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Feb. 5, 2007 
 
To:      The CRC Task Force 
From:   Jim Howell 
Re:       Public transit in the CRC Corridor 
 
Why is a $2 billion mega-bridge the only recommended option to come out of the 
CRC process? Because of a belief that 20 years from now, 50,000 more vehicles a 
day will need to cross the Columbia River. 
 
This belief is based on forecast modeling that predicts, in 20 years, 80% of all 
peak-hour, prime-direction commuter travel will still be in single occupancy 
vehicles. 
 
Sophisticated forecast models are only as good as the assumptions programmed 
into them. How and why are the assumptions regarding public transportation 
wrong? 
 
The year 2020 origins and destinations in the PM Peak shown on Figures 3-1 and 3-
6 in the “Draft Components Step A Screening Report” for both “All Trips” and 
“Transit Only Trips” suggest that inadequate transit networks may have been fed 
into the forecast model. 
 
These maps clearly show a high concentration of jobs on Hayden Island and in 
north, northeast and northwest Portland, as well as in downtown Portland and the 
Lloyd district, yet show few of these jobs being accessed by public transportation. 
They also show a poor distribution of home-base destinations in Clark County. Most 
of the trips end at the high capacity transit park and ride lots, instead of being 
distributed from the stations by good local transit service.  
 
These O & D transit patterns strongly indicate that inferior transit networks were 
assumed in the forecast. Well-designed bus networks on both sides of the river, 
interfaced with light rail, would produce a distribution of dots on the “transit only” 
map similar to the distribution on the “all trip” map. Experience shows that transit 
systems heavily dependent on park and ride access are inferior in attracting 
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ridership. Once people are in their cars, it is too easy for them to stay in it for the 
remainder of their trip. 
 
Availability, frequency and reliability are more important than speed in attracting 
people to public transit, especially if driving becomes less reliable due to traffic 
congestion and incidents. Over time, the growing cost of driving will also attract 
commuters to switch to using the transit system. 
 
Light rail is just one component of a well-designed transit system. It is the logical 
mode for crossing the river. It is not affected by traffic, is already built from 
Portland City Center to Expo Center, has convenient station locations for 
connecting bus service if it is provided, and has the high capacity (the equivalent of 
a 10-lane freeway) for future ridership growth. It also would be cheaper to 
operate than buses. 
 
The basic foundation for the perceived need to replace the current bridges with a 
new mega-bridge is the outrageous assumption that 180,000 vehicles must cross it 
every day and only 20% of peak-hour prime direction commuters will use public 
transportation. 
 
Is a higher transit travel share a far-fetched notion for 20 years into the future? 
Remember that twenty years ago there was great skepticism among some 
otherwise forward thinking people that MAX would have any significant impact on 
travel patterns. 
 
 
Attachments: 
• Figure 3-1 and Figure 3-6 from the Draft Components Step A Screening Report 
 
 
 
Contact: 
• Jim Howell    503-284-7182    jimhowell89@hotmail.com 
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January 4, 2006 
 
RE: 2006 CREDC Sponsor 
 

February 9, 2007 
 
 

Chair Hal Dengerink  
Chair Henry Hewitt 
Columbia River Crossing Project 
700 Washington Street Suite 300  
Vancouver, WA 98660-3177 

 
CREDC Position on Range of Alternatives to Advance for Further 
Analysis in the DEIS 

 
Dear Chairmen Dengerink and Hewitt, 

 
The Columbia River Economic Development Council supports the CRC staff 
recommendation on the range of alternatives to be advanced for further 
analysis in the Columbia River Crossing Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement.  A mid-level replacement bridge with two transit options are the 
most rational solutions to the issues raised with the currently inadequate 
Columbia River Span and CRC Process. 

I will be unable to attend the Tuesday, February 13, 2007 meeting where the 
Crossing Task Force is to decide on the alternatives to advance.  Clearly count 
me as supportive of the staff’s proposal. 

Recently, there have been a growing number of individuals criticizing the 
narrowness of the options being proposed for further analysis.  I am perplexed 
by the critique that there has been inadequate study of other alternatives.  I 
feel that has been the focus of the task force process since its inception.  The 
proposed alternatives survived our rigorous screening process and therefore 
are worthy for advancement.  Spending more public resources to study failed 
alternatives will not have any other result other than to waste taxpayer 
resources. 

I apologize for my absence, but hope that my position is clear and can be 
represented in the decision process. 

Sincerely, 

 
 
Bart Phillips, President 
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February 17, 2007

February 16, 2007

Hal Dengerink and Henry Hewitt
Co-Chairs
Columbia River Crossing Task Force
700 Washington St.
Vancouver, WA 98660

Dear Mr. Dengerink and Mr. Hewitt,

We appreciate the contributions of time and resources made by staff, task force members, and 
citizens of our two states to help shape this project and work toward the best possible outcome 
for the long-term health and vitality of our region. We respectfully submit these comments for 
consideration by the Columbia River Crossing task force members.

The Coalition for a Livable Future (CLF) is a partnership of 80 diverse organizations working 
together for healthy and sustainable communities. By connecting issues, people, and 
organizations, CLF empowers communities to take action together to shape the decisions 
affecting the Portland-Vancouver region's future. 

It is our understanding that one reason CLF was invited to serve on the Task Force is that we 
were expected to represent the public interests represented by our diverse membership – 
environmentalists, public health interests, social justice advocates, and more. We agreed to serve 
on the CRC Task Force because we care deeply about growth and development in the region and 
believe that this project has the potential to reshape our region. We came to the table in good 
faith to participate in what we anticipated would be a fair and open process.

Through our experience of having served on the task force for nearly two years, we have come to 
realize that the limited and very prescribed approach of an environmental impact statement 
process, and the lack of a clear vision for our bi-state region's future, are serious and potentially 
fatal flaws to the process. The staff recommendation on the table demonstrates this, and we are 
deeply concerned that if we accept the staff recommendation as it stands, we will be failing to 
serve the public interests we represent.

The following describes our key concerns:

There are too few alternatives. In fact, there is really only one alternative being proposed: a 
colossal and costly replacement bridge. We believe that at this point in the process, it is 
imprudent to advance only one alternative. This is especially true given that no real cost 
assessments have been conducted. Thorough cost estimates using full cost accounting of social, 
economic, and environmental impacts for different options are critical to making intelligent 
decisions about narrowing alternatives. 

Page 9



Some ideas that have merit and should be studied fully include:

a) A “light build”/demand management option that fixes safety issues with current bridges, 
makes key ramp improvements, and focuses on managing the demand in the corridor using the 
most aggressive strategies. There may be “a thousand tiny things” that taken together could 
perform very well, cost much less, and serve the long-term health of our communities much 
better. We should be holistic in our approach to this alternative, and not limit the scope of where 
these actions must be taken to the bridge influence area.

b) Fixing the railroad bridge swing span to improve marine navigation conditions, rather than 
only using road strategies to address these problems. 

c) An option that reuses the current bridges for some functions. We are not convinced by the 
limited analysis conducted thus far that there is not some configuration that could reuse some or 
all of the current bridges for transportation and/or other purposes.

d) An arterial concept should be carried forward. We should make good on the promise of the 
Bi-state Trade Partnership and fully analyze how to address local travel needs with some sort of 
arterial connection.

e) An alternative that emphasizes substantial investment in transit in the bridge influence area 
and beyond, including strong local transit on both sides of the river, as well as heavy rail for 
longer thru trips.  

The no build alternative needs to be modified. It should meet the purpose and need, and 
include cutting-edge, far-reaching strategies for managing travel demand in the corridor.
The staff component findings document indicates that the no-build alternative does not meet the 
purpose and need of the project. While the no build alternative is a National Environmental 
Policy Act requirement, it is not in the public interest to advance an alternative that has already 
been demonstrated to fail. This alternative must be re-crafted to meet the purpose and need, so 
that its performance can be evaluated fairly against build options. 

This alternative is supposed to include “aggressive” transportation demand management (TDM), 
a goal that was approved by the task force last year. However, as it is defined currently, the TDM 
approach includes strategies contained in existing Clark County and Portland Metro regional 
plans, with the exception of tolling. This is not “aggressive TDM.” We believe that this 
alternative should include the best practices and new approaches from communities throughout 
the world that go far above and beyond what is contained in today's adopted policies. For 
example, if we invested $1 billion dollars in TDM, what would it look like?

In addition to our specific concerns about the staff proposal, we'd like to reiterate two broader 
concerns:

Public health must be a top priority. It has been marginalized historically in transportation 
planning and the costs far surpass any other economic costs associated with the project.
We have heard a lot about the economic costs of congestion in this project, yet, we have heard 
nothing about the economic costs related to health. Car crash injuries and fatalities are the 
biggest health threat to individuals under 45 in the Pacific Northwest. The economic costs of this 
are astounding. Data from the National Safety Council for the three metro area counties in 
Oregon shows that car crashes cost our region $577 million in 2005. Add to this the staggering 
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costs of our obesity epidemic (for example, 1.5% of EVERY dollar spent in America goes to 
type II diabetes treatment), which is propelled in part by our auto dependence and poorly planned 
development, and we quickly surpass projected congestion costs.  

The health impacts on the communities most directly affected by this project must also be 
prioritized. These communities already have the highest asthma rates in the region, caused by 
very high levels of air pollutants and other toxic exposures. A bigger bridge would induce more 
motor vehicles in this already over-polluted corridor, especially when considering the projected 
peak period travel timesavings—5 minutes southbound and 20 minutes northbound. For N/NE 
Portland, one of the most racially diverse areas of our region, in particular, added lanes means 
that more vehicles will be stuck idling in traffic, increasing air pollution in their communities. 
And while we have been assured that future technology and cleaner fuels will reduce air 
pollutants, research has shown that any increase in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) negates air 
quality improvements they generate. Furthermore, forecasts project that VMT will continue to 
outpace these improvements. Added lanes will undoubtedly contribute to an increase in 
regionwide VMT.

Land use and transportation are inextricably linked. Land use must be an integral part of 
the strategy for addressing future travel needs and behavior on I-5.
Despite a stated intent in the task force adopted vision and values to support smart land use and 
growth management, no alternatives are being considered that look hard at a land use approach 
to the challenges in the corridor. This is shortsighted, and we should be considering appropriate 
land use strategies to address some of the issues. 

At the same time, it is critical that we evaluate land use impacts by specifically measuring the 
difference in the development pattern with the current lane configuration as well as any 
additional lanes added in the analysis. 

Taken altogether, these concerns have led us to conclude that we cannot support the staff 
recommendation. It is too limited, and it is not in the public interest to limit the study of 
alternatives so severely at this point in the project's process. While we may in the end decide to 
support a replacement bridge option if enough community and environmental benefits are 
guaranteed, we cannot in good conscience say that we can support a $2-6 billion 12- lane 
replacement bridge now. In our view, this is what the staff is asking us to do, and unfortunately, 
too much critical information is missing to make an informed decision. We urge the task force to 
join us in asking the project staff to broaden the set of alternatives to advance for full analysis 
and address fully the issues we raise in this letter. 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment and for your continued work together to create the 
best possible outcome for the health and vitality of our region from this project.

Sincerely, 

Jill Fuglister & Ron Carley
Co-Directors
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February 19, 2007 
 
Hal Dengerink and Henry Hewitt 
Co-Chairs       
Columbia River Crossing Task Force   
700 Washington St.      
Vancouver, WA 98660     
 
Dear Mr. Dengerink and Mr. Hewitt, 
 
We are writing to comment on the Columbia River Crossing (CRC) staff 
recommendation to be considered by the CRC task force on February 27th.  
 
We have general concerns regarding the staff recommendation and the lack of a 
wider range of alternatives to be included in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) analysis. Specifically we are concerned that the staff 
recommendation is not considering options- such as adding a multi-modal arterial 
bridge- that could potentially address transportation needs more cost-effectively and 
result in less cumulative impact to the region’s air and water quality, fish and wildlife 
habitat, and overall watershed and community health.  
 
It is clear that any solution involving a new bridge or retrofitting the existing bridges 
will have direct environmental impacts associated with stormwater run-off and fish 
habitat in the immediate Columbia River channel.1 However these impacts must be 
kept in perspective. Adding new freeway lanes to Interstate 5 will also have 
cumulative environmental impacts to the surrounding neighborhoods and region. 
These landscape-scale impacts to natural resources and environmental quality are 
likely to be of far greater magnitude than those posed by the actual construction or 
retrofitting of bridges.  
 
Research and experience indicate that type and number of transportation options 
available in a metropolitan region help shape where and how development is likely to 
occur. Therefore investments in transportation infrastructure also exert direct and 
indirect impacts on regional water resources and biodiversity. Where there are few 
transportation alternatives to single occupant vehicles, evidence suggests there is 
little compulsion to depart from conventional, low-density development that has 
higher impacts on local and regional ecosystems as well as public health.2  
 
We are concerned that a new 10 or 12-lane freeway bridge could encourage more 
low-density real estate development in Clark County’s urbanizing watersheds while 
providing only temporary relief from traffic congestion. This would very likely result 
in greater environmental impact from the increased urban stormwater run-off and 
habitat loss and fragmentation than solutions less focused on freeway expansion.  Air 

                                                 
1 November 21, 2006 CRC Memoranda, Considerations of Replacing Versus Reusing the Existing Interstate 5 Bridges, pg. 1-13; Impacts to state and 
federally listed peregrine falcons that have nested on the existing I-5 bridges since 2001 must also be addressed in selecting and designing final 
options. 
2 Protecting Water Resources with High Density Development. 2006. EPA publication 231-R-06-001. pg. 38; Protecting Water Resources with Smart 
Growth. 2004. EPA publication 231-R-04-002. pg. 116; Endangered By Sprawl: How Runaway Development Threatens America’s Wildlife, 2005 by 
Reid Ewing and John Kostyack with Don Chen, Bruce Stein, and Michelle Ernst , National Wildlife Federation, NatureServe and Smart Growth 
America, pg. 68. Page 13



 
quality in North Portland and future development on West Hayden Island- a 
regionally identified Habitat of Concern- could also be negatively impacted by 
additional freeway lanes. We question whether these types of cumulative 
environmental and community impacts will be adequately assessed and ultimately 
avoided or minimized if there is not an option in the EIS that envisions a significantly 
different land-use and transportation strategy for meeting the existing or a revised 
CRC purpose and need.  
It is our impression that the existing CRC purpose and need may preclude 
incorporating alternatives in the DEIS that could have significantly lower 
environmental impact than the proposed freeway bridge options. Hence we support 
revising the purpose and need statement and associated criteria- as necessary- to 
include a slightly wider scope of options in the DEIS.  
 
The CRC presents a unique and unparalleled opportunity to positively impact the 
way the region grows and addresses critical environmental challenges. Thank you for 
considering our comments. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 

 
Bob Sallinger 
Urban Conservation 
Director 

 

 
Jim Labbe 
Urban Conservationist 

 
CC: Metro Council, Portland City Council, Meryl Redisch, Executive 
Director Audubon Society of Portland  
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February 20, 2007 
 
Metro Council 
600 NE Grand 
Portland, OR 97232 
 
Dear President Bragdon and Councilors,    
 
I am writing to comment on the Columbia River Crossing (CRC) staff 
recommendation to be considered by Metro Council on Thursday, 
February 22nd.  My understanding is that Council will be considering two 
resolutions regarding the Columbia River Taskforce staff 
recommendations.  The Urban Greenspaces Institute is greatly concerned 
at the lack of lower cost alternatives in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) analysis.  For example, the current recommendations 
do not include a multi-modal arterial bridge that would provide for a less 
costly, alternative transportation oriented solution.  I am writing to urge 
Metro Council as the region’s transportation planning organization to insist 
such an alternative remain on the table for consideration. 
 
We are particularly concerned about the significant negative impacts that 
a ten to twelve lane bridge and the attendant additional lanes on Interstate 
5 would have on the surrounding neighborhoods.  With a projected cost of 
somewhere between $2 and $6 billion we are also concerned about the 
overall impact of such a costly project on the region’s ability to address 
other transportation needs, both traditional road projects and alternative 
transit projects.     
 
From the information we have received, it appears that the current 
Columbia River Crossing purpose and need statements preclude 
consideration of alternatives that would undoubtedly have significantly 
lower environmental impact and cost than the proposed freeway bridge 
options. Therefore, we urge Metro Council to adopt a resolution that 
recommends adoption of a revised purpose and need statement that allow 
for a more diverse array of options in the DEIS.  
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Mike Houck, Executive Director 
 
cc Hal Dengerink and Henry Hewitt Co-Chairs, Columbia River Crossing 
Task Force   
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From: Levin Nock

To: Columbia River Crossing; 

CC: rep.bencannon@state.or.us; 

Subject: Building a bridge to a better future

Date: Wednesday, February 21, 2007 9:13:17 AM

Attachments:

Dear Hal Dengerink and Henry Hewitt,
 
Please evaluate at least one low-cost, green, light-build alternative for the I-5 
Columbia River crossing.   This should include dedicated public transit, a truck lane, 
bike lanes sheltered from the noisey and polluted main deck, and perhaps a lane or 
two of tollroad or congested freeway.  (The designers should personally cycle 
across the I-205 Columbia bridge before finalizing the design.)  Please retool the 
assumptions underlying how this and other alternatives are designed and 
measured, taking into account current understanding of global warming and peak 
oil.  The goal should be to provide access and mobility for people living on both 
sides of the river, and for freight that needs to cross the river, for the next 100 years 
or more, without damaging the river or the air.  The goal should NOT be to move 
cars and trucks.  There are many sustainability experts in Portland who would be 
delighted to help evaluate the project’s design in terms that are meaningful to your 
constituents’ happiness.
 
All primary roads eventually become congested, unless access is restricted by tolls, 
HOV/Bus only lanes, or other mechanisms.  Transportation engineers can choose 
what shape the transportation network takes, but they cannot choose whether 
freeways become congested.  As long as it costs nothing to travel on a road, more 
and more vehicles will travel on that road.  Americans waiting in interstate traffic 
jams are just like Russians waiting in Soviet breadlines—when the state provides 
something for free, everybody wants it, so people spend their time (instead of their 
money) to get it.  If you bake more bread, more people will come to stand in line.
 
“Trying to cure traffic congestion with more capacity is like trying to cure obesity by 
loosening your belt”  Glen Heimstra..
 
Please do not spend billions of our tax dollars creating ‘excess’ capacity that will fill 
up in a few years anyway.  I appreciate many of the wonderful projects that Metro in 
engaged in, such as affordable housing, that make a huge difference in the lives of 
many residents.  According to CRC task force modeling, the current proposals with 
10-to-12 lane freeways will only reduce peak rush-hour travel time by 5 minutes.  
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Do your constituents really want to spend $2B to save 5 minutes?  I don’t.  Please 
use our money wisely.
 
Thanks!!!
Levin Nock
 
www.GreenwayNeighborhoods.net
Lnock@comcast.net
503-706-2101
1173 NE 71st Ave
Portland OR 97213
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