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March 22, 2013 
 
The Honorable Jay Inslee, Governor 
State of Washington 
P.O. Box 40929 
Olympia, WA 98504-0929 
 
Dear Governor Inslee:  
 
On behalf of hundreds of businesses, community and elected leaders, and individuals we submit 
this letter and following information to demonstrate our strong and unequivocal support for the 
Columbia River Crossing (CRC) project.  
 
We recognize that with a project of such unprecedented magnitude and complexity, it would be 
impossible to make 100% of people happy.  Business, community and governmental leaders in 
the area also recognize the future of our region and its ability to compete in our state, nation, and 
world economies, is directly related to having a first class infrastructure system.  Should the 
CRC project fail to move forward, congestion on the I-5 Bridge and its approaches is expected to 
increase from four-six hours each day, to as many as 15 hours each day. The resulting impact to 
our regional and national economy cannot be overstated. This will limit access to workforce and 
marketplace opportunities and will negatively impact our regional quality of life. 
 
We believe the benefits of the CRC, as laid out in the Locally Preferred Alternative, could not be 
clearer. This project is crucial to our region's and state's future economic prosperity. The CRC 
will provide 1,900 jobs per year through design and construction. By 2030, it will create 4,200 
regional and state jobs and add $231 million in additional wages.  
 
The return on our investment speaks for itself: $450 million from Washington will be 
leveraged in order to build a $3.1-$3.5 billion infrastructure project, which will in turn 
generate a regional economic benefit of $5-8 billion.  With $70 billion in freight projected to 
transit this project annually by 2030, and 40% of Washington jobs trade reliant, further studies or 
designs are not a practical option.  
 
In addition to economic impact, the I-5 Bridge does not meet current safety and seismic 
standards. Not only does it lack safety shoulders, its pilings are in sandy soils. When we 
experience the next big earthquake the wood pilings currently holding up the bridge piers could 
fail.  
 
After more than a decade of work, 7,521 public comments, 1,276 public and citizen advisory 
committee meetings and 32,070 public contacts to reach the Record of Decision, the time to 
move forward and identify Washington’s share of funding is now.  Thank you for your support 
and leadership on this very important project.  
 
Sincerely, 
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Executive)Summary)
 
The Columbia River Crossing I-5 bridge replacement and corridor replacement 
project is the most important economic development tool we have for the future 
prosperity of our region. It is a project fraught with untruths, rumors, and fear 
mongering, which makes it difficult to know what to believe and what not to believe.  
 
When it comes to building a new I-5 bridge and the five miles of corridor 
improvements, the facts are: 
 

• A light rail component is absolutely necessary 
to secure $850 million in New Starts federal 
funding for this project,  

• Local revenues and tolling will also be needed,  
• Any further attempt to change the current 

bridge design will cause years, if not decades 
of delay. 

 
Knowing these to be true, the rest is simple. We 
either move forward with the locally preferred 
alternative (LPA) as determined in 2008, with 
all its components or we put our region in 
economic peril and leave this to the next generation to solve.  
 

Background1))
A 39-member bi-state Task Force (list of members can be found at end document) of 
community members, stakeholder interests and local elected officials articulated 
community visions and values in 2005 for the project to uphold as concepts and 
alternatives were screened and evaluated. These vision and values were the 
foundation for development of the criteria that were used to screen out alternatives 
after the Purpose and Need statement was developed. The Purpose and Need 
Statement describes the transportation and infrastructure needs that must be 
addressed by the project and is required by National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA); the vision and values criteria, although not required, were critical because 
they provided a foundation for developing transportation and livability criteria and 
performance measures used to evaluate alternatives.  
 

Vision))
From the beginning, the project and Task Force made a commitment to the public 
and stakeholders to uphold the following vision:  
 
The Columbia River Crossing project will be developed through an inclusive and 
collaborative process that considers and gives weight to the work of the I-5 Trade 
""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""
1"ColumbiaRiverCrossing.org"

"

Source:"columbiarivercrossing.org"
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and Transportation Partnership and delivers a financially feasible solution that 
sustains and stimulates a healthy community by addressing its mobility and 
transportation needs, increasing its business success and family prosperity, 
protecting its natural resources, and enhancing its quality of life.  
 
The adopted vision and values guided the evaluation of concepts and alternatives, 
with the objective of developing an alternative that would increase the following:  
• Community livability and human resources  

• Mobility, reliability, accessibility, congestion reduction, and efficiency  

• Safety  

• Regional economy, freight mobility  

• Stewardship of natural resources  

• Distribution of benefits and impacts  
 

Purpose)and)Need))
The project solution must address the needs identified in the Purpose and Need 
Statement. For CRC, the following transportation needs were defined in 2005 and 
finalized in early 2006 by the Task Force, with input from the public, federal 
partners, local agencies and Tribal governments:  
• Improve travel safety and traffic operations on the I-5 bridges and associated 
interchanges  

• Improve connectivity, reliability, travel times and operations of public 
transportation modal alternatives in the project area  

• Improve highway freight mobility and address interstate travel and commerce 
needs in the project area  

• Improve the I-5 structural integrity/seismic stability  
 
After the corridor problems were identified, 70 concepts were suggested by the 
public, the Task Force and the project team. They were all discussed as potential 
solutions. The 70 ideas included 23 river crossing, (e.g., bridges in different 
locations, tunnels and ferries) and 14 transit (e.g. commuter rail, light rail, street 
car and bus rapid transit) ideas.  
 
In July 2006, 12 representative alternative packages were evaluated and ultimately 
four (in addition to a no build option) moved forward for analysis in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).  
 
Based on public input and local agency consensus, the replacement bridge with light 
rail was identified as the locally preferred alternative in summer 2008 because it 
best met the vision and values and addressed the transportation needs. The locally 
preferred alternative was studied in the Final EIS, and the project received a 
federal Record of Decision from the Federal Transit Administration and Federal 
Highway Administration in December 2011, validating the process and confirming 
it met the Purpose and Need Statement.  
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Looking!at!the!Facts!!
 
Fact:  Long-term economic impacts will result in the creation of 4,200 jobs and $231 
million in additional wages in 2030 compared to the “no build” scenario.  
 
Fact:  A $450 million investment from Washington will be leveraged to build a $3.1-
3.5 billion infrastructure project.  
 
Fact:  After studying the I-5 Bridge replacement for more than a decade, further 
delay will only result in greater negative impacts to our regional and national 
economy.  
 
Fact:  The $850 million federal New Starts grant funds construction of light rail is 
an essential component to gain the overall project benefits. We will lose $850 
million from the federal government and $450 million from Oregon if light rail is 
eliminated from the project.  
 
Fact: If light rail is removed from the project, additional environmental review 
process will be required, which would delay the project for years if not decades.  
 
Fact:  The I-5 Bridge does not meet current safety and seismic standards. Not only 
does it lack safety shoulders, its pilings are in sandy soils. When we experience the 
next big earthquake the wood pilings currently holding up the bridge piers could 
fail. Retrofitting existing bridge to meet seismic standards is not a feasible option.  

 
Fact:  The return on our investment speaks for itself: $450 
million from Washington will be leveraged in order to receive a 
$3.1-$3.5 billion infrastructure project.  
"
Fact:  The I-5 corridor connecting the entire west coast of the 
United States to Canada and Mexico is one of regional and 
national significance.  
 
Fact:  The I-5 Bridge and surrounding five-mile corridor 
connecting Washington to Oregon is the weak link in this crucial 

transportation and economic system.  
 

Fact:  Adding a lift span to the new bridge is not feasible. It would add at least 
$250 million to the project and cause further delays.  
 
Fact:  The Washington State Legislature passed a law prohibiting the tolling of I-
205 Bridge to help pay for the I-5 Bridge replacement.  

Source:columbiarivercrossing.org 
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Looking!at!the!Numbers3!!
* $40 billion in freight crosses the I-5 bridge now  

* $70 billion in freight projected by 2030  
 

* 20,000 total jobs supported through design and 
construction of the project  
 

* 12,421 direct jobs created or sustained by project during construction  
 

* 5,589 induced jobs created or sustained by project during construction  
 

* 2,965 indirect jobs created or sustained by project during construction  
 

* 40% of jobs in Washington are trade-related  
 

* 400 crashes per year currently  
 

* 750 crashes by 2030 if bridge is not replaced  
 

* 59,000 residents from Clark County cross over the Columbia River every week day 
to work in Oregon  
 

* 4-6 hours of congestion currently  
 

* 15 hours of congestion by 2030 if project is not constructed  
 

* 60-70 feet is depth of the current decades-old WOOD pilings supporting the 
bridges  
 

* 200 feet is the depth needed to ensure bridge pilings reach solid rock needed to 
avoid catastrophe when an earthquake hits  

*7,521 public comments, 1,276 public and citizen advisory committee meetings and 
32,070 public contacts to reach record of decision  
 

* 6.8 million hours travelers will save per year in reduced auto and truck delays 
once the project is built  

 

""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""
3"Source:"Columbia"River"Crossing"Project"
http://www.columbiarivercrossing.org/FileLibrary/FactSheets/KeepingtheEconomyMoving.pdf"

"
Source:"Port"of"Vancouver"
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Facts!versus!Fiction:!Debunking!the!Myths 
 

Myth:)There)is)a)“Common)Sense)Alternative”)proposal)to)replace)the)
current)CRC)plan,)which)is)more)effective)and)costs)less)than)the)current)
plan.)
 
FALSE: The “Common Sense Alternative” (CSA) was studied and dismissed early 
in the process for a variety of reasons.  
 
Facts: The CSA concept includes 
three new bridges plus structural 
improvements to two existing 
bridges. The five elements of this 
multiple bridge concept were 
considered by CRC during the 
component and alternative 
screening process. Findings for 
each element are summarized in 
the appendix on page 42.  

Myth:)Light)rail)is)not)needed)for)the)project.)We)can)easily)make)the)
bridge)“light)rail)ready”)or)use)bus)rapid)transit)instead.)It)is)possible)to)
add)light)rail)to)the)project)at)a)later)point)without)impacting)schedule)
and)budget)based)on)current)project)assumptions.)
 
FALSE: Light rail is a component needed to obtain the federal share of the project 
($850 million in New Starts funds) and Oregon’s funding share ($450 million). The 
CRC cannot be built without it. 
 
Facts: 
• Inclusion of a high capacity transit component is essential to address the 

transportation challenges on the I-5 corridor. Over a dozen different transit 
modes were considered. 

• After a robust screening process, light rail was selected in July 2008 by all six 
local partners as the best transit option for the corridor, in combination with a 
replacement bridge and tolling. 

• Adding light rail transit will double the number of river crossings made on 
transit by 2030 (compared to no build)—with an estimated 6 million annual 
trips made on light rail. These riders reduce vehicles on the highway, helping 
to reduce emissions and congestion for freight and autos. 

• Compared to bus rapid transit, light rail provides: 
o Better travel times [light rail averages 17 mph versus BRT’s 14.5 mph, 

including stops] 
o Greater reliability  
o Higher number of riders  
o An estimated 25 % lower operations and maintenance cost per rider  

“We can't ignore the negative impact the bridge has on the 
Northwest economy. This  is not a local issue. Bridge 
replacement is a statewide, even national, priority because 
it affects freight traveling between Puget Sound and the 
Willamette Valley and points far beyond. With Pacific Rim 
ports in Oregon and Washington, the bridge is a critical link 
between businesses and farms and global customers.”  

Former Governor Chris Gregoire 

!
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o Greater potential for nearby transit oriented development 
 

The approved project design anticipates a significant mode shift from single-
occupancy vehicles to transit. A delay in adding light rail would require additional 
modeling to understand the resulting effects on traffic. Building the project without 
light rail would likely not meet the project’s stated purpose and need, as 
documented in the analysis performed under the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) and approved in the federal Record of Decision. Federal lead agencies 
would evaluate changes before making a determination about additional 
environmental review.  
 
If a change to the preferred alternative results in new and significant impacts, a 
supplemental EIS is required. A supplemental EIS would likely require 12 to 24 
months to complete. The cost of conducting a supplemental EIS would depend on 
the scope of analysis and the length of delay. Costs incurred would include technical 
analyses, documentation and public outreach and comment.  
 
The project will not be as competitive for the New Starts federal transit funding if 
light rail is not included in the project. If a decision was made to select a mode other 
than light rail as approved in the Record of Decision and a supplemental EIS is 
required, FHWA and FTA would have to approve a new Record of Decision, and 
FTA would re-evaluate the project and assess its competitiveness compared to other 
projects.  
 

Myth:)For)much)less)money)we)can)build)a)third)bridge)at)192nd.)
 
FALSE: A third bridge does not address the existing and future transportation 
problems. Most trips using I-5 have origins and/or destinations within the project 
area itself. AND, Oregon does not want a third bridge at 192nd. Period.  
 

Facts: A third bridge would not address transportation problems in this corridor, 
including crashes, congestion, and risk of failure in an earthquake nor would it get 
people where they want to go. Most trips using I-5 within the five-mile project 
corridor have origins and/or destinations within the project area itself. Between 68 
and 75 percent of all peak hour cross-river trips enter and/or exit I-5 near I-5 
because it provides the most efficient route to key destinations including the ports 
of Portland and Vancouver and downtown Vancouver and downtown Portland. 
Traffic analysis found that most I-5 trips would not be diverted to a new upstream 
or downstream bridge and the existing safety issues on I-5 would remain. 
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Early project studies looked at third river crossings west and east of I-5. These 
studies found that the third crossings would not adequately address the existing or 
future transportation problems on I-5 and would do little to reduce congestion on I-
5.  

Myth:)We)can)easily)add)a)lift)span)to)the)existing)design,)which)would)
only)be)used)2Q4)times)per)year)for)the)businesses)upstream.)
 

FALSE: Too costly – adds $250 million to the project and years of delay to redesign 
bridge.  

Facts: 

• Adding a lift span to the proposed deck truss bridge and alignment would result 
in a structure of unprecedented complexity with several technical challenges.  

• A lift span that provides clearance of 125 feet would increase the capital 
construction cost of the project by approximately 
$250 million; costs associated with a lift span 
providing clearances higher than 125 feet would 
be significantly more. A re-evaluation of the 
bridge type, configuration, and alignment related 
to addition of a lift span would require additional 
environmental reviews and increase costs due to  
delay. 

• Bridge lifts (currently there are 400 bridge lifts 
per year) would continue to stop traffic, including 

for maintenance, which accounts for over half of the existing bridge lifts today.  
• CRC has designed a bridge without a lift span for a number of reasons beyond its 

capital cost. 
o Regular lifts stop interstate traffic, causing congestion and delays that 

take hours to clear.  
o Data show that bridge lifts increase the likelihood of collision three to four 

times for drivers traveling toward the bridge.  
o Lift towers would penetrate into FAA regulated airspace. 

)

Myth:)We)are)spending)$3.5)billion)and)we)are)still)just)getting)a)3Qlane)
bridge?)
 

FALSE: The locally preferred alternative has 5 lanes in each direction: two of 
which, will connect interchanges.  
 
Fact: The CRC project will replace the I-5 bridge, improve closely-spaced 
interchanges, extend light rail to Vancouver, and enhance pedestrian and bicycle 
pathways. Highway lanes will be added in the five-mile CRC project area to better 

"

Source:"columbiarivercrossing.org"
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connect interchanges, improve safety and reduce congestion. The current I-5 bridges 
have a total of 6 lanes of traffic and no safety shoulders. The replacement I-5 bridge 
is being designed to accommodate a total of 10 lanes of traffic and full safety 
shoulders. In each travel direction there will be three through lanes and two lanes 
to connect interchanges. The number of lanes will transition to the existing number 
of lanes at the northern and southern project boundaries. 

)

Myth:)Washington)law)requires)voter)approval)of)high)capacity)transit.)))
"
FALSE: C-TRAN’s attorney determined voter approval is needed only if taxes or 
fees are raised.  
 
Fact: The C-TRAN Board of Directors chose to pursue a sales tax funding option 
provided by the state’s HCT Act, RCW 81.104 in order to fund the operations and 
maintenance costs for the light rail component of the CRC project. Because the 
agency chose to use the 81.104 funding, all the requirements of the law took effect, 
including the development of the system and finance plan and the expert review 
panel. Voters rejected the sales tax increase; however, C-TRAN may consider other 
funding options for operations and maintenance that are not part of RCW 81.104 to 
fund the agency’s HCT projects, including CRC light rail transit. Should C-TRAN 
fund the operations and maintenance of light rail transit with funding that is not 
part of RCW 81.104, it is not bound by the other requirements contained in the Act. 
(NOTE: Clark County’s attorney does not agree with C-TRAN’s assessment. The 
question is before the Attorney General and pending a final decision.) 
"

Myth:)The)improvements)result)in)only)1)minute)of)time)savings)for)
commuters.))
 
FALSE: Drivers heading northbound to 
Vancouver during the evening commute 
will save 20 minutes. The duration of 
congestion on the bridge is reduced from 
a predicted 15 hours a day in 2030 under 
the no-build scenario, to 5.5 hours when 
the locally preferred alternative is 
constructed. 
  
 
Facts: The project will provide considerable benefits for travel time, reliability and 
duration of congestion for most bridge users. Bridge lifts will be eliminated, 
collisions significantly reduced and traffic will flow more smoothly to and from 
interchanges.  

• Drivers heading north on I-5 from I-84 in Portland to 179th Street in 
Vancouver will save 20 minutes  compared with the No Build Alternative.  

• For drivers traveling southbound during the morning peak, the time savings 
will not be as significant, but the trip will be more reliable and safer.  

"
Source:"columbiarivercrossing.org"
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Myth:)Washington)State)legislature’s)prohibition)of)tolling)on)IQ205)will)
result)in)increased)traffic)on)that)bridge)from)those)trying)to)avoid)the)
tolls)on)the)CRC.)
 
FALSE: Reports and studies indicate no significant long term diversion to I-205.  
 
Fact: A preliminary tolling study completed in 2010 found that the majority of 
drivers would not change their travel pattern to avoid a toll. As a result, there 
would not be significant diversion to I-205 assuming toll rates in the range studied 
for the finance plan in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). The 
range of one-way toll rates studied was between $1 and $3 (2006 dollars, see Exhibit 
4.3-3 from the FEIS). This range in 2020 dollars (post construction) would be $1.41 
to $4.24. An investment-grade tolling study is underway and it is anticipated to 
provide additional information about the effect of tolling on traffic diversion. 
 

Myth:)Because)$400)million)of)federal)money)was)excluded)from)the)
most)recent)national)highway)bill,)the)CRC)project)will)not)receive)the)
federal)funds)necessary.))
 
FALSE: The project did not expect money out of the most recent national highway 
bill because it was only a two-year bill and does not line up with the timing of the 
project.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         
 
Fact: The most recent surface transportation reauthorization appropriated 
approximately $500 million in 2013 for Projects of Regional and National 
Significance, which is less than previous years. Funding is awarded through a 
competitive process. The CRC project would be highly competitive for this funding 
when it becomes available. Both states are working with the Oregon and 
Washington federal delegation to support additional funding for the program. This 
funding is not needed until the later phases of construction. 

 

Myth:)CRC)is)hiding)the)true)costs)of)tolls)as)evidenced)by)they)fact)it)has)
yet)to)deliver)an)independent)‘investment)grade’)toll)revenue)forecast)
that)private)investors)and)the)federal)government)will)insist)on)before)
lending)a)dime)of)the)billions)of)dollars)needed)for)this)project.)
 
FALSE: The project has not released an investment-grade tolling analyses not 
because they are hiding the facts but because these analyses are typically completed 
just prior to issuance of bonds. The investment grade analysis is in process. The 
CRC project will have updated traffic and revenue information this June and will 
have a preliminary investment grade analysis report by December 2013. 
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Myth:)The)CRC)proposal)is)full)of)pork.)Included)in)cost)estimates)are)
modifications)to)the)Steel)Bridge,)expansion)of)the)Ruby)Junction)
maintenance)facility,)and)relocation)of)the)existing)TriQMet)operations)
center,)which)are)well)outside)the)project)service)area)and)not)needed)
for)the)project.)))
 
 
FALSE: These improvements are not “pork”. They are necessary in order to handle 
the additional light rail trains needed as part of the CRC project.  
 
Facts: Trains that travel from Vancouver to downtown Portland must cross the 
Steel Bridge across the Willamette River. Modifications to the Steel Bridge would 
improve the existing light rail transit track and electrical system allowing the 
Yellow Line trains to and from Vancouver, as well as all other MAX line trains that 
use these tracks, to increase their travel speed and avoid system delays. This 
provides more reliability for travelers from Clark County and North Portland. 
Specific improvements include grinding the transit rails within the track bed to 
remove the lift joint bumps, rail corrugation, and any rough field welds; installation 
of a vibration pad under the signal case to dissipate vibration; and stiffening of the 
overhead catenary system brackets to allow for greater impact as the catenary 
transfers from the fixed to movable span. The estimated Steel Bridge improvement 
cost is about $300,000.  
 
Expansion of the existing Ruby Junction 
Maintenance Facility in Gresham, Oregon is 
necessary to accommodate the additional light 
rail vehicles associated with the operations of 
the CRC project. Storage of train cars will be 
necessary during off-peak travel times and to 
conduct regular maintenance, cleaning and 
repair. Expanding an existing light rail facility 
rather than building a duplicate facility in 
Clark County with duplicate maintenance 
personnel provides a more cost effective solution. The preliminary estimate from 
2011 to expand the existing Ruby Junction maintenance facility in Gresham to 
accommodate the 19 light rail vehicles needed for CRC is about $50 million. This 
estimate is in addition to a recent estimate of about $36 million to expand the Ruby 
Junction facility for the Portland to Milwaukie light rail project to accommodate a 
similar number of vehicles. Additional refinements of the CRC cost estimate related 
to Ruby Junction are in process and will reflect advancements and additional 
certainty in design.  
 
Similar to WSDOT’s traffic management centers, TriMet’s existing Operations 
Command and Control Center at Ruby Junction is the 24/7-command center for the 
entire MAX and bus system. The current center in Gresham cannot accommodate 
the addition of the Portland to Milwaukie and CRC project components without 
expansion that would consume valuable maintenance facility area and could 

"

Source:"columbiarivercrossing.org"
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constrain future rail expansion options. Instead, the center will be relocated to 
existing facilities at TriMet’s Center St. location, which is significantly less 
expensive than constructing a new facility at Ruby Junction. A reduced back-up 
operations command center will be retained at Ruby Junction. The Portland to 
Milwaukie light rail project will fund the cost of relocation. The CRC project will 
fund the cost of hardware and software upgrades necessary to tie into the central 
command center. 
 

Myth:)There)are)no)protections)in)place)to)ensure)Washington)taxpayers)
don’t)bailout)TriMet.)))
 
FALSE: Approval by the Washington State Legislature would be required before 
toll revenue could be used for any non-highway or non-tolling activity in 
Washington. 
 
Fact: Operating costs for the light rail extension will be the subject of an agreement 
between TriMet and C-TRAN that will outline roles, responsibilities and cost 
sharing. Approval by the Washington State Legislature would be required before 
toll revenue could be used for any non-highway or non-tolling activity in 
Washington.  
 

Myth:)Why)fix)the)CRC)when)congestion)will)just)move)to)the)Rose)
Quarter?))
 

FALSE: Traffic analyses show congestion will not worsen at the Rose Quarter.  
However, no one can deny a bottle neck does exist there and the Oregon 
Department of Transportation and the City of Portland are currently working on a 
project related to Rose Quarter congestion. 

Fact: The project reduces the total hours of congestion in the CRC project area and 
greatly improves the northbound afternoon commute from the Rose Quarter. Project 
traffic analyses show congestion will not worsen at the Rose Quarter as a result of 
the CRC project. In the vicinity of Going Street, for example, the forecast 4-hour AM 
peak period traffic volume for both the build and no-build scenarios is just under 
23,000 vehicles. 
 
Traffic data show that during the 4-hour AM peak period, for example, 35 percent of 
the southbound traffic coming from Washington exits I-5 within two miles of the 
bridge. However, traffic volumes increase as one continues south toward the Rose 
Quarter as traffic enters I-5 from north Portland. Other factors that help minimize 
traffic volumes on I-5 in the Rose Quarter from the CRC project area include tolls 
which will cause some traffic to shift to other destinations or other routes and the 
provision of light rail transit across the Columbia River. 
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The southbound traffic congestion that currently exists near the I-5/I-405 split will 
not be improved by the CRC project. The Oregon Department of Transportation and 
the City of Portland are currently working on a project that is reviewing this portion 
of I-5. 
"

Answers!to!Common!Questions!
Mitigation)
"

Who)pays)for)the)mitigation?)
"

• Depending on the nature of specific impacts and mitigation needed, costs will 
be paid for by the funds used to pay for construction, including three sources: 
state funding, federal funding and tolls. 

• The need for mitigation is directed by the National Environmental Policy Act 
and other state and federal laws such as the Clean Water Act, Section 106 of 
the National Historic Preservation Act, Washington Hydraulic Project 
Approval, etc. Commitments to mitigation are outlined in the project’s record 
of decision.  
 

How)many)businesses)or)vessels)are)affected)at)a)bridge)height)of)116)feet?)What)height)do)
those)affected)require?)
 
The vessel and user impact analysis was conducted in three steps. First, each of the 
known existing and anticipated future vessels was evaluated against a conservative 
set of assumptions regarding river water level and safety air gap, to determine 
which vessels would be potentially impacted. The conservative assumptions 
assumed a vessel or user to be potentially impacted if, with a 10-foot safety air gap, 
their passage would be restricted more than 2 percent of the days per year. In other 
words, if a vessel could pass under the 116-foot vertical clearance bridge less than 
98 percent of the days in a year, then it was considered potentially impacted. This 
initial evaluation identified 11 vessels or users that would be potentially impacted.  
 
The second step in the analysis was to evaluate each of the potentially affected 11 
vessels or users based on the specific vessel operating requirements, including air 
gap and time of year they travel. This analysis found that the operating 
requirements of seven of the 11 vessels and/or users could be readily served by a 
116-foot vertical clearance bridge. The remaining four vessels and/or users were 
found to be too tall to pass under the 116-foot vertical clearance bridge at any time.  
 
Their requested heights include: 

• The tallest future shipments of Greenberry Industrial (a fabricator)—165 feet 
• The tallest future shipment of Oregon Iron Works (a fabricator)—125 feet 
• The tallest reported past shipment by Thompson Metal Fab (a fabricator)—

141 feet 
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• A marine contractor vessel in its current configuration (J.T. Marine DB 
Taylor)—131 feet 

 
The third step in the analysis involves the detailed discussion with each of the four 
users to determine impacts and potential mitigation strategies. 
 

Bridge)and)Corridor)Design)
"

Why)not)build)12)lanes)for)the)future?)
"

• In 2010, the Governors of Washington and Oregon agreed to move ahead with 
the recommendation to design a replacement bridge with three through 
lanes, two auxiliary lanes and standard safety shoulders in each direction, 
making a 10-lane bridge facility.  

• These recommendations came as result of collaborative work completed by an 
integrated group of staff members from WA and OR agencies represented on 
the Project Sponsors Council, as well as the ports of Portland and Vancouver.  

• The analysis found a 10-lane bridge performs similarly to a 12-lane crossing 
to address future traffic needs. 

 

In)the)current)design,)how)much)space)is)there)in)the)
area)under)the)bridge)deck)between)the)light)rail)
portion)and)the)bike/ped)path)portion)and)could)that)
accommodate)a)lane)of)traffic?)Is)it)possible)to)
redesign)the)project)to)allow)for)traffic)in)the)area)
under)the)bridge?)Please)explain)how)this)redesign)
would)impact)schedule)and)budget)based)on)current)
project)assumptions.))
 
The concept of placing auto traffic in the area 
underneath the bridge deck is one the project has considered. It presents several 
design challenges for ingress/egress for either local or freeway traffic because traffic 
would be entering and exiting I-5 from below the current road deck. If this added 
lane of traffic were part of the highway system, it would likely require an increase 
in the project’s footprint to provide ramps to and from the lower deck. For local 
traffic, this would require a looping ramp structure that ties into the existing street 
network. 
 
Either of these changes would delay the project, add cost and likely require a new 
environmental review. Redesign would delay the project up to two years, depending 
on the extent of the redesign, the need to examine impacts of new alternatives 
against the CRC’s stated purpose and need, and additional public process. The 
increase in cost to the project is unknown without a firm concept to evaluate.  

"

Source:"columbiarivercrossing.org"
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)
How)much)steel)will)be)needed)to)construct)the)new)bridge?)
 
The estimated fabricated structural steel quantity for the river crossing bridges is 
35,000 tons. 
 
Will)the)steel)for)the)CRC)be)subject)to)the)usual)Buy)America)requirements?)
 
Yes.  
 

Funding)
"

Will)the)CRC)project)compete)against)other)Washington)projects)(e.g.,)SR)520)or)NorthPSouth)
freeway)in)Spokane))for)federal)discretionary)highway)funds?)Will)CRC)be)successful)in)
getting)funds?))
 
The CRC project is unique among the example projects because it is part of the 
interstate system, is an integrated multi-modal project and provides key access to 
two international ports. While it is impossible to know at this time whether CRC 
will be successful in receiving funds through competitive programs, these unique 
qualities and positive feedback received 
from federal agency and elected leadership 
suggest that the CRC project will be 
competitive against projects across the 
country. At this time, it is not known 
whether the CRC project may be in 
competition with other WSDOT projects for 
funding from a federal source.   
)
If)we)turned)down)the)FTA)grant,)would)the)money)go)unspent)or)are)there)enough)other)
projects)ready)and)able)that)it)would)be)spent)elsewhere?)
 
If for some reason the CRC project did not progress successfully to the Full Funding 
Grant Agreement Phase of the New Starts development cycle, the $850 million that 
the project is requesting would be allocated to another project in the funding 
pipeline. 
)
Why)is)it)necessary)to)include)Hood)River)channel)restoration)and)a)contribution)to)Fort)
Vancouver)in)the)CRC)project)cost)estimate?)How)much)will)these)elements)cost?))
 
Replacing the I-5 Bridge over the Columbia River and installing two new ramps 
associated with I-5 and a local light rail/arterial bridge over North Portland Harbor 
requires several federal, state, and local permits and approvals that call for 
compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts to aquatic resources. Relevant 
permits include:  

“Congestion is a tax. If we do nothing, 
there will be a congestion tax. There’s a 

cost to doing nothing.” 
Oregon Sen. Bruce Starr, R-Hillsboro 
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• Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404 permit from the US Army Corps of 
Engineers  

• Removal-fill permit from the Oregon Department of State Lands  
• Hydraulic Project Approval (HPA) from Washington Department of Fish and 

Wildlife (WDFW).  
• Clean Water Act Section (CWA) 401 certification from Oregon Department of 

Environmental Quality (DEQ) and Washington Department of Ecology (DOE)  
• Environmental Zone (E-Zone) Overlay within the City of Portland, and 

Shoreline Management Areas and Critical Area Overlays within the City of 
Vancouver  

 
State law requires compensatory mitigation sites for project impacts be located both 
in Oregon and Washington. Mitigation site selection was finalized in coordination 

with federal, state, and local 
agencies to meet all regulatory 
requirements. The Columbia River 
has ESA-listed salmon species that 
pass through the project area. The 
resource agencies directed the 
CRC project team to select 
mitigation sites that would benefit 
the salmon runs most affected by 
the CRC project. The 
compensatory mitigation site 
identified for Washington is at the 

confluence of the Lewis River and the Columbia River and is budgeted at $10 
million. The compensatory mitigation sites identified for Oregon are on the Sandy 
River and the Hood River and are budgeted at $1.75 million and $5 million, 
respectively. The ecosystem benefits provided by restoration activities at these sites 
are immediately available and are greater than could be reasonably achieved at 
sites near the project footprint because the potential to improve juvenile rearing 
habitat is greater in a less urban environment.  
 
The Vancouver National Historic Reserve includes significant cultural resources 
and the entire property is a cultural resource and park resource, including 
individual archaeological sites. These resources mean that federal regulations 
require mitigation of impacts to the facility. The CRC Project will adversely affect 
the reserve through direct and indirect effects including a direct taking of land that 
will remove a portion of the Fort Vancouver Village from federal control and 
protection, resulting in a loss of visitor access, and direct physical damage and 
destruction of portions of the Village, as well as the introduction of visual and 
audible elements associated with project improvements.  
 
Mitigation for these impacts includes the treatment of significant archaeological 
resources that will be impacted through collection and documentation as well as the 
rehabilitation of a building for a National Park Service museum/curation facility. 
Interpretive elements associated with the facility will include exhibits on the 

“This is more than Vancouver's bridge or Clark 
County's bridge. It affects countless stakeholders 

along the West Coast's major transportation 
corridor stretching from Mexico to Canada. 

Therefore, no one will be blessedly content with 
the final product. But what is before us now is 

reasonable.” 
--The Columbian Editorial Board, 2013 

!
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historic properties that are destroyed or otherwise adversely affected and allow 
access to these collections by the public, consistent with federal and National Park 
Service guidelines and policy, particularly 36 CFR Part 79. The federal government 
and WSDOT will contribute $16.9 million to NPS for construction of this facility.  
 
Why)does)the)Final)EIS)provide)costs)in)2006)dollars?))
 
Final EIS toll rates are expressed in 2006 dollars to be consistent with previous 
studies, including the Draft EIS from 2008. The Final EIS provides full toll rate 
schedules in 2006 dollars and provides some rates in 2010 and 2018 dollars to 
demonstrate the effect of assumed increases at completion of construction. The 
project anticipates transitioning to “year of collection” dollars as the traffic and 
revenue analysis work progresses.  

 

Light)Rail)
"

What)happens)if)light)rail)ridership)projections)aren’t)met?)Will)express)bus)service)be)cut?))
 
Light rail ridership projections were developed as part of the travel market analyses 
conducted for the draft and final Environmental Impact Statements. Estimates 
from these analyses found that transit use increases substantially by 2030 for both 
the No-Build Alternative and the locally preferred alternative, over the current 
transit ridership.  
 
Transit system agencies regularly review ridership projections and utilize a variety 
of tools to adjust operations, as needed, to balance the needs of their transit riders 
and agency budgets. Decisions to adjust system operations may include transit 
fares, route service and schedules, and other aspects of operations. Specific agency 
responses to a scenario of lower-than-expected ridership on light rail are contingent 
upon many factors. However, with respect to cuts to express bus service, models 
show that opening day express bus service serves a different transit market than 
light rail (north of the project area) and therefore would be unlikely to bolster light 
rail ridership.  
)
What)are)the)project)elements)to)be)paid)for)by)the)FTA)New)Starts)grant?))
 
The FTA New Starts grant will pay for the following transit-related costs:  

• Final light rail system project design and procurement of light rail cars, 
• 2.9 miles of light rail system and five stations (four in Vancouver),  
• Three park and ride facilities in Vancouver located south of Fifth Street and 

east of Columbia Street (570 vehicle spaces); between 15th and 16th streets 
and Washington and Main streets (420 vehicle spaces); and just east of I-5 
between the Veteran Affairs building and E. McLoughlin Boulevard (1,910 
vehicle spaces),  

• 19 Light rail vehicles plus expansion of the Ruby Junction maintenance 
facility to accommodate these vehicles,  
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• Modification of the Steel Bridge across the Willamette River to accommodate 
rail vehicles from Vancouver, and  

• Hardware and software upgrades necessary to tie into the existing central 
command center.  

 
Of)the)$50)million)for)Ruby)Junction,)how)is)that)being)spent?)Please)provide)a)detailed)list.)
"

Expansion of the existing Ruby Junction Maintenance Facility in Gresham, Oregon 
is necessary to accommodate the additional light rail vehicles associated with the 
operations of the CRC project. 
 
Storage of train cars will be necessary during off-peak travel times and to conduct 
regular maintenance, cleaning and repair. Expanding an existing light rail facility 
rather than building a duplicate facility in Clark County with duplicate 
maintenance personnel provides a more cost effective solution. The preliminary 
estimate from 2011 to expand the existing Ruby Junction maintenance facility in 
Gresham to accommodate the 19 light rail vehicles needed for CRC is about 
$50 million. This estimate is in addition to a recent estimate of about $36 million to 
expand the Ruby Junction facility for the Portland to Milwaukie light rail project to 
accommodate a similar number of vehicles. Additional refinements of the CRC cost 
estimate related to Ruby Junction are in process and will reflect advancements and 
additional certainty in design. 
 
What)is)the)configuration)and)capacity)of)a)typical)train?))
 
Trains currently have two cars, but single car trains may be scheduled if passenger 
demand is lower. Two-car trains have a vehicle passenger capacity (seated and 
standing) of 266 and express buses between Portland and Vancouver have a vehicle 
passenger capacity (seated and standing) of 61. 
 
What)is)the)ridership)of)the)trains)anticipated)to)be)during)peak)hours?)What)is)the)percent)
capacity?)
 
Based on current modeling, in 2030 during the PM 2-hour peak, trains are 
operating at approximately 98 percent capacity with 7.5 minute headways, which 
equates to a two hour peak load of approximately 4,180 riders. 
 
What)is)the)projected)daily)ridership)for)light)rail)for)the)next)30)years)in)five)year)
increments?)
"

Based on the CRC’s current travel demand model, on opening year (2019) 
approximately 13,650 light rail riders will cross the Columbia River daily and in 
2030 approximately 18,700 light rail riders will cross the Columbia River daily. 
Forecasts are not typically made beyond 2030 for transportation projects at this 
time. 
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)
What)is)the)projected)cost)per)trip?)
"

The operating cost per ride in FY2013 dollars is $1.20 on the CRC extension (2030 
operating costs in 2013 dollars). 
 
How)many)stops)will)light)rail)have)between)Vancouver)and)the)Rose)Quarter?)
"

The CRC Project includes a 2.9 mile extension of the existing MAX Yellow Line that 
includes five new stops, four in Vancouver and one on Hayden Island in Portland. 
There are eight stops (one new and seven existing) between 6th and Washington in 
Downtown Vancouver and the Rose Quarter. 
 
What)is)the)projected)initial)charge)to)ride)light)rail)from)Vancouver)to)the)Rose)Quarter?)
"

The current fare on TriMet light rail is $2.50, with $5 all-day passes. Additional 
discussion and planning may lead to a different fare structure for the river crossing, 
but the current practice would result in a comparable charge simply adjusted for 
inflation between now and when the line opens. 
 

CQTRAN/TriQMet)
)
Will)CPTRAN)be)responsible)for)paying)for)TriMet)debt?))
 
The following is an excerpt from the agreement between C-TRAN and Tri-Met that 
is currently under development: "The Parties acknowledge that TriMet has 
unfunded pension and medical benefits legacy costs that it will have to fund in the 
future. Any payments of such legacy costs shall be excluded from any calculation of 
Mutual O & M costs as they relate to C-TRAN's cost sharing obligations."  
 

Management/Transparency)
"

Why)have)David)Evans)and)Associates)and)its)subconsultants)been)paid)$131)million)for)a)
contract)that)was)originally)valued)at)$50)million?))
 
When the project was initiated, the DOTs estimated that $50 million was a 
reasonable budget for the initial level of effort to be conducted under this contract. 
The original budget amount was not intended to represent the total cost of the 
entire environmental and planning work effort leading to permitting and 
construction. The contract was established and managed on a task order basis.  
The CRC project team carefully managed the work effort to move through the 
federally mandated environmental process. As the environmental impact statement 
was developed, WSDOT and ODOT added work tasks and increased levels of 
technical analysis as the project evolved based on public input from more than 1,000 
meetings and events, the guidance of 10 different project advisory committees, and 
recommendations from five expert review panels. Design refinements and analyses 
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defined the level of work elements necessary and contract estimates were updated 
accordingly. The level of expenditures is well within national norms for projects of 
this size and complexity.  
 
Given the inherent variability (and uncertainty) of the project work effort, WSDOT 
and ODOT have utilized the appropriate contract approach to help closely manage 
the consultant team’s scope of work and level of effort. This contract approach 
involves a master agreement that establishes the broad range of contract services, 
timelines and levels of effort, which is then supplemented with individual task 
orders for specific work efforts and deliverables. These task orders are closely 
monitored through the contract and invoice payment process. The contracting 
process included oversight by the project directors, WSDOT and ODOT 
headquarters, and legal counsel.  
 

Tolls)
"

What)happens)if)expected)toll)revenues)are)not)met)to)cover)costs)of)debt)service,)toll)
collections,)operations)and)maintenance?)Are)we)going)to)raise)toll)rates?))
 
Toll rates will be set to sufficiently cover operations and maintenance, debt service 
and required reserves. Traffic and revenue analysis work will support initial toll 
rate setting and annual (or as needed) review to ensure rates are producing 
sufficient revenue to address bond covenants. Initial funding capacity estimates 
inform decisions around total toll-backed borrowing and will be based on 
conservative assumptions to ensure repayment. The state transportation 
commissions anticipate an annual evaluation of rates. Tolls may need to be adjusted 
to address revenue shortfalls, however, analysis demonstrates that every corridor 
has revenue maximization point. As toll rates rise above this point, there are 
diminishing returns and total revenue declines while traffic effects associated with 
diversion increase. Washington state seeks to establish borrowing levels to provide 
sufficient project funding while maintaining a sufficient distance from forecasted 
revenue maximization to ensure there is the ability to adjust toll rates without 
exceeding this point. Toll rates cannot be adjusted upward without considering the 
effects to revenue generation and traffic diversion.  
 
What)are)the)projected)toll)rates)when)tolling)starts)in)2015?)
"

Toll rates will be set by the Oregon and Washington State Transportation 
Commissions after the traffic and revenue projections are updated. This work is 
underway. 
 
What)are)the)projected)toll)rates)once)the)bridge)is)built?)
"

For the Final EIS, the range of one-way toll rates studied for the financial analysis 
was between $1 and $3 (2006 dollars, see Exhibit 4.3-3 from the FEIS). This range 
in 2020 dollars (post construction) would be $1.41 to $4.24.  
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How)does)the)passage)of)IP1185)affect)tolling?)
 
I-1185, which was passed by voters last fall, does not affect the toll authorization 
that has already been granted for the CRC project. It does mean that the toll rates 
must be approved by the Legislature or the Legislature could re-delegate the toll 
rate setting authority to the Washington State Transportation Commission.  
 
I’ve)heard)projections)of)funding)from)tolling)are)outdated)and)overestimate)the)actual)
resulting)money)from)tolls.))
 
In July 2011, the Oregon State Treasurer’s office provided a report to Oregon 
Governor Kitzhaber that validated much of the CRC project’s work and made 
recommendations to reduce and manage financial risk. CRC incorporated the 
recommendations into the finance plan in the FEIS, including: 

1. Use conservative traffic numbers in tolling assumptions, to account for the 
economic recession 

2. Include conservative bonding assumptions that do not rely on an escalating 
toll rate 

3. Incorporate federal low interest loans in all funding scenarios 
4. Incorporate pre-completion tolling into finance plan 
 

An independent investment-grade traffic 
and toll revenue analysis is currently 
underway and will be completed by 
December 2013. This analysis will be 
used to refine traffic flow and expected 
toll revenue prior to toll rate setting and 
bonding. 
 

Economic)Impact)
"

Why)does)the)Final)EIS)not)provide)information)on)the)economic)impact)to)the)community?)Is)
the)economic)impact)known?))
 
Economic impacts are one of several effects analyzed and considered during the 
environmental planning process. The analysis shows the CRC project will provide a 
large economic benefit to the states of Washington and Oregon. Several types of 
effects or impacts (these terms are used interchangeably) are included in the CRC 
environmental analyses presented in the Draft and Final EIS, and include direct, 
indirect, and cumulative effects. In all three areas, economic or associated benefits 
and impacts were included, as required by the National Environmental Policy Act. 
For example, long-term direct effects would include displacement of residents or 
businesses to accommodate a project’s footprint. Indirect effects include those 
caused by an action at a later time or further removed in distance, such as changes 
in the pattern of land use. Cumulative effects can include minor effects with 

“….the"single"biggest"investment"we"can"make"
in"this"region’s"economic"future"–"building"a"
new"Columbia"River"Crossing.”"U.S."Senator"

Patty"Murray!
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cumulative significance, such as contributions to local and regional greenhouse gas 
emissions.  
 
In 2012, CRC conducted a broader economic analysis 
than was required under NEPA which considered 
project-related benefits of landside traveler savings, 
marine navigation savings, and the economic effects of 
improved market access and connectivity. The analysis 
found that estimated traveler benefits and economic 
growth were well in excess of project costs.  
 

Transportation)
)
What)is)the)current)average)daily)traffic)on)the)IP5)bridge)both)directions?)
 
In 2011 (the most recent full year for which data is available), the annual average 
weekday traffic was 128,100. 
)
What)is)the)current)average)daily)traffic)on)the)IP205)bridge)both)directions?)
 
In 2011 (the most recent full year for which data is available), the annual average 
weekday traffic was 145,100. 
)

"

Source:"columbiarivercrossing.org"
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Articles!
In)Our)View:)Forward)on)the)CRC)
Washington)legislators)must)follow)example)of)counterparts)in)Oregon)

The Columbian Editorial Board 

March 5, 2013  

Oregon state senators took a bold step Monday in approving $450 million for the Columbia 
River Crossing. Packaged with robust support of the new-bridge project by federal officials, the 
pressure is growing on the Washington Legislature to follow suit. That is The Columbian's 
recommendation, for our state to extend this momentum by approving matching funds (which is 
a condition attached to Oregon's approved CRC funds). 

Monday's vote in the Oregon Senate was 18-11, far from a heavy endorsement of the 
controversial project. But when coupled with last week's 45-11 vote in the Oregon House, that 
means almost three-fourths of the legislators (74.1 percent) in Salem gave thumbs up to the 
CRC. Whether the project draws that kind of support in Olympia remains to be seen, but 
whatever the magnitude of assent, it's the right thing to do. For the long-term future of Clark 
County, the CRC — microscopically analyzed, intricately studied and massively debated — 
must move forward. 

This is more than Vancouver's bridge or Clark County's bridge. It affects countless stakeholders 
along the West Coast's major transportation corridor stretching from Mexico to Canada. 
Therefore, no one will be blessedly content with the final product. But what is before us now is 
reasonable. 

CRC officials have made mistakes along the way, not the least of which has been confusion over 
bridge height, plus the difficulty in obtaining Coast Guard approval. Some — though not all — 
of the missteps can be attributed to the complexity of this bistate, multimodal, federal-state-local 
endeavor. 

Emotions run high on both sides, but objective statistics also are instructive, and here are a 
couple of facts that add clarity to the debate: According to Columbia River Crossing, in the past 
eight years the CRC has conducted more than 1,100 public events with more than "33,000 face-
to-face interactions on project development and analysis." 

Even with the fits and starts in the design of the new bridge and charting an extension of 
Portland's light rail system, six key agencies have endorsed the locally preferred alternative: 
Metro (Portland's regional government), the Southwest Washington Regional Transportation 
Council, TriMet, C-Tran and state transportation departments in Washington and Oregon. Both 
governors are outspoken advocates. As for local political clout, the closer one gets to the bridge, 
the stronger the support. All three legislators in the 49th District are backers of the CRC, plus the 
Greater Vancouver Chamber of Commerce and Identity Clark County. 
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Fueling this momentum requires more than just action by the Washington Legislature. Officials 
of the CRC and the Coast Guard must soon resolve the bridge-height issue. (The CRC website 
states that, in the decade ending in 2012, only 18 commercial-vessel passages would have been 
impacted by a 116-foot bridge. That softens the severity of the bridge-height predicament. It's 
hardly a deal breaker). 

Despite all of the rancor and divisiveness, the extent of buy-in for this project — both in Clark 
County and in Oregon — cannot be denied. 

Now, it's the Washington legislators' turn to do their part. 

Bridge)to)the)future)
The)Interstate)5)span)across)the)Columbia)simply)must)be)replaced)
 
By The (Bend) Bulletin 
December 08, 2012 2:00 AM 
 
Understanding all of Gov. John Kitzhaber's proposed state budget for the next two years cannot 
be accomplished overnight. At the same time, it is possible to pick out one thing that's easy to 
agree is necessary. 
 
His inclusion of $450 million in bonding 
authority for Oregon's share of the 
proposed Columbia River Crossing is one 
of those items. 
 
The new bridge, once it's built, will replace 
the current Interstate 5 bridge that joins 
Oregon and 
Washington. That bridge was basically completed way back in 1958, when the combined 
population of Oregon and Washington was something shy of 4.7 million. The combined 
population of the two states in 2010, by the way, was more than double that, 10.6 million. 
Leaders of the two states have known for at least 10 years that something must be done about the 
aging bridge. An Oregon Department of Transportation report written at least that long ago 
projected 10-hour traffic jams on the bridge by 2020, just eight years from now. 
 
Such delays would create a terrible financial burden. They would drive up the cost of shipping 
goods by truck. Meanwhile, the two states require much more shipping of goods than the 
national average: 
 
Transportation-intensive industries make up 54 percent of the states' two economies, compared 
to 29 percent nationally. 
 
The proposed bridge is not cheap, not by anyone's standards. Its current price tag is set at more 
than $3billion, most of which will come from the federal government. Oregon and Washington 
each will put up about $450 million to get the job done. 
 
Moreover, it has generated more than its share of controversy. Some worry that building it will 
encourage more people to hit the highways — a kind of "if we don't build it, they won't come" 

“Transportation-intensive industries make up 
54 percent of the states' two economies, 
compared to 29 percent nationally.” 
 
--The Bend Bulletin Editorial Board, 2012 

!
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attitude that is certainly misguided. Others worry there is not enough bike paths and the like. Still 
others are concerned about the design, which still is not final. 
 
Kitzhaber, wisely, chose to ignore the negative chatter and include bonding for the bridge in his 
latest budget. It's a necessary recognition of a reality that we cannot afford to ignore. 

)

Gregoire:)New)bridge)is)needed)now)
Governor)worries)about)public)safety,)says)state)can't)defer)investment)
 
By Gov. Chris Gregoire 
As of Sunday, December 30, 2012 
 

Our Interstate 5 Bridge across the Columbia River is an anachronism constructed in 1917. It's the 
finest antique technology money can buy. Built for horse and buggy, it sports the only stop light 
on I-5 between Canada and Mexico. It has to go, and its replacement, a modern multi-modal 
Columbia River Crossing, can't come soon enough. 

I'm concerned for public safety. Wooden pilings that support the bridge piers do not extend to 
solid ground, just into the soils that could liquefy in an earthquake. It's a threat we've confronted 
in Seattle with the Alaskan Way Viaduct, where we're moving forward with our modern tunnel. 
We can no longer whistle past the graveyard as we cross the Columbia. Risks are real. 

But it's not just catastrophic failure we need to fear. Accidents increase by three to four times 
during bridge lifts, which occur on average once a day and halt traffic up to 20 minutes. It can 
take several hours for traffic to recover from openings and accidents. 

We can't ignore the negative impact the bridge has on the Northwest economy. This not a local 
issue. Bridge replacement is a statewide, even national, priority because it affects freight 
traveling between Puget Sound and the Willamette Valley and points far beyond. With Pacific 
Rim ports in Oregon and Washington, the bridge is a critical link between businesses and farms 
and global customers. 

I hate to say it, but congestion on the current bridge is going to get worse. The 135,000 daily 
trips across the bridge are already delayed by congestion up to six hours a day. But with 1 
million more people moving to the Portland-Vancouver area by 2030, our freeway is going to 
look like a parking lot. 

I have pushed this project throughout my administration. Since 2006, we have worked with 
federal, state and local agencies to complete the environmental review and permitting process. In 
the budget I released this month, we identified solid funding to continue that preliminary work 
through 2014. 

We must fund our share 

We're also blessed to be collaborating with a federal government that remains a solid supporter 
of the Columbia River Crossing. The Federal Transit Administration is ready to provide $850 
million, but only if we fund our share in 2013. We expect the Federal Highway Administration to 
contribute another $400 million. It would be incredibly short-sighted to leave that federal money 
on the table by failing to come up with state contributions from Washington and Oregon. 
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Unfortunately, we don't have Washington state's contribution to bridge construction costs ($450 
million) sitting in the bank. Legislators have not approved a major transportation package since 
2005, my first year in office. While the Legislature has yet to reach a consensus on which 
transportation projects we build next and how we fund construction, we can't defer critical 
transportation investments any longer. I couldn't include all bridge construction costs in my 
budget before policymakers develop a comprehensive statewide transportation package, but I 
remain a strong supporter of fully funding our contribution to the Columbia River Crossing in 
the 2013 legislative session. 

It's true that funding decisions about transportation projects are not made in a vacuum and not 
always decided on their own merits. Families still struggle to make ends meet as effects of the 
Great Recession linger. Washington voters have watched their government cut $11 billion in 
state services since the start of the Great Recession. Many other priorities vie for scarce 
resources. But we must recognize that it's not a matter of "if" we build the Columbia River 
Crossing, but "when." The longer we wait, the more expensive it will be. The sooner we start, the 
sooner we create thousands of construction jobs and improve the flow of commerce. 

There's no mystery on how we get there. We have limited options of how we pay for our vital 
transportation needs (fuel taxes, weight fees, vehicle excise taxes or tolls). The Legislature must 
step up and make this happen. 

 
Sen.)Murray:)County)commissioners)'turning)their)backs')on)region's)
economic)development))

By Aaron Corvin 

As of Thursday, February 21, 2013  

Clark County Commissioners Tom Mielke, left, and David Madore voted to cut funding to the 
Columbia River Economic Development Council because it supports the Columbia River 
Crossing project. 

U.S. Sen. Patty Murray on Thursday sharply criticized the decision by two Clark County 
commissioners to pull funding from the county’s largest economic development group, saying 
“those who wield their influence by turning their backs on organizations that grow jobs in this 
community are turning their backs on the region itself.” 

Murray, D-Wash., did not call out Republican Commissioners David Madore and Tom Mielke 
by name. But she was unmistakably referring to their decision last month to halt county 
government’s funding of the Columbia River Economic Development Council, unless it drops its 
support for the Columbia River Crossing project, a replacement Interstate 5 bridge that includes 
light rail. 

Murray, who chairs the Senate Budget Committee, made her remarks during the CREDC’s 
quarterly luncheon event, held at the Hilton Vancouver Washington and attended by an estimated 
175 people. The event featured a keynote speech by Washington State University Vancouver 
Chancellor Mel Netzhammer. 
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Speaking before Netzhammer’s presentation, Murray said the CRC is “the single biggest 
investment we can make in this region’s economic future,” a remark that prompted loud and 
lengthy applause from attendees. Attempts to reach Mielke were unsuccessful Thursday. In a 
phone interview, Madore fired back on several fronts, saying he would support the CREDC if it 
was actually carrying out its core mission instead of supporting the CRC, which “kills the 
economic development of the Columbia River freight corridor” by reducing the bridge’s height, 
which he said destroys existing businesses and jobs. 

Murray’s remarks came amid a flurry of recent actions concerning the CRC, including state and 
local measures advanced by proponents and critics, in a community divided over the 
controversial $3.5 billion, bi-state proposal to replace the I-5 bridge, extend light rail into 
Vancouver and rebuild the freeway on both sides of the Columbia River. 

‘No plan is perfect’ 

The hard truths, Murray said, are clear: “A light rail component is absolutely necessary to secure 
federal funding for this project,” local revenues and tolling will be needed and “any further 
attempt to change the current bridge design will cause years, if not decades of delay.” 

The notion that light rail is required to build the CRC is “really a deception,” Madore countered 
in a phone interview. “The bridge is the candy coating,” he added. “Light rail is the poison 
they’re trying to get us to swallow.” 

In an interview with The Columbian after the CREDC’s event, Murray said “we will have a full 
funding grant agreement” to pay for light rail as part of the CRC. When asked later whether she 
thought that funding agreement would happen this year, Murray, in an emailed statement sent by 
her office, replied that landing the funding “this year is crucial to the future of the CRC project 
and our regional economy, but it requires a financial commitment from our partners in both (the 
Washington and Oregon) state legislatures. I am determined to move this project forward, but it 
won’t happen without funding from both Salem and Olympia.” 

Legislatures in Washington and Oregon are grappling over proposals to chip in a combined $900 
million to help pay for the CRC project. The finance plan also calls for federal money and up to 
$1.3 billion in tolling revenue. Last week, Madore and Mielke voted to officially position the 
county against the CRC, adopting a resolution to that end. Meanwhile, an anti-light rail group is 
pressing a case in court in hopes of putting to a vote a measure asking Vancouver residents to 
prohibit city resources from being used to extend TriMet’s MAX line from Portland to 
Vancouver as part of the CRC project. 

Stepping into the fray Thursday, Murray said “no plan is perfect” but the CRC plan “has been 
agreed upon and studied time and time again.” 

The era when the federal government could single-handedly build a project like the CRC is over, 
Murray added, so “what’s needed today are rock-solid partnerships at the local level.” 

She went on, “And that is why I’m so disappointed in the recent action to defund the CREDC.” 

Madore said one reason he moved to halt the county’s two-year, $200,000 contract with the 
CREDC was because he didn’t want taxpayer dollars going to an agency that has supported a 
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“light-rail tolling project” which voters rejected when they defeated, in November, a sales tax 
increase to help pay for light rail maintenance and operations. Others say the vote was about the 
funding mechanism to help pay for light rail, not about the larger merits of the CRC project. In 
her remarks Thursday, Murray said those who are choosing to ignore “the needs of this 
community” are putting the region “at real risk of being passed over for the critical investments it 
so desperately needs.” 

Murray said other communities in Washington state and across the United States are taking a 
different path and “presenting unified support behind road and bridge projects.” 

‘21st Century University’ 

Netzhammer, the WSUV chancellor, delivered the keynote address — “The 21st Century 
University and WSU Vancouver” — during the CREDC’s quarterly event. 

Netzhammer, who’s six months into his first year at WSUV, said the university wants to increase 
degree attainment in Southwest Washington. To that end, he said, WSUV is in the early stages of 
a “needs assessment” that will examine student demand, employer needs and workforce trends to 
help officials decide where to expand program offerings and where to increase the capacity of 
current programs. 

Netzhammer also spelled out five major issues in higher education: cost of attendance; quality 
and accountability; access; disruptive technology; and community engagement. 

He said tuition, fees and costs of textbooks are all going up, noting that the decrease in state aid 
across the country is being compensated by increases in tuition. He displayed several data-filled 
charts, including one showing that student loan debt is now higher than credit card debt. 

He spoke of the value of possessing a bachelor’s degree or higher, saying that “even during the 
worst of the recession” the number of jobs for those with baccalaureate degrees increased by 
roughly 3 percent a year. 

Netzhammer said he hopes there’s no tuition increase this year. He said the cornerstone of the 
university’s $20 million capital campaign — of which it’s raised $13 million so far — is 
supporting scholarships. About $4 million of the $13 million raised so far is for scholarship 
support, he said. 
 

Yes)votes)are)needed,)now,)for)a)new)IQ5)bridge)over)the)Columbia)River)
 

By The Oregonian Editorial Board The Oregonian 
on February 21, 2013 at 5:08 PM, updated February 21, 2013 at 6:12 PM 

It's impossible to hear objections to a plan to build a new bridge over the Columbia River and not 
pick up the distress signal that some folks feel they're being rushed, if not bamboozled. That 
Gov. John Kitzhaber is pushing the project upon the Legislature before it blows apart. That 
efforts to get new Washington Gov. Jay Inslee quickly up to speed are designed to gun the 
project forward in his state.  
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First, on the rushed part: The Columbia River Crossing is a $3.4 billion idea that started more 
than a decade ago. It has undergone designs and redesigns, and multiple public reviews by state 
and federal agencies, all while sucking up an estimated $160 million in the doing. Along the way 
there were several community meetings on both sides of the river, not to mention four governors 
before Inslee arrived. If rushed ever looked late, this is it.  

Second, on the get-Inslee-up-to-speed part: Please let it be so. Three Vancouver-area legislators 
recently met with Inslee to urge his support of the CRC and to request that he direct the 
formation of a team that could fast-track all permitting for the project. That's called responsible 
advocacy, particularly in light of rising and late opposition from some Clark County folks who 
argue the bridge's light-rail component will import Portland's urban ills and its tolls will thwart 
economic development -- a form of opposition that resonates with anti-rail, reduce-government-
spending sentiment in Clackamas County.  

On Monday, legislation will go before the Oregon House to approve the CRC and to authorize 
$450 million in long-term bonds to pay Oregon's share. The legislation won a joint committee's 
approval Monday by a decisive 14-2 vote, with only Sen. Chuck Thomsen, R-Hood River, and 
Sen. Fred Girod, R-Stayton, saying no. The House should say yes, resoundingly, and the Senate 
should follow with another yes the following Monday.  

Separately, and encouragingly, Washington state House Democrats on Wednesday carved out a 
$450 million CRC allocation within a proposed $9.8 billion transportation package. But approval 
will need Inslee's advocacy in his state's near-panic climate of budget-making. Separately, too, 
Inslee pushed out of his administration a CRC advocate in Washington Transportation Secretary 
Paula Hammond but named as her replacement Oregonian Lynn Petersen, Kitzhaber's 
transportation adviser and former chairwoman of the Clackamas County Board of 
Commissioners.  

There are indeed a lot of moving pieces as this megaproject comes to its do-or-die moment. One 
of them still hanging is the U.S. Coast Guard's approval or denial of a 116-foot bridge height that 
will accommodate most but not all of those riverfront industries occasionally shipping very tall 
parcels; mitigation for the aggrieved industries still must be parsed. And there will be doubters, 
always. Several have raised wise questions about the bridge's impact on travel habits, owing to 
tolls, and the long-term financial burden upon taxpayers.  

But the CRC, an old idea, finally needs to be built. For Oregon and Washington to stand a 
chance of winning $850 million in federal funds for its construction, the legislatures need to act 
this season. It's been well-documented that the current Interstate 5 span is seismically unfit, a 
chute for vehicle accidents, and a traffic bottleneck that impedes the flow of valuable freight that 
feeds busy ports on either side of the river. Its needs and threats grow with inaction.  

As Oregon Sen. Bruce Starr, R-Hillsboro, told The Oregonian's Richard Read following 
Monday's hearing: "We have listened. This is the art of the possible. It ain't perfect."  

He's right, of course. But a yes vote Monday and another the following Monday would, after all 
these years, be about perfect.  
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Cantwell)on)CRC:)'We)have)to)get)this)done')
Senator)says)bridge)project)affects)entire)nation's)economy)

By Stevie Mathieu 

As of Thursday, October 4, 2012  

U.S. Sen. Maria Cantwell said lawmakers need to continue to press those involved with the 
Columbia River Crossing to make sure the Interstate 5 Bridge replacement gets done. 

The Democratic congresswoman also noted the CRC's recent controversy in which the U.S. 
Coast Guard told CRC officials that the height of the proposed bridge is too low to meet the 
needs of numerous river users. 

"We have got to come to terms, and if making (the CRC) a little taller within this framework can 
be met, we have to get to that decision and move forward," Cantwell said during a visit with the 
The Columbian's editorial board Thursday afternoon. "We've had two meetings with the Coast 
Guard over this unfortunate incident … and we're going to keep pushing." 

Cantwell described the bridge replacement as the final piece in the puzzle for improving the 
region's freight mobility and infrastructure. Without such improvements, the nation will struggle 
to compete in a global economy, she said. 

The Coast Guard, which has permitting authority over the project, also has raised concerns about 
the timing of CRC permit applications. All parties involved in the project need strong leadership 
to make sure plans stay on track, Cantwell said. 

"Otherwise," she said, "somebody just holds out because they can and because: 'Wait a minute, 
I've got the permits, and you've got to come to me for the permits, and you're not listening to 
what I'm saying about the height.' … But if we stall it, if we don't get it done, if we continue to 
drag our feet, it's going to cost us jobs all across America, not just right here, but all across 
America. We have to get this done." 

Cantwell also answered questions about coal trains, the nation's increasing deficit, and the 
frustrating amount of gridlock in Congress. 

In Vancouver, some residents have raised concerns that moving more coal through the region to 
ultimately ship to China would cause environmental harm to the region, given the increase of 
coal dust coming from the trains. 

On coal trains, Cantwell said she wants to make sure that communities facing an increased 
number of coal trains traveling through the state are able to voice their concerns. 

"We need a lot of answers," Cantwell said. "What's the mitigation going to be? (Are 
communities) going to be able to have a say in this? We have to have a process that's going to 
allow people to have input." 

Cantwell also said the nation is "not out of the woods" when it comes to the economy. She called 
for increasing small businesses' and consumers' access to capital. 
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On the growing deficit, she said she has a record of supporting higher taxes for the wealthy. 
Reforming Medicare is another part of the solution, she said, adding that "there could be huge 
savings in that." 

Reforming the government and reducing the deficit will take bipartisanship, Cantwell said. She 
said she believes Congress has a better shot at working together following the 2012 election, but 
there are other problems causing the gridlock. 

Cantwell said she hopes members of Congress can agree to change the rules regarding 
filibusters. Traditionally, federal lawmakers would have to filibuster the old-fashioned way -- by 
stalling the voting process with a long-winded speech. Today's rules allow members of Congress, 
through certain procedures, to have the same effect of a filibuster without all the work. 

State Sen. Michael Baumgartner, R-Spokane, is running against Cantwell this fall. He met with 
The Columbian's editorial board Tuesday. 

In the Aug. 7 primary election, Cantwell received more than 55 percent of the vote; Baumgartner 
received about 30 percent. Ballots for the Nov. 6 general election will be mailed to voters Oct. 
15. 

Willamette Week 

December 3rd, 2012 By NIGEL JAQUISS | News | Posted In: Politics, Business, Legislature, Transportation  

Kitzhaber)On)the)CRC:)"It's)Time)to)Build)This)Bridge")
At today's the 10th Oregon Leadership Summit today, Gov. John Kitzhaber did what he could 
to put the best face on the controversial $3.5 billion Columbia River Crossing project.  

"I met with legislative leadership last week and they agreed to prioritize this project in 2013," 
Kitzhaber told the assembled throng of business leaders and elected officials. 

In the budget he released on Nov. 30, Kitzhaber anticipated lawmakers appropriating $450 
million next year for Oregon's contribution to the CRC. He said the Gov. Christine Gregoire and 
her successor Gov.-elect Jay Inslee of Washington, have pledged to include the project in their 
2013 transportation budget. 

"It's important to get this done by March 1," Kitzahaber said of Oregon's CRC appropriation. 

Talking to reporters afterward, Kitzhaber said he expected to resolve the Coast Guard's concerns 
that the bridge designed will result in a bridge too low for marine traffic as soon as next month. 
He also downplayed the resounding defeat earlier this month in Clark County of a measure that 
would have provided operating funds for the light rail line to Vancouver included in the CRC 
plan.  

"That was put on the ballot by people who don't support the bridge," Kitzhaber told reporters.  

In the morning session of the summit, five Oregon lawmakers and U.S. Sen. Patty Murray (D-
Wash.) took part in a panel discussion titled "Time to Build the Bridge!" 

Portland economist Joe Cortright, a longtime critic of the project watched from the audience. 
He brought with him a handout that included four graphs. One that showed I-5 bridge traffic is 
17,000 vehicles per day below Oregon Department of Transportation forecasts. Another showed 
gas consumption is about 30 percent behind ODOT’s 2005 forecast, which means gas taxes, a 
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major source of ODOT funding and potential bridge funding source, are similarly lagging. A 
third showed truck traffic crossing the Columbia is down 23 percent since 2006. And the last 
showed that vehicle miles traveled per capita are also way behind forecast.  

Cortright says he was not invited to join in the panel discussion. "I'm really surprised they 
processed my registration to come to this summit," he told WW. 

John)Laird:)Transportation)options)Q)A)lot)has)changed)since)1995)

By John Laird 

As of Saturday, August 25, 2012  

John Laird is The Columbian's editorial page editor. His column of personal opinion appears 
each Sunday. Reach him at john.laird@columbian.com. 

Tuesday, Feb. 7, 1995, might not be memorable to you, but for light rail critics, it was the day 
Excalibur was pulled from the stone. And they have brandished their sword for 171/2 years since 
that fateful day when Clark County voters rejected light rail. 

As the saber has acquired a bit of rust, it's instructive to review what has happened around here 
since 1995. Four years ago I wrote about those changes, and perhaps it's time for an update: 

• In 1995, the local population was about 291,000. Now, it's 433,000-plus. Increases in bridge 
congestion and commute times might alter the light rail debate. 

• In 1995, gas was about $1.50 a gallon. Today, my app says it's four bucks. That, too, might 
change how people think about light rail. 

• In 1995, the regional light rail proposal was a $2.85 billion, 21-mile line from Clackamas to 
99th Street in Hazel Dell. This year, the local plan is 2.6 miles from the Expo Center to Clark 
College. 

• In 1995, no federal funding was specified on the ballot measure. Today, more than $1 billion is 
expected to come from the feds for the Columbia River Crossing. 

• In 1995, there was no MAX Yellow Line. Today, the Yellow Line is near our front porch. 
Vancouver can connect to a massive, 52-mile light rail system with 85 stations and 41 million 
rides a year, offering service to downtown Portland, Hillsboro, Gresham, Clackamas Town 
Center and Portland International Airport. 

• In 1995, there were 141,269 registered voters locally. Today, there are more than 234,400. 
Voter turnout back then was 39 percent. This year, it's expected to top 80 percent. If we hit 85.3 
percent like we did in 2008, almost 200,000 people will vote on the light rail measure, compared 
with only about 55,000 back then. 

• In 1995, the light rail vote was countywide, including many areas not served by C-Tran. This 
year, the vote will be in the C-Tran service district, which makes sense because that's where the 
sales tax would increase. 
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• Here's the biggest difference between this year's vote and 1995: The Nov. 6 issue is not about 
light rail at all. It's about a funding mechanism for light rail operation and maintenance. Big 
difference. 

Granted, light rail critics boast that the Nov. 6 issue could kill the Demon Loot Rail Crime Train. 
They've got a right to misrepresent the ballot measure in such a way, but anyone who believes 
light rail is not coming to Vancouver is living in a dream world. We just need to figure out how 
to pay for maintenance and operation. 

Personally, I rather like the idea of the Columbia River Crossing luring more than a billion of our 
tax dollars from the federal government back into our community. About time, many would say. 

And as for the funding mechanism, Vancouver Mayor Tim Leavitt aptly described the situation 
in a recent online comment: "The ballot question is one of financing. Do voters believe sales tax 
should be used to support the annual operations and maintenance costs? The ballot question is 
not about yes or no to the light rail. Much like a ballot measure for schools. Are you willing to 
support additional property tax to support schools? If the answer is no, schools still operate. If 
the answer is yes, schools still operate." 

Why couldn't the Nov. 6 vote become a light rail killer? First, because we're not the only 
stakeholder in the CRC. Second, as Leavitt wrote, this question "was answered (after significant 
study of the pros/cons of the alternatives) by the citizens committees and the three local elected 
bodies on this side of the river (C-Tran, RTC, City of Vancouver) and the three 
elected/appointed bodies south of the river (Tri-Met, Metro, City of Portland) and endorsed by 
the Port of Vancouver, Port of Portland, Chamber of Commerce, Portland Business Alliance, 
Identity Clark County, numerous labor unions, etc., four years ago in 2008. The states of WA 
and OR and the Federal Transit Administration, the Federal Highway Administration and the 
White House have signaled approval." 

None of that, however, will disrupt the reverie of the light rail critics. Dream on, friends, while 
the rust grows on Excalibur. 

At)Oregon)Leadership)Summit,)Sen.)Murray)promotes)IQ5)bridge)project)Q
Q)with)light)rail)

Published: Monday, December 03, 2012, 11:19 AM Updated: Monday, December 03, 2012, 

12:11 PM 

By Jeff Mapes, The Oregonian OregonLive.com 
At the Oregon Leadership Summit Monday morning, the state's business leaders are putting on 
the hard sell to move forward with construction of the $3.5 billion Columbia River Crossing 
project. 
 
And they got an interesting assist from Sen. Patty Murray, D-Wash., who made it clear that she 
doesn't hold any truck with Vancouver's congresswoman, Republican Jaime Herrera Beutler, and 
other critics who question whether the project should proceed in its current configuration. 
 
"Now is the time to build the bridge, including the light rail component," said Murray in a video 
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speech played at the summit. "Let me be clear, without light rail, we all know this bridge will not 
be built." 
 
Herrera Beutler and several other fellow Republicans stepped up their criticism of the project 
after Clark County voters rejected a sales tax increase to fund their share of light rail operations. 
 
Supporters of the CRC say the voter rejection shouldn't derail the project because the local transit 
district has the money to fund light-rail operations. But Clark County voters have long been 
skittish about light rail and many also object to the bridge tolls envisioned by the project. 
 
Murray's statement echoes that of Washington Gov.-elect Jay Inslee, who during his campaign 
against Republican Rob McKenna emphasized that the reality was that the project would not be 
built without light rail. Oregon leaders have from the start insisted on light rail as a key 
component of the project. 
 
Murray told the summit that she would continue to push hard to win federal money to help pay 
for the project from her perch as chairwoman of the transportation appropriations subcommittee. 
 
The summit also heard from a panel of Oregon legislators, including incoming House Speaker 
Tina Kotek, D-Portland, who expressed their support for the project.  
 
In his proposed budget, Oregon Gov. John Kitzhaber included a provision calling for the state to 
raise vehicle taxes or fees to raise the $450 million needed for Oregon's share of the project -- an 
action that was praised by summit leaders. 
 
In his own address at the summit, Kitzhaber said he has support from legislative leaders to move 
forward with the bonding proposal. He said he wants the Legislature to complete work on it by 
March 1 so Washington's Legislature will also have time to act. 
--Jeff Mapes 

© 2012 OregonLive.com. All rights reserved. 

 

Oregon)governor)recommends)key)CRC)funding)
Kitzhaber)unveils)proposed)state)budget)with)$450M)for)project)
 
By Eric Florip, The Columbian 
As of Friday, November 30, 2012 
 

The Columbia River Crossing’s financial prospects received a potential boost on Friday, as 
Oregon Gov. John Kitzhaber set aside key funding for the project in his recommended two-year 
budget. 

The Democrat’s proposed 2013-15 budget includes $450 million for the CRC. That’s roughly the 
share Oregon is expected to come up with as part of the project’s $3.5 billion price tag. CRC 
planners are banking on Washington lawmakers to commit about the same amount, though 
project leaders have suggested that may not have to come all at once. 
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Kitzhaber’s budget outline doesn’t guarantee funding for the CRC — far from it. That will 
ultimately be up to the Oregon Legislature, which convenes in January. Democrats will, 
however, control both the state Senate and House in the upcoming session. 

Kitzhaber’s budget recommends that Oregon invest $450 million through “highway revenue 
bond proceeds.” That means the state would borrow the money, then pay it back gradually 
through a transportation-related revenue source, said Kitzhaber spokesman Tim Raphael. That 
may include vehicle registration fees in Oregon, for example, but the governor hasn’t specified 
where exactly that money should come from, Raphael said. 

Outgoing Washington Gov. Chris Gregoire plans to release her budget proposal in mid-
December, said spokesman Jason Kelly. He said she is weighing many competing priorities, but 
believes the CRC is critical to the entire state’s economy. 

“The budget is still in development,” Kelly said. “(Gregoire) remains a strong supporter of the 
Columbia River Crossing.” 

Washington and Oregon are expected to jointly pay about a third of the CRC’s total cost. Plans 
call for federal funding sources and tolling to cover the rest. 

The project to replace the Interstate 5 Bridge, extend light rail into Vancouver and rebuild five 
miles of freeway still faces major financial questions. Earlier tolling and revenue projections 
were found to be unrealistically high. In November, Clark County voters rejected a sales tax 
measure that would have helped pay for the local operations cost of light rail — a crucial step in 
securing a key federal grant. 

The CRC has spent more than $160 million in planning. Project leaders hope to begin major 
construction in late 2014. 

)

John)Laird:)We)should)all)live)as)long)as)the)Third)Bridge)Cockroach)
As of Saturday, April 6, 2013: Much like the indefatigable insect that crawls out as the lone 
survivor of some nuclear holocaust, the Third Bridge Cockroach refuses to die. 

This critter has been stomped, fumigated, shot, electrocuted and set ablaze for 13 years, ever 
since 1996 when a Columbian story reported: "Dozens of Oregon officials from three counties 
voted unanimously this morning to object to a study of a third bridge over the Columbia River." 

Yet today, the Third Bridge Cockroach, or TBC, survives with help from Columbia River 
Crossing critics. Actually, these naysayers subscribe to the BANANA principle (Build 
Absolutely Nothing Anywhere Near Anything), but they make an exception and advocate 
building a third bridge because they so vehemently detest the Columbia River Crossing. 

As the tenacity of the TBC transcends the decades, it steadfastly believes Clark County is the 
lone stakeholder in the new bridge project. No one else's opinion matters to the TBC, certainly 
not the views of anyone over in Pagan Portland. 
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And surely not the views of one Rod Monroe, currently a state senator in Portland. In 1996, 
Monroe was a council member with Metro, the Portland regional government, when he 
explained with no uncertainty: "If Washington builds (a third bridge), the residents there better 
get scuba gear for their cars because the bridge won't be built on the Oregon side and will end in 
the middle of the Columbia River." Oh, dear. 

The TBC believes facts have a liberal bias. Thus, it rejects the fact that Southeast 192nd Avenue 
is 10 miles from the Interstate 5 Bridge, and building a third bridge there would require I-5 
motorists to drive 20 miles out of their way to avoid the Interstate Bridge. The TBC also is not 
interested in learning that two-thirds or more of traffic on the Interstate Bridge gets onto the 
freeway, or leaves it (or both) within the five miles of the Columbia River Crossing. Port-to-port 
and downtown-to-downtown drivers don't care about third bridges. 

The TBC would scoff at this excerpt from a November 1995 Columbian editorial: "While 
Portlanders say no to a third bridge, Clark County last February (1995) said no to light rail. The 
difference is that Oregon has already invested millions (today billions) in a metropolitan light rail 
system; Clark County hasn't spent a dime on a third bridge. Like it or not, light rail has the upper 
hand." The editorial continued, "That doesn't mean Clark County must accept light rail. It does 
mean that without realistic alternatives -- and a third bridge isn't one of them -- gridlock will get 
worse, air quality will decline and quality of life will suffer." 

The hardy TBC will never be listed as an endangered species and, thus, has no use for 
environmental concerns. The facts that a third bridge near the Vancouver Lowlands or in 
Ridgefield would threaten fragile wildlife habitat, or that a westside bypass to U.S. 26 in 
Hillsboro would require paving portions of Portland's Forest Park -- are irrelevant to the TBC. 

Who needs teamwork? The TBC would toss aside, unread, last week's 64-page Columbia River 
Crossing "factbook" published by the PR firm CFM Strategic Communications and available at 
http://cfm-online.com/crc-factbook/. 

The one-sided factbook describes a coalition of CRC supporters. But the TBC skitters alone, 
unaffiliated and unimpressed by alliances. The list of bridge backers includes a dozen elected 
officials, 33 transportation companies, 27 other large businesses, 17 major manufacturers, 12 
business organizations, nine construction companies, eight high-tech firms, five ports and more 
than 150 prominent leaders in the area, all vouching for the validity of the CRC. 

I'm not saying the fancy folks on this list are more important than the rest of us, but they're not 
less important, either. And the fact that so many of them have united in endorsing the CRC is 
worth considering. Nope. Frilly facts and silly coalitions are immaterial to the TBC as it pursues 
its solitary goal: never going away.  
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Appendix!
A. Task)Force)

 

The 39-member Task Force met 23 times between February 2005 and June 2008 to 
advise the Oregon Department of Transportation and the Washington State 
Department of Transportation on project related issues and concerns.  

Recommending a Locally Preferred Alternative 

The Task Force helped identify problems to be addressed by the CRC project and 
developed evaluation criteria for possible solutions. About 70 solutions were 
narrowed down to five alternatives analyzed in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement. Task Force considered findings in the document and public comments 
before making its final action of recommending a Locally Preferred Alternative: a 
replacement bridge with light rail as the preferred high capacity transit option. 

Members 

The Task Force was composed of 39 leaders from a broad cross section of 
Washington and Oregon communities. Public agencies, businesses, civic 
organizations, neighborhoods and freight, commuter and environmental groups 
were represented on the Task Force. 

Co-Chairs 
Hal Dengerink, Chancellor, Washington State University, Vancouver  
Henry Hewitt, Past Chair, Oregon Transportation Commission 
 
Public Agencies 
Commissioner Sam Adams, City of Portland  
Mike Bennett, City of Gresham  
Councilor Rex Burkholder, Metro  
Jeff Cogen, Multnomah County  
Jeff Hamm, C-TRAN  
Fred Hansen, TriMet 
Dennis Osborn, City of Battle Ground  
Dean Lookingbill, Southwest Regional Transportation Council  
Larry Paulson, Port of Vancouver  
Mayor Royce Pollard, City of Vancouver  
Commissioner Steve Stuart, Clark County  
Tom Imeson, Port of Portland 
Environmental Organizations 
Lora Caine, Friends of Clark County, Southwest Washington  
Jill Fuglister, Coalition for a Livable Future, Oregon 
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Neighborhood Associations 
Dave Frei, Arnada Neighborhood Association, Southwest Washington  
Brad Halverson, Overlook Neighborhood Association, Portland  
Dick Malin, Central Park Neighborhood Association, Southwest Washington  
Walter Valenta, Bridgeton Neighborhood Association, Portland 
Trucking Industry Organizations  
Bob Russell, Oregon Trucking Association  
Larry Pursley, Washington Trucking Association 
 
Chambers of Commerce and Portland Business-Based Organizations 
Rich Brown, Bank of America, Portland 
Ed Lynch, Greater Vancouver Chamber of Commerce 
Grant Armbruster, Portland Business Alliance  
Scot Walstra, NW Natural Gas, Vancouver (appt. by Greater Vancouver Chamber) 
Local Economic Organizations 
Bob Byrd, Identity Clark County  
Monica Isbell, Starboard Alliance Company, LLC, Portland  
Bart Phillips, Columbia River Economic Development Council, Vancouver  
Jonathan Schleuter, Westside Economic Alliance, Portland 
 
Community Organizations 
Dave Tischer, Columbia Pacific Building Trades  
Elson Strahan, Vancouver National Historic Reserve Trust  
Jeri Sundvall-Williams, Environmental Justice Action Group  
Bob Knight, Clark College 
Statewide Commuter/Travel Organizations 
Marie Dodds, AAA Oregon/Idaho  
Dave Overstreet, AAA Washington  
Statewide Freight Organizations 
Jerry Grossnickle, Columbia River Towboat Association  
Karen Schmidt, Washington Freight Mobility Strategic Investment Board 
Tom Zelenka, Oregon Freight Advisory Committee 
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B. Common)Sense)Alternative)(CSA))Response))
 
Below is more detail as to why the CSA options will not work. 
 
The CSA concept includes three new bridges plus structural improvements to two 
existing bridges. The five elements of this multiple bridge concept were considered 
by CRC during the component and alternative screening process. Findings for each 
element are summarized below: 

  
1.      Construct a lift span on the BNSF rail bridge to align with the high point of 

the existing I-5 bridges (leave the rail bridge’s existing swing span in place 
near the Washington shoreline)  
This element, in combination with seismic upgrade of the I-5 bridges and a 
new multi-modal bridge between Hayden Island and Vancouver, was 
considered in 2007 and subsequently eliminated in favor of other options that 
better met the project’s Purpose and Need. 
• Relocating the privately owned BNSF railroad bridge swing span could 

reduce the number of times the I-5 bridges would need to lift, but it would 
not eliminate the need for bridge lifts. The I-5 bridges would still need to 
lift for occasional taller vessels, during high water and for regular 
monitoring and maintenance. Project analysis has found that half of 
Interstate Bridge lifts are required for maintenance and non-commercial 
marine traffic. 

• Northbound collisions are three times more likely when the lift is raised 
than when it does not. Southbound collisions are four times more likely.  

• The CSA would add a lift span to the BNSF rail bridge and would retain 
the existing swing span, increasing the operations and maintenance that 
would be necessary on the BNSF bridge.  

  
2.      Construct a new local bridge across North Portland Harbor to/from Hayden 

Island  
This element is included in the CRC project. The CRC project worked with 
local stakeholders to develop a design for the interchange; which includes a 
local multimodal bridge to carry traffic to/from Hayden Island and Marine 
Drive. The interchange design allows all movements to and from the island 
and I-5, but also provides a local route to the island without accessing I-5. 
This design allows for the elimination of direct ramps between Hayden Island 
and the Marine Drive interchange, and improves traffic operations on the I-5 
ramp terminals and reduces the Hayden Island interchange footprint. 
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3.      Construct a new rail and truck bridge near the BNSF rail bridge  
Improvements to the rail bridge and truck-only access were considered early 
on, but did not advance through the early screening process.  
• A new rail and truck bridge would not provide sufficient benefits to the I-5 

corridor to because it does not directly connect downtown Vancouver and 
downtown Portland.  

• Under existing conditions, trucks traveling between the Port of Vancouver 
and the Port of Portland make up less than 0.5 percent of freight traffic 
using the southbound I-5 bridge and less than 0.5 percent of freight traffic 
using the northbound I-5 bridge (based on the 2005 travel demand model). 
Truck traffic makes up over eight percent of daily I-5 bridge traffic. A new 
rail and truck bridge connecting the Port of Portland to the Port of 
Vancouver would serve very little of the I-5 freight traffic.  

• Commuter rail would have difficulty integrating with the existing bus and 
rail network; its location would miss some key I-5 transit markets; and it 
would be subject to the projected congestion of the existing freight rail 
system.  

  
4.      Provide a seismic upgrade of I-5 bridges  

A seismic upgrade of the existing I-5 bridges was studied through the Draft 
EIS. Ultimately a replacement bridge was found to better meet vehicular and 
marine travel and seismic needs. 
• The CRC will build new bridges to current highway geometric standards, 

which would substantially improve safety and traffic flow. Seismically 
upgrading the existing bridges would not address the majority of safety 
and traffic flow issues that currently exist, such as short spacing between 
on- and off-ramps, short substandard ramps, the lack of breakdown lanes 
or shoulders, and the vertical “hump” in the existing bridges, which all 
have been documented to increase the rate of crashes and congestion.  

• A seismic retrofit of the existing bridges would require widening of the 
existing piers in the river and would narrow the high-span and lift span 
navigation channels by 40 to 60 feet, decreasing the width of the main 
channels for commercial river users.  

  
5.      Construct a new multi-modal bridge between Hayden Island and Vancouver 

between the existing I-5 bridges and the BNSF rail bridge 
This element is similar to the “arterial crossing with I-5 improvements” that 
the CRC Task Force considered and dismissed in 2007.   
• Traffic analysis during the screening phase reported that an arterial 

bridge would not alleviate congestion on I-5 because it wouldn’t pull a 
significant amount of traffic off of the interstate.  

• The traffic analysis for the screening process indicates the CRC would 
reduce northbound I-5 travel times compared to the new arterial bridge 
alternatives by about 50% or more (e.g., I-84 to 179th Street travel time 
decreases by 22 to 26 minutes).  

• A new arterial bridge would reduce total daily hours of congestion by 
approximately 10 percent compared to no-build, while a replacement 
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bridge would reduce the total daily hours of congestion by approximately 
60 percent compared to no-build.  

• An arterial bridge would tie into local streets at the bridge touchdowns in 
Vancouver and on Hayden Island, thereby increasing congestion in 
downtown Vancouver, on Hayden Island and near Marine Drive.  

• The CSA would not address safety and traffic flow issues of the existing I-
5 bridges.  



45"
"

"

C. Freight)Immobility)
 

As the graph below illustrates, the value of freight traffic is expected to grow to over 
$800 billion by 2030. While all modes show some growth, the value of cargo by truck 
more than doubles between 1997 and 2030.  

 

 

Source:"www.columbiarivercrossing.org"

"
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D. Recent)Poll)Shows)Support)for)Light)Rail)
"

On March 20, 2013, KATU/SurveyUSA released the results of a poll it conducted 
measuring support for the CRC project and light rail. 

It found of the 500 adults surveyed 47 percent support a new bridge with light rail, 
which is a controversial part of the current design, while 46 percent oppose it. About 
7 percent weren't sure. There were indications that the issue is divided along party 
lines. About 71 percent of Republicans oppose putting light rail on the bridge while 
71 percent of Democrats support it.   

When light rail was taken off as a bridge option, about 60 percent then supported a 
new bridge as many Republicans moved into the support column. 

The poll's margin of error ranged from +/- 4.1 percent to +/- 4.5 percent. 

"



A project of national Significance!
Major Flows by Truck To, From, and Within Washington: 2007 
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