside freeway. The investment is worth it in my opinion. 
 
Regarding the tunnel decision I am not happy. I understand the cost, technical, and 
neighborhood issues of a tunnel, but I wonder whether the option of using the tunnel 
station to create a “campus center” complete with kiosks and service businesses was 
ever considered as a cost recoupment option. I am worried that the bus shuttle will be 
costly, inconvenient, and not very carbon friendly. It will be necessary for those with 
disabilities or students in a rush. 
 
On the Process: I want to commend Metro on trying to “get it right” and dot all the i’s. 
However, my concern is that the process is moving too slowly and Metro is planning for 
transportation links we needed 5 years ago. I also think Metro’s laborious process 
shortchanges other transportation needs like better transit along the Hwy 99W corridor 
and better transportation throughout the southern tier…Sherwood-Tualatin-West Linn- 
Oregon City. My basic comment is that metro has gotten too process oriented and 
sometimes gets lost in its own weeds of detail. 
 
Here are some specific comments. 

1) I note that in the Project Goals (p.3) there is no mention of PCC...everything is in 
the jargon of transportation goals. Public outreach and involvement work better if 
the references are clear…a good goal would have been to “improve student 
access (lower time and lower costs) to PCC for education and training 
enhancement”, not, “complete multimodal transportation networks”. My 
recommendation is to try and put goals in terms that residents, not planners, 
relate to. 

2) This problem persists throughout the goals…”catalyze improvements to natural 
resources, habitat, and parks” could would have been a lot more rider friendly as 
“encourage cities to improve links between parks and neighborhoods”…or 
similar. 

3) Several of your goals were, to the general user, redundant - #’s 8 and 9 say 
essentially the same thing to the general transit rider. 

4) Goal #10 is a particularly egregious use of planner jargon …and, more 
importantly, seems to put Metro in the role of “social engineering”…. and this is 
not really a major decision criteria. Metro transportation goals should be to move 



people where they need and want to be. And if two options were equal, then of 
course the “active transportation mode” (whatever that really is) would be 
preferred. 

5) Goal #12 also bothers me: As a long time environmental consultant, I really have 
trouble with jargon phrases such as “sensitive to the environment”.  It is almost 
impossible for transportation projects to “improve water and air”...the best they 
can do is “improve on current negative impacts” or “minimize the damage”. 
Transportation is not, inherently, climate neutral. 

6) I appreciate the technical detail that the report provides, but some of it was not 
really necessary to include in detail and would have been better left in an 
appendix. It seems nice to include all the data (such as PCC enrollment by age 
and ethnic identity) but in the long run the question would seem to be simpler, i.e. 
which link would encourage the most use or which would limit the use by 
students with disabilities.  

 
Overall, the level of complexity presented in this study for public viewing was overkill for 
the kind of decisions that need to be made…and the repetitive nature of this tendency 
has made the SW corridor process much slower than needs to be. In reality there are 
only two major questions. 
 

• Light rail or bus rapid 
• Long or short tunnel or shuttle 

 
And I would suggest these are already answered. Most people would prefer light rail and 
it is more flexible, connects better, and is more comfortable. It should be the preferred 
mode IF WE CAN AFFORD it. To me, the tunnel seemed A CLEAR CHOICE (tramways 
seem silly and shuttles are not very efficient) with the preferred option being the one that 
is the best engineering choice…and that would be a deeper tunnel with an underground 
PCC stop. 
 
Obviously the study represents a lot of good and thoughtful work, but it should have 
been distilled down to a more public digestible version for debate. The role of policy 
makers should be to perform the first level of analysis, i.e. this document provides too 
much process detail and not enough clarity on real tradeoffs. If the public has deep 
concerns, they will let you know. Mostly, from what I see, they just want a solution 
“quickly” since transportation gridlock in the SW is a growing and economically crippling 
concern. 
 
Sincerely 
 
Gerritt Rosenthal 
7205 SW Norwood Road 
Tualatin, OR 
Candidate for Metro Position #3 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
April 8, 2016 
 
 
Metro SW Corridor Steering Committee 
 
Two corridor studies are occurring simultaneously: the SW Corridor Plan Study directed by 
Metro and the Oregon Passenger Rail Study directed by the Oregon Department of 
Transportation (ODOT).   
 
Our plan, Cascadia High Speed Rail (cascadiahighspeedrail.com) has been developed over an 
eight-year period as a viable alternative for fast, uninterrupted travel between Eugene and 
Vancouver B.C.  A separate double-track electrified corridor within the vicinity of I-5 will have 
abundant capacity to service both Cascadia Commuter Express travel and Cascadia Inter-City 
travel.  Almost limitless in its ability to move high volumes of people, it will be fast, frequent 
and on time. 
 
The Cascadia High Speed Rail corridor needs to be studied seriously by Metro, ODOT and 
TriMet to determine whether it would be the best method to transport the public quickly for 
current and future needs.  Our estimate is that we can transport commuters from the Bridgeport 
Park and Ride to the Rose Quarter Transportation Hub in eleven minutes, guaranteed, no matter 
what the weather or road conditions existing on I-5.  Mostly in a tunnel between Bridgeport and 
the east bridgehead of the Ross Island Bridge, it will also service commuters at the Barbur Park 
and Ride and OMSI.  This fast and reliable tunnel system, mostly under a straighter I-5 corridor, 
will better serve motorists via park and ride, bicyclists with improved bike corridors and bus 
riders with more frequent and extended service. 
 
Because of the much greater speed of travel and high capacity of passenger use, a good portion 
of the funding will come from private investors. 
 
We believe that ODOT will eventually understand that Union Pacific was serious when it told 
the Oregon Passenger Rail Leadership Council(OPRLC) that they will not allow any more 
capacity on their right-of-way through Portland.  When this understanding occurs, slow 
passenger rail systems such as Amtrak and MAX should be replaced with much faster trains that 
are very attractive to the general public and private investors.  Optimum speeds, in safe non-
grade crossing corridors, provide the highest capacity for ridership and thus the greatest long-
term return on investment. 
 
In meetings with Dave Unsworth of TriMet, we both agree that Cascadia High Speed Rail’s fast 
commuter artery in the I-5 corridor can feed the connecting veins of TriMet buses. 
 



Government bureaucracies are often accused of working in silos and not seriously studying what 
public or private entities have to offer.  New transportation corridors, because of their expense, 
should not be planned for the next 20 years as ODOT’s ongoing seriously flawed Eugene to 
Portland passenger rail plan and Columbia River Crossing.  Instead sleek unhindered new 
corridors should be planned for the next 100 years that are adaptable to future technologies and 
are incorporated with other transportation systems as Metro, PBOT, TriMet, ODOT and 
WSDOT should be doing instead of being stuck in planning silos.   
 
For the benefit of the general public, take a serious look at our web: cascadiahighspeedrail.com.  
We would be pleased to meet with you.  When billions of dollars are being considered for system 
development, exploring all options before major decisions are made is critical. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Brad Perkins, CEO 
Cascadia High Speed Rail, LLC 
503-317-6455  
perkinsrealty@comcast.net 
 
cc. Matt Garrett, ODOT Director 
      Tom Hughes, Metro Chair 
      Mayor Charlie Hales 
      Commissioner Steve Novick 
      Neil McFarlane, TriMet G.M. 
      John Russell, OPRLC co-Chair 






































